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F O R E W O R D 

F O R E W O R D  B Y  T H E  P R E S I D E N T

The adoption of the Treaties of Rome was a turning point, imparting a new impetus to the process of 
economic and social reconstruction and moral and institutional integration under way in a Europe 
striving to heal the wounds left behind by the Second World War.

This collection of ECSC Common Assembly documents (many of them published for the first time) 
and the accompanying account of events illustrate the contribution that the Assembly made to the 
work leading up to the Rome Treaties. The publication covers the three-year period from August 
1954 (which saw the collapse of the European Defence Community project) to March 1957.

An analysis of the Common Assembly’s activities over this period shows an assembly which, though 
still elected by national parliaments, quickly became the mouthpiece for the pro-European sentiments 
held by the public at the time; an assembly which, with the Teitgen resolution of 2 December 1954, 
was one step ahead of the Messina Conference in calling for ‘constituent power’ and raising the issue 
of the extension of the ECSC’s competences at an historic moment, when the failure of the European 
Defence Community appeared to have brought the European integration process to an end. 

The minutes of the Common Assembly’s proceedings show that many conflicting emotions were 
at play: disappointment at the failure of a project (the European Defence Community) to which the 
Assembly had made a major contribution; the belief that European integration remained of essential 
importance if Europe was to face up to the challenges of a world that – as was gradually becoming 
apparent – was undergoing radical change; and a shared desire to map out new paths to integration 
that went beyond national and ideological boundaries.

The role which the Common Assembly played as a driving force for European integration was later 
taken over and made its own by the European Parliament, which, over and above the impact of the 
positions it has adopted, has come to embody the soul of the European integration process.

Between 1954 and 1957, the Assembly drove the process forward by making clear, pragmatic 
proposals, as can be seen from the acts adopted and the majority of the statements made in plenary 
and in working party meetings. The members were keenly aware of the challenges and difficulties 
facing Europe, particularly in the energy field (an issue still high on the agenda today), which it 
could not tackle unless it was united. During this period, the Assembly was able to experiment and 
determine what role it should play in the institutional set-up and in relations between the States.

This ability to strike the right balance between the desirable and the possible enabled the Common 
Assembly to make its voice heard by the foreign ministers of the six founding Member States. It is 
an ability that is still the main asset of today’s European Parliament, enabling it to continue to play 
a central role in the institutional changes required in order to take the European integration process 
forward.

Hans-Gert Pöttering
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P R E FAC E  B Y  T H E  S E C R E TA RY- G E N E R A L

This publication, which adds to our understanding of the origins of the Treaties of Rome and their 
innovative significance for the process of European integration, is one that is close to my heart, and 
I have followed and encouraged the making of it with great enthusiasm.

Among the numerous initiatives taken by the European Parliament to celebrate the fiftieth 
anniversary of the signing of the Rome Treaties, the publication (in most cases for the first time) 
of the texts adopted by the ECSC Common Assembly as it helped to plan and draft the treaties is 
particularly important for an understanding of the role of Parliament. The ideas and proposals of the 
ECSC Common Assembly, the forerunner of the Parliamentary Assembly set up by the 1957 treaties, 
played an important part in this decisive phase in the economic and institutional development of 
Europe.

As Secretary-General of the European Parliament, I am happy to launch the process of making these 
previously unpublished and already historically valuable documents available to researchers and the 
public at large. This will also enable the European Parliament to continue the upgrading of its own 
historical archive, which covers the period from 1953 – the year when the Common Assembly was 
set up – to the present. This is a major collection of archival material, which Parliament is classifying, 
digitising and making available to users, who can also access a specialised database in the same 
area.

In so doing, Parliament is meeting its legal obligations of conservation and transparency vis à vis 
the public. Article 255 of the Treaty establishing the European Community states that ‘any citizen of 
the Union, and any natural or legal person residing or having its registered office in a Member State, 
shall have a right of access to European Parliament, Council and Commission documents’.

However, this publication is also a response to the political curiosity of members of the public (ordinary 
citizens, students and researchers) and their wish to understand better the actions and views of the 
European Parliament in a historical context over which it has had a significant influence.

A broader understanding of Parliament and its acts will enable the history of the European institutions 
to be more comprehensively analysed and recorded, and in the long term will lead to a clearer 
perception of the democratic foundations of the European Union.

It is for these reasons that I, in my capacity as Secretary-General of the European Parliament, also 
plan to publish a series of documents relating to the history of the institution. In addition to its 
commemorative role, the present publication serves to inaugurate that series with this, the first 
contribution to the process of making the history of the European Union more widely known.

Harald RØMER 

P R E F A C E 
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N O T E  T O  T H E  R E A D E R S

N O T E  T O  R E A D E R S

This document brings together documents of the ECSC Common Assembly concerning the 
establishment of the European Economic Community and Euratom in Rome on 25 March 1957. 
Some of these documents are previously unpublished and are attached, together with two further 
documents which it was felt useful to include, even though they have already been published.

In order to assist readers, documents which are attached or simply cited in the text have been grouped 
into four lists, which are referred to in the footnotes:

A.	 List of documents (annexes)

B.	 List of minutes of sittings of the Common Assembly (not attached)

C.	 List of minutes of meetings of the Working Party (ad hoc body of the Common Assembly) (not 
attached)

D.	 List of documents not included in the above lists.

Accordingly, footnote references to Docs. A, B, C or D, followed by a number, refer to the corresponding 
document in the relevant list. The page numbers given refer to the French version of the document.
Information concerning Members of the Joint Assembly who are mentioned can be found in a 
separate list at the end of the document.
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I

T H E  C O M M O N  A S S E M B LY  A N D  T H E  E X T E N S I O N 
O F  T H E  C O M M U N I T Y

1.	 Europe in the 1950s - the road to a common market�

(a)	 The situation in Europe in the 1950s and the first European organisations

The political climate in the years following the Second World War, when the European Communities 
were established, was profoundly different from that of the pre-war period. The United States had 
become the leading economic power and this influenced the balance of power in Europe, which was 
now divided into two opposing blocs. A further important factor during the post-war years, and one 
which was to influence the European integration process, was the German question. From the end 
of the Second World War until 1949 Germany did not exist as a state, but was governed by an Inter-
Allied Commission. Nevertheless, the countries of Western Europe felt the need to incorporate the 
western part of Germany into the European system to avert conflict between France and Germany, 
ensure that democracy in Federal Germany had a firm foundation, secure the territory for the western 
alliance in the event of conflict with the Eastern bloc and, lastly, to support the country’s economic 
reconstruction and incorporate its economy into that of Western Europe. In international relations, 
the division of Europe into two blocs meant that there was a clear distinction between friendly and 
hostile States, reducing the margin of diplomatic freedom enjoyed by individual States.

Against this background, the countries of Western Europe realised the need for close international 
cooperation to tackle common problems. Support also came from some sectors of public opinion 
and movements for European Union were set up in various countries. By the late 1940s a series of 
European international organisations had been established�, although Germany remained excluded 
from them.

It was Schuman, then Foreign Minister, who found a way of bringing Germany back into the 
European fold, while at the same time paving the way for further developments on the road to 
European integration. In his historic speech of 9 May 1950 he proposed that French and German 
coal and steel production should be brought together under a single high authority as part of an 
organisation open to other European countries.

The six founder countries of the ECSC� agreed to the proposal on 3 June 1950 and the relevant treaty 
was signed in Paris on 18 April 1951, entering into force after ratification on 23 July 1952.

�	 Apart from the minutes of the Common Assembly cited, this introduction has drawn on the following works: R. ALBRECHT CARRIÉ, 
A diplomatic history of the Europe since the Congress of Vienna, 1973, New York; F. VISINE, 40 ans d’Europe, 1985,  Luxembourg;, H. A. 
WINKLER, Der lange Weg nach Westen, 2000, München;  E. DI NOLFO, Storia delle relazioni internazionali 1918-1999,  2000, Bari.

�	 These organisations were, at economic level, the Benelux Customs Convention between Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands 
(signed in 1944) and the OECD (1948), which was set up to coordinate the Marshall Plan. At political and military level, the Treaty 
of Brussels was signed in 1947, a treaty of alliance that would lead to the setting up of the Western European Union and the Brussels 
Treaty Organisation, which would become NATO in 1949. The same year saw the establishment of the Council of Europe, whose role 
was to develop and guarantee a common political ethos.

�	 Belgium, Germany, France, Italy, Luxembourg and Netherlands.
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(b)	 The European Defence Community (EDC) - the first setback

Following the opening of negotiations on establishing the ECSC, a further integration plan took 
shape in the highly sensitive area of defence policy, prompted by a rapid sequence of international 
events�.

As for military alliances in Western Europe, NATO did not include among its members the Federal 
Republic of Germany, created one month after the signing of the Atlantic Alliance, even though it 
was felt, by the Americans in particular, that the country needed to be rearmed in order to bring it 
within the Western European defensive system. All the NATO member states shared this ambition, 
although they remained divided as to how it should be done.

Following pressure from America, where it was felt that a greater military commitment by the United 
States should take second place to German rearmament, on 24 October 1950 René Pleven, the French 
Prime Minister, put forward an alternative proposal based on the model previously advocated by 
his Foreign Minister for the ECSC, namely the setting up of a European defence community which 
would allow future German military units to be integrated at battalion level only, under the auspices 
of a European defence ministry. The negotiations opened on 15 February 1951 and the outcome went 
further than Pleven had called for. The Treaty signed in Paris on 27 May 1952 by the member states of 
the ECSC provided for a European army of 40 divisions, with a common uniform and an executive 
in the form of a nine-member commissariat modelled on the ECSC’s High Authority, though with 
more limited powers, and an institutional structure identical to the ECSC but a balance of powers 
between the institutions weighted more in favour of the Council. Furthermore, the Court and the 
Assembly would be the same.

In France, however, there was strong opposition both from the public and the National Assembly, 
which on 30 August 1954 rejected the law ratifying the Treaty.

Far from ending the push towards European integration, the French Parliament’s vote gave strength 
and vigour to those who took a more functional view and advocated European integration via the 
gradual extension of cooperation in the economic sphere. By the beginning of 1955 the setting up of 
an Atomic Energy Community was firmly on the political agenda, prompted by the belief that this 
source of energy was destined to play a prominent role in the continent’s economy. It was Monnet 
who proposed the plan for a specific community, soon know as Euratom. This was backed up by a 
proposal for a customs union put forward by Ludwig Erhard�. These two proposals were brought 
together with others in the Benelux Memorandum, which was to provide the basis for discussions 
at the Conference of Messina�.

(c) 	 The Common Assembly and the failure of the EDC

The failure to secure ratification of the EDC had repercussions in the Common Assembly. The vote 
by the French National Assembly took place on 30 August. At the next session of the Common 
Assembly�, the subject was not only raised, but discussed in a way that was not recriminatory but 
rather displayed a positive commitment to European integration.

�	 On 25 June 1950 the Korean war broke out, bringing East-West relations in Europe to a head one year after the Berlin crisis had been 
overcome and at a time when a substantial part of the French army was occupied in Indo-China.

�	 German Minister for Economic Affairs.

�	 1-3 June 1955, held under the Presidency of Josef Bech of Luxembourg and with the participation of Paul-Henry Spaak (Belgian), 
Walter Hallstein (Germany), Antoine Pinay (France), Gaetano Martino (Italy) and Jan Willem Beyen (Netherlands).

�	 29 November - 2 December 1954.
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The new President of the Assembly, Luigi Pella, devoted his inaugural address� to the events of that 
August, rejecting any nascent pessimism as unable to check the impetus of efforts to achieve objectives 
which were necessary. It was Jean Monnet, however, who opened the debate on the substance of the 
problem, explaining to the Assembly his decision not to request an extension of his mandate as 
President of the High Authority, which was to expire on 10 February of the following year:

....in order to work to bring about European unity, which must be tangible and real, with total freedom 
of speech and action. I want to join with the efforts of all those who are striving to continue what has 
been started. The United States of Europe are not only the great hope, but also the urgent need of our age, 
because upon them depends both the welfare of our peoples and the strengthening of peace�.

During the ensuing debate on ECSC economic policy, countless references not strictly relevant to the 
topic under discussion were made to the failure to ratify the EDF, or grant the Common Assembly 
powers of parliamentary scrutiny over the newly established Western European Union and, more 
generally, in support of greater European integration10.

The subsequent debate on ECSC general policy provided an opportunity to examine the situation in 
greater depth. The basis for discussion was a report by the Political Affairs Committee11, which dealt 
only in part with the events of the summer, although these dominated the debate, which saw broad 
agreement on the need for an integrationist approach, although differences remained on various 
matters.

In her speech12, Margeretha Klompé, the rapporteur, focused on the internal functioning of 
the Community and in particular on the role of the Assembly and the extension of the ECSC’s 
responsibilities. In discussing the first argument, there are two factors to consider: the situation 
under existing law, the potential of which the rapporteur felt had not been fully exploited, and the 
amendments needed to the Treaty. Here Mrs Klompé called in particular for the Assembly to be 
given greater budgetary powers of censure over the executive. She supported an increase in the 
ECSC’s responsibilities, arguing that there were links with the areas of competence already assigned 
to it and pointing to the difficulty of formulating a coal policy separate from overall energy policy, 
which remained the preserve of the nation states at the time.

This question, which was dealt with in Mrs Klompé’s report13 was of particular concern to many 
members of the Assembly, who felt that the proposed solution for extending European competence 
was an abandonment of the supranational idea. 

Successive speakers14, with the sole exception of Michel Debré15, were inspired by a common pro-
European sentiment both as regards improving internal procedures and extending the ECSC’s 
competence (basically to include energy, but also transport), mostly on the basis of arguments similar 
to those used by Mrs Klompé.

�	 Doc. B 1, pp. 10-13.

�	 Doc. B 2, pp. 21-22. The words quoted in the text are taken directly from the resolution on Monnet’s resignation which was adotped 
the same day (Ibid. p. 113). For the text of the proposal (Sassen, Mollet and Delbos), which was adopted without amendment, see Ibid. 
pp. 87-88.

10	 ibid, pp. 22-61.

11	 Doc. D 1. The report did not include a motion for a resolution, which was held over to a later date.

12	 Doc. B 3, pp. 77-84

13	 Doc. D 1, p. 7.

14	 The speakers who followed the rapporteur, in the order in which they spoke, were as follows: Gérard Jaquet, Pierre Wigny, Michel 
Debré, Jonkheer Marinus van der Goes van Naters, Willy Birkelbach, Giuseppe Togni, Gerrit Vixseboxse, Nicolas Margue, Hermann 
Kopf and Fernand Dehousse.

15	 Debré was opposed to extending the ECSC’s functions and regretted that the policy was being considered at such length in an 
assembly whose functions were to monitor the economic activities of the High Authority.
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2. The Teitgen resolution

On 2 December 1954 the ECSC Common Assembly discussed the report on The powers of scrutiny of 
the Common Assembly and their use16 by Mr Pierre-Henri Teitgen, which was the basis for a resolution 
divided into three parts, the first devoted to interinstitutional problems that could be resolved under 
the existing Treaty, the second calling for ‘constituent power’ to be vested in the Assembly under the 
existing Treaty, and the third calling for a working party to be set up on election of the Assembly by 
universal suffrage, the powers of the ECSC and the extension of its competences17.
The report took the existing institutional situation as its starting point. The Assembly lacked some 
of the powers typical of a parliament, such as legislative and budgetary powers, but did enjoy the 
other basic power of monitoring the executive, although without being able to express a lack of 
confidence in it; this scrutiny was not merely technical but was of undoubted political value. The 
Assembly also had the power to participate in amending the Treaty. Lastly, and in more general 
terms, the ECSC had been designed as an emerging community whose future prospects far exceeded 
its current competences, something widely recognised in both professional circles and by national 
governments. In this connection 

Our governments have given a firm undertaking to implement the letter and spirit of the Treaty faithfully. 
Fortified by this commitment, the Assembly is entitled, after debating and adopting appropriate 
resolutions, to draw the attention of the Member States to any policy which by its immediate or future 
effects jeopardises the existence and efficiency of the European Coal and Steel Community and disappoints 
the hopes which it embodies18.

This role of providing parliamentary impetus, to which the Assembly was laying claim, was the 
trigger for a proposal for its election by universal suffrage, which would give it greater moral and 
political authority. With this in view, it was proposed that a working party be set up, which would 
also be responsible for ‘… examining to what extent experience showed that a better definition of certain 
powers was needed, as well as a possible extension of the Community’s powers’19.

In introducing his report, Mr Teitgen20 outlined the arguments in favour of election by universal 
suffrage and extension of the ECSC’s powers, citing significant examples and in particular highlighting 
the links between the two objectives. Aligning himself with the opinions prevalent among pro-
Europeans at the time the rapporteur identified energy as a choice sector for giving the ECSC new 
responsibilities, arguing that, in addition to the complementary nature of these powers, there were 
other considerations which could be illustrated by a specific example. Mr Teitgen noted that national 
governments had done little to exploit the possibility of using ECSC aid for undertakings in order 
to resolve problems relating to lay-offs and believed that this was caused by governments’ fear of 
generating social distortions between different sectors in the respective states, e.g. between the coal 
and steel industry, which could benefit from ECSC aid, and other industries which could not. On 
this basis, the rapporteur argued that the Community powers should be extended to a broad range 
of economic and social measures.

The extension of Community powers justified the proposal for electing the Assembly by universal 
suffrage, since public opinion in the different countries would not see the need to accord such 
legitimacy to an Assembly merely required to discuss coal and steel issues. Furthermore, this 
extension of powers was justified because:

16	 Doc. D 2.

17	 Doc. A 1. During the debate Mr Michel Debré wondered whether this second part, although brief, should be the basis of the entire 
resolution. Doc. B 4, p. 142.

18	 Doc. D2, p. 17.

19	 Ibid, p. 18.

20	 Speech can be found in Doc. B4, pp. 124-132. The points referred to here can be found on pp. 131-132.
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We can see quite simply that there are problems whose solution can only be found at European level. 
The solution is a European one because the problem is a European one and the decision-making power to 
resolve such problems must be at European level. This is the basis of our argument when we speak of the 
need for European institutions21.

Many Members spoke in the ensuing debate22. The discussions, which were also of a high level 
in cultural terms, focused essentially on fundamental principles, in particular supranationality, for 
which there were various arguments for and against. It was this principle which generally dictated 
what approach was taken to the extension of the ECSC’s powers, while the question of elections 
seemed to elicit less interest on the part of speakers, who devoted less time to it.

‘Politicising the ECSC’ was the keynote to the speech by Mr Carcaterra23, who fully supported the 
motion for a resolution. In practice, ‘politicising’ the ECSC meant involving the ministers of the 
Member States so as to enable the Assembly to exert a direct influence over national policies. With 
this in view it was also important that the Assembly’s resolutions should have an impact beyond 
the institution and result in specific achievements24. These objectives could be achieved without 
amending the Treaty, an option which the speaker did not rule out, although believing it to be an 
instrument that should be used when other methods were insufficient to realise the construction of 
a European Union.

There were some, such as Mr Maroger25 who supported a cautious step-by-step approach, citing by 
way of example the history of German unification, which had followed on from a long period of 
customs union, and considering what concept of ‘community’ should be adopted. It was necessary 
to have a clear idea of what was meant by ‘community’ in order to address the objective danger that 
a rapid expansion could in the short and medium term cause harm to consumers and lead citizens 
to become disaffected with Community.

Mr Debré26, a Gaullist opposed to supranationality but in favour of ‘a political organisation of European 
nations’, stressed that the current situation of the construction of Europe was irreversible because of 
the existence of supranational bodies.

Mr Motz27 supported the motion for a resolution and, drawing on the experience of the Benelux 
countries, tackled the issues of customs union and free trade areas, concluding that the ECSC should 
be the point of departure for a wider economic community.

Mr Bruins Slot28 took a pessimistic view and, after a number of specific remarks on the Teitgen 
report, said that the movement towards integration had stalled and it was no use under the present 
circumstances advocating direct elections, since the barriers to integration came from national 
governments and parliaments and it was therefore at national level, not supranational level, that the 
relaunch of European integration needed to begin.

21	 Ibid, p. 132.

22	 Antonio Carcaterra, Reynaud Maroger, Michel Debré, Roger Motz, Bruins Slot, Fernand Dehousse,   Hermann Kopf,  Henri Fayat, 
Pierre Wigny, Paul J Kapteijn, Gerard  M Nederhorst.

23	 Doc. B 4, pp. 133.136.

24	 The speaker backed up his ideas by referring to the concept of community (Gemeinschaft) scientifically defined by Tonnies and more 
generally by late 19th century German sociology. This refers to a Community of interests where participants are united and each 
member has an equal right to benefit from withdrawals and redistribution of resources in accordance with his needs. The ECSC falls 
within this definition, as the speaker shows through appropriate references to Treaty provisions and in particular to parts of the 
preamble, which take up the concept defined by Tonnies.

25	 Doc. B 4, pp. 136-140.

26	 Ibid, pp. 141-145.

27	 Ibid, pp. 145-147.

28	 Ibid, pp. 147-151.
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Eventually, the motion for a resolution was adopted without substantial amendments29. For present 
purposes, there are two main points of interest in the text adopted: the paragraph in which the 
Assembly recognises itself as competent to discuss resolutions on amendments to the Treaty30 and 
the paragraph proposing that a working party be established on

the procedure to be followed for examining the most appropriate and effective ways of: ...

2.	 extending the competence of the Community and in general enlarging the common market,

3.	 the problems relating to the election of members of the Assembly by universal suffrage31.

3.	 Setting up the Working Party
The Bureau of the Assembly examined the question and drew up a motion for a resolution 
implementing paragraph V of the resolution of 2 December 1954 on the setting up of a working 
party. The task of rapporteur was assigned to the President of the Assembly, Luigi Pella. 

The report32 dealt with the nature of the working party, which would be similar to a committee of the 
Assembly, into which it could in future be converted, and consequently with its relations with other 
bodies of the Assembly. On the question of its composition, the Bureau proposed that it should have 
26 members representing the groups and Member States and chosen mainly from among members 
having responsibilities on the Assembly’s various general committees. There would be six members 
each for the three larger countries (Germany, France and Italy), three for Belgium and Holland and 
two for Luxembourg. They would be appointed by the Assembly on a proposal from the Bureau, 
acting in cooperation with the committees and groups. The motion for a resolution contained fewer 
details than had been anticipated in the resolution.

The debate took place on 6 and 9 May 195533 and, despite the highly technical nature of the proposal, 
was a lively discussion, but with little that need detain us here. The resolution was adopted on 9 
May34.

4.	 The Working Party
On 13 May 1955 the Assembly appointed the Working Party, which consisted of 28 members35. The 
following day the Working Party held its first meeting and elected Mr Roger Motz Chairman and Mr 
Wolfgang Pohle and Mr Gerard Jacquet Vice-Chairmen36.

29	 Doc. A 1.

30	 Ibid. Point IV of the resolution.

31	 Ibid. Point V of the resolution.

32	 Doc. D 3.

33	 Doc. B 5, pp. 212-223 and Doc. B 6, pp. 223-246.

34	 Doc. D 4.

35	 Doc. B 7, pp. 435-436.

36	 Doc. C 1.



1957-2007

19

I   T H E  C O M M O N  A S S E M B L Y  A N D  T H E  E X T E N S I O N  O F  T H E  C O M M U N I T Y

From the time when it was established until February 1957 the Working Party consisted of the 
following members: Martin Blank, Heinz Braun37, Henri-Guy Caillavet38, Enrico  Carboni, Antonio 
Carcaterra39, Giuseppe Caron, Alfred Chupin,  Napoléon Cochart40, Fernand Dehousse,  Jean 
Fohrmann, Jonkheer Marinus van der Goes van Naters, Gilles Gozard41, Cornelis P. Hazenbosch, 
Gerard Jaquet42, Margaretha Klompé43, Hermann Kopf, Gerhard Kreyssig,  Ugo La Malfa44, Nicolas 
Margue, François de Menthon, Roger Motz, Erwin Müller,  Joseph Oesterle, Attilio Piccioni45, Alain 
Poher, Wolfgang Pohle, Roger de Saivre46,  Vincenzo Selvaggi47, Alberto Simonini48, Herbert Wehner,  
Pierre Wigny.

The European Parliament’s archives hold the records of the 18 meetings49 from the constituent 
meeting up to the meeting of 26 February 1958, which does not seem to have been the last. After 
the signing of the Treaties of Rome, the Working Party addressed the question of the amendments 
needed to the ECSC Treaty.

In line with the objectives set in the resolution which established it, the Working Party focused on 
two areas: on the one hand, improving the implementation and extension of the powers of the ECSC 
and, on the other, the establishment of a single market extending beyond the coal and steel sector.

37	 Until November 1955.

38	 From February 1956.

39	 Until November 1955.

40	 Until July 1955.

41	 From February 1956.

42	 Until February 1956.

43	 Until October 1956.

44	 Until May 1956.

45	 From May 1956.

46	 Until February 1956.

47	 Until May 1956.

48	 Until May 1956.

49	 No records could be found of the meeting of 7 January 1957.
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II

T H E  C O M M O N  A S S E M B LY  A N D  T H E 
P R E PA R AT I O N S  F O R  T H E  R O M E  T R E AT I E S

1. 	 The Assembly and the Messina Conference
The Assembly kept a close track of debates and initiatives relating to European integration, particularly 
those instigated by national governments. These included the Messina Conference, which was to 
discuss the German proposal for a customs union and Jean’s Monnet’s Euratom proposal.

The conference was held in early June 1955; in mid-May the Assembly adopted a resolution setting 
out its own position prior to the conference50. In the resolution, the Assembly called on the Foreign 
Ministers to ask the Community institutions to draw up proposals for the extension of the ECSC 
and to organise one or more Intergovernmental Conferences at which to draw up the draft treaties 
required for the next stages in the European integration process.

The debate held prior to the adoption of the resolution provides clear indications as to the meaning of 
the resolution and the Members’ expectations. In particular, the call for one or more intergovernmental 
conference was intended to involve governments in the drawing up of a draft treaty, and thus to 
secure the support of the individual states51. However, as an authoritative Member implicitly admits, 
it is difficult to draw any hard and fast conclusions as to the Members’ intentions from the debate of 
14 May52.

In Messina the Foreign Ministers set up a Committee of Experts to draft a report setting out proposals 
on the single market and Euratom, for submission to a forthcoming Conference of Foreign Ministers 
(in Venice on 29 May 1956). The Conference was to decide the action to be taken on the report and 
to convene an Intergovernmental Conference. Paul-Henri Spaak was appointed chairman of the 
Committee of Experts. 

The debate held after the Messina Conference on the basis of a motion for a resolution tabled by 
the Committee on Political Affairs went into greater detail53. The Assembly54 noted that, despite not 
providing explicit answers, the Messina resolution had taken its concerns into account. It welcomed 
the fact that a political figure had been appointed Chairman of the Committee of Experts and 
instructed its Working Party to assess the outcome of the Conference. The Assembly was not wholly 

50	 Doc B 8, pp. 485-501. The previous day, the Assembly had set up a Working Party to look into the issue of European integration.  

51	 Speech by Mrs Klompé, ibidem, p.488.

52	 Speech by Mr Dehousse, ibidem, p.489. The Socialist Member admitted that the Working Party had not had time to meet before the 
Messina Conference.

53	 Doc. D 5.  

54	 Doc. D 6.
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satisfied with what it saw as the limited role which the Conference felt it should play in the work on 
European integration and with the Conference’s failure properly to grasp the special position which 
the ECSC held within the European organisations55.

Mrs Klompé, rapporteur for the Committee on Political Affairs, spoke of the two possible paths 
forward towards European integration that had been put forward at Messina, namely a sector-based 
approach and an across-the-board approach consisting in a common market. She favoured the latter 
approach, both because of the interconnectedness of the various sectors of the modern economy and 
because:

What we are looking for is a community of interests in which all citizens of the Community, irrespective 
of the country in which they live, have the feeling that measures taken at European level are of direct 
concern - of direct benefit - to them.

Were we to adopt a sector-based approach, we might find that some countries draw the benefits of 
integration while others suffer the drawbacks56.

While taking a generally positive view, Mr Kopf regretted the foreign ministers’ failure to say 
anything about Assembly involvement in the Conference’s work and deplored the fact that the 
Messina Conference had failed to deliver on the German and Benelux proposals regarding, in 
particular, parliamentary scrutiny - a far from secondary consideration in the building of a sound 
institutional framework:

Parliamentary scrutiny does, of course, require the existence of an executive. A parliament is the natural 
counterpart to an executive, a government. Institutional measures should be taken to ensure that there is 
a parliament as a counterpart to the executive57.

Mr Vendroux took a critical, rather discordant, stance, questioning whether the Assembly should 
be considering the issues of extending its own sphere of competence and how Europe should be 
organised, given that no article in the Treaty gave it the powers so to do. He drew attention to the 
disparity in the views expressed by the Assembly and the High Authority, which tended to view 
the progress made by the ECSC in its own sphere of competence as a contribution to European 
integration, and saw it as being the national governments’ and parliaments’ responsibility to take 
European integration forward58.

In one of the most critical speeches made, Mr Wehner said that Messina had failed sufficiently to 
emphasise the importance of an ECSC economic policy for further economic cooperation in Europe, 
and made a detailed review of the instruments for such cooperation59.

Mr Wigny took a resolutely optimistic view, stating that he was proud to be part of an Assembly that 
was in a better position than anyone to understand the mechanisms of a common market. He also 
failed to understand the proposals for the Assembly to be elected by universal suffrage, in that such 
a means of giving the Assembly legitimacy would not create a shared sense of belonging among 
voters and would cut the valuable ties between the Assembly and national parliaments60.

55	 These negative aspects were raised with varying degrees of emphasis by a number of speakers, including Mr Wehner, details of 
whose speech are given below. The resolution adopted following the debate made no mention of these negative aspects. 

56	 Doc. B 9, p. 600.

57	 Ibidem, p.605.

58	    Ibidem, pp.606-609.

59	 Ibidem, pp.609-612

60	 Ibidem, pp.612-615
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Mr Maroger was even more optimistic, setting out his own view of what a common market should 
be. His speech is extremely interesting to read 50 years after the event, in the light of what has 
happened since. Mr Maroger said that a single market did not mean everyone having the same 
wages, taxes or currency, but having the same tax mechanisms distributed in the same way among 
the various sources of income, with the same social charges and convertible currencies61. 

Mr von Merkatz stressed the importance of institutional issues in the European integration process 
and said that the Messina Conference had been successful above all in not overlooking the need for 
the institutions to be organised in an effective manner and in clearly identifying the problems in 
each area of the economic integration process62.

2. 	 The Committee of Experts and the Common Assembly
The relationship between the Committee of Experts and the Assembly represents the first instance 
of an intergovernmental body working alongside the representative body in connection with the 
revision or consolidation of the texts underpinning the European integration process. 

Mr Spaak, the political driving force in the two intergovernmental bodies that followed on from 
each other between 1955 and 1957 and who had already been President of the Common Assembly, 
personally kept the Assembly and its Working Party informed. He attended two Working Party 
meetings, on 19 December 195563 and 8 December 195664, and reported directly to the Assembly 
on 13 March 195665. These three meetings took place at different stages in the negotiating process. 
In December 1955 the Committee of Experts had started work only a few months earlier; by 13 
March 1956 it had completed its work and the heads of delegation had started drafting their report 
to the Venice Conference; by December 1956  the Committee of Experts had given way to the 
Intergovernmental Conference which, at the time, was made up of the foreign ministers and chaired 
by Mr Spaak, who thus ensured the continuity of the negotiations66. 

3. 	 The Assembly’s position on the common market in March 1956
Mr Spaak’s March statement was not followed by a debate, but the same sitting saw a debate on the 
development of the common market, which may be considered as the Common Assembly’s first 
response to the Committee of Experts. The debate focused on a Working Party document67, much 
of which was given over to refuting objections to the market concept but which also contained a 
detailed proposal as to how to bring a common market into being.

61	 Ibidem, pp.617-619

62	 Ibidem, pp.619-622.

63	 Doc. C 3.

64	 Doc. A 3.

65	 Doc. B 10, pp. 200-217. 

66	 For space reasons, the statements made by Mr Spaak in December 1955 and March 1956 are not looked at here. However, those he 
made in December 1956 are dealt with in the following chapter. 

67	 Doc. D 9, p.43. This report, which was drafted by the Subcommittee on Competences and Powers, was discussed at the Working Party 
meeting of 2 March 1956 (Doc. C 4, p.28). The first working document on the report, which is held in Parliament’s archives, dates 
back to July 1955 and is marked ‘version 2’; there would appear to be no trace of version 1, and there is no mention of it in Working 
Party minutes prior to 3 November 1955, the date of the meeting during which the chairman of the subcommittee stated that the 
above report had been discussed on 16 and 17 September (and thus on the basis of version 2 - Doc. C 2, p. 3). The report produced by 
the Working Party’s Subcommittee on Competences and Powers was not formally adopted by the Working Party, which decided to 
forward it to the Assembly on 2 March 1956. 
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The core idea in the proposal was that of a multilateral treaty laying down in great detail the various 
stages in a transitional process predicted to last between ten and fifteen years, with twelve years felt 
to be the most likely. During this period, customs tariffs would be gradually brought down on the 
basis of a precise schedule, so as to prevent signatory states from delaying implementation. There 
was, however, no intention of making the system automatic, since two factors were required for the 
gradual reduction to be a success, namely: a governing structure to ensure the necessary flexibility 
in the schedule and introduce safeguard measures in the event of economic disruptions; two funds 
- a readjustment fund and an investment fund - to smooth the way to a common market, the first of 
which would help to modernise the industrial and agricultural systems, and the second to raise 
productivity.  

As to market distortions caused by disparities in national social and tax legislation, the United States 
had shown that a common market could exist in the presence of major differences. Turnover tax did, 
however, need to be harmonised.

The report tackled the delicate issue of farming and its modernisation, that had up until then been 
hampered by the small size of holdings all around Europe.

Legal barriers to the movement of goods - particularly foodstuffs - and state aid were other central 
problems that needed to be overcome, but in a sensitive manner, so as to ensure that

the (wholly justified) replacement of the principle of independence with that of interdependence did not 
come as a slap in the face to those who have lived and worked under the old system in good faith. A way 
needs to be found to prevent any deterioration in the living standards of hard-working people whose 
only fault is to have considered a system that in actual fact represents a waste of resources to be perfectly 
normal, as everyone else has 68. 

During the debate held in plenary on 14 March, the rapporteur introduced his report and made a 
number of interesting geo-political observations which he intended as a reply to the question which 
Mr Debré had, at national level, put to the French Government on the action that needed to be taken 
to prevent France from being completely subjected to policies formulated abroad. Mr van der Goes 
looked at the issue of further European integration from the standpoint of the competition between 
the two political blocs existing in Europe at the time. 

Although some of the following speakers raised a few controversial points, no opposition was 
expressed. There was, however, a special focus on various topics that were included in the joint 
motion for a resolution that wound up the debate69. The resolution, which was adopted unopposed, 
with one abstention, asked the Member States for a Treaty which, among other things:

•	 set up a single market free of any trace of isolationism; 

•	 provided for freedom of movement for not just goods, services and capital, but also workers; 

•	 set up an investment fund; 

•	 made the necessary economic adjustments while taking due account of the specific situation in 
the farming sector; 

•	 harmonised social charges as part of an active and progressive policy of steadily raising living 
standards;

•	 set up institutions with sufficient powers to implement the above principles under proper democratic 
control.

68	 Ibidem, pp 33-34.  

69	 Doc. D 8.
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4. 	 The Assembly’s position on Euratom in March 1956
Alongside the issue of European integration, the energy question was being looked into in the 
knowledge that, as far as international competition was concerned, Europe was hampered by its 
high energy costs and the fact that it was lagging far behind the United States in the nuclear energy 
field. In response to this situation, a preliminary report on Europe’s energy problem70 was discussed 
by the Common Assembly at an extraordinary session held in March 1956. The report set out the 
current options, but did not reflect the rapporteur’s deeply held beliefs, as Mr Wigny himself told 
the Working Party71. The report analysed the energy situation in great detail, focusing on the nuclear 
energy production process and reviewing the European projects seeking to integrate nuclear energy 
research and production that had been conducted since the war. The rapporteur summed up his 
report as follows to the Working Party:

There can be not doubt about the need for Euratom. [..] The question is whether Euratom should involve 
18 or six countries, and whether it should take the form proposed by the OEEC or that put forward by 
the Brussels Committee of Experts, the Monnet Committee or the report currently under discussion. The 
OEEC plan simply lists the measures required, which depend on the goodwill of the Member States and 
would be implemented by means of a series of multilateral agreements. The proposed institutions would 
have no coordinating powers. There is no clash between the OEEC plan and the Six’s plan, and the two 
could coexist without problem72.  

The report advocates a common market that, in the nuclear industry, would combine the advantages 
of a division of labour and free competition and, at the same time, would regulate minerals and 
fuels, plant and equipment, scientific research and human and financial resources. The common 
market in nuclear energy should be subject to oversight by the international authorities with a view 
to ensuring equal access to users, a balance between demand and supply and military security 
and health protection. Some research and operational activities should be carried out by common 
undertakings, the most important of which would be the Joint Research Centre, which would be 
formed from the national research centres. The Euratom institutions would be based on the tried 
and tested model of an international Commission, a Council of Ministers, an Assembly, the Court of 
Justice and an advisory social council, representing the industry73. This was much the same set-up 
as that recommended by the Committee of Experts chaired by Mr Spaak, which was to appear in 
the Treaty the following year. The report nonetheless took a stance on the issue of the ownership of 
nuclear materials, which was the subject of a debate in plenary. Within the English-speaking world 
in particular, it was held that ownership of such materials was necessary in order to ensure that the 
necessary controls were in place for the purposes of military security, health protection and security 
of supply. Mr Wigny took the opposing view, maintaining that what mattered was not ownership  
but the possession, transport and use of nuclear materials and that any supply problems - which 
were anyway unlikely to occur - could be solved by appropriate powers of intervention, rather than 
ownership. Furthermore, Euratom ownership of nuclear materials would create a monopoly at odds 
with the free market principle and might discourage some states from joining Euratom74.

During the debate in plenary, the report received broad support, both for its basic thrust and for 
the institutional mechanisms which it advocated, but there were heated discussions on the issue of 
ownership. 

70	 Doc. D 7, p.76.   

71	 Doc. C 4, p.16.

72	 Ibidem, pp.16-17.

73	 Doc. D 7, pp. 22-27.   

74	 Ibidem, p.20.
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Mr Furled was the first to address the issue, dismissing the need for public ownership in a detailed 
speech analysing the various positions on the matter and expressing the view that peaceful use 
meant banning only the building of nuclear weapons, not nuclear-powered military vehicles, vessels 
and aircraft75.

An opposing view was put in a statement by the Socialist Group read out in plenary by Mr Delouse, 
which dealt with two issues, namely the peaceful use of nuclear energy and public ownership of 
nuclear fuels. In connection with the former, the Socialist Group maintained that the Euratom Treaty 
should establish an effective system of controls involving both checks on documents and on-the-
spot inspections and ensure that a proper inventory was kept of fissile materials. On the latter issue, 
the group reiterated its long-held view that Euratom should have exclusive ownership of nuclear 
fuels, subject to parliamentary scrutiny76.

The Christian Democrats made a statement in support of the peaceful use of nuclear energy but not 
touching upon the issue of the ownership of nuclear materials. The statement, which was read out in 
plenary by Mr Sassen, maintained that the common market in nuclear energy should enable private 
enterprise to make a constructive contribution  and that the manufacture of nuclear weapons - which 
would be ruled out initially - could take place only within a Community framework, following a 
unanimous decision by the Member States77. The Liberal Group endorsed this position78. The debate 
focused mainly on the above issues, with each speaker explaining the views of his or her group. No 
resolution was adopted.

5. 	 Lead-up to the Venice Conference
Since the publication of the heads of delegation report79 the Working Party had been seeking to 
ensure that the Assembly could adopt a position prior to the Venice Conference. The meetings of 30 
April and  7, 8 and 9 May 1956 were devoted to this issue80. A motion for a resolution drawn up on 
the basis of these discussions81 was discussed and adopted without amendment on 11 May 195682.

The motion endorsed the heads of delegation report and reiterated the wishes and recommendations 
expressed in the Working Party documents of March 1956 and during the discussions thereon. 

The motion put forward the view that the institutions should have real powers, that the Assembly 
should exercise effective democratic control, that there should be a fair balance between Commission 
and Council, that use should be made of the existing ECSC institutions and that trade associations 
should be involved in decision-making. The Working Party’s text, which was less detailed than the 
draft motion for a resolution drawn up by Mr van der Goes83, was finally adopted. 

The Working Party carried out a detailed analysis of the Intergovernmental Conference’s report 
on the basis of an exchange of questions and answers with Mr Uri84. The main issues dealt with 
were the gradual reduction of customs duties, the single currency, the unanimity principle and 

75	 Doc. B 11, pp. 302-305.

76	 Doc. B 12, pp. 322-323.

77	 Ibidem, p.325

78	 Speech by Mr Blank, ibidem.

79	 Doc. D 10.

80	 Doc. C 5, C 6, C 7, C 8.

81	 Doc. D 11, p. 9.

82	 Doc. B 13, pp. 451-528.

83	 All. III del Doc. C 7. 

84	 Director of the High Authority’s Economic Division, who had most probably been working with the Committee of Experts.
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social legislation, although on the last two points the Working Party went no further than to request 
clarifications, without expressing any views departing from those set out in the heads of delegation 
report.

The heads of delegation report provided for a 12-year transitional period85, with tariffs being brought 
down by 30% in each of the first two four-year periods, with the reduction being calculated on the 
basis of the level reached during the previous period. The Working Party report of March 1956 had 
advocated a 10-year transitional period, with a 60% reduction in the first five years. This issue was dealt 
with in paragraphs 10 and 11 of the motion for a resolution. Paragraph 10 called on the ministers to 
state their position on the Working Party proposal for a 10-year transitional period, while paragraph 
11 was critical of the fact that the arrangement proposed by the heads of delegation would result in 
tariffs being halved over the first eight years, leaving only four years for the remainder. Following 
some clarifying remarks by Mr Uri and a short discussion on the inappropriateness of a detailed 
resolution and the issue of the reduction of customs duties, the two paragraphs were removed from 
the motion for a resolution86, and the issue of a single currency was broached. 

Although this was an incidental issue at the time, it is of interest to anyone looking through the 1956 
papers today, following the introduction of the euro. Mr Caillavet pointed out that the abolition of 
customs duties would have an impact on prices in countries which, for the most part, did not have 
free economies, and raised the question of whether ‘in order to achieve European integration and build 
a common market, we should not start by formulating a common monetary policy’87. Mr Uri, who at the 
meetings held in May 1956 appeared to be acting more as a representative of the Committee of Experts 
than as an expert working for the High Authority, said that a single currency was unattainable in the 
present situation and that a gradual merging of national economies was the chosen path; discussions 
between Member States on monetary issues that might interfere with the common market were not, 
however, ruled out. Mr Gozard maintained that Mr Uri’s replies were off the mark, given that the 
failure to provide for a single currency did not preclude the setting up of a body responsible for 
formulating a monetary policy88. The issue was dropped.

During the plenary debate, the issue of the supranational nature of the new Community continued 
to crop up in connection with other more central issues. Some Members maintained that it had not 
been covered in the heads of delegation report and felt that it should be, while others felt that it had 
been, although only surreptitiously89. 

The speakers on the matter included Mr Gozard90, Mr Kopf91 and Mr Kreyssig92, who identified the 
main issues at hand. Mr Gozard gave a foretaste of the report on institutional matters which he was 
to table in June 1956. 

Mr Kopf complained that the system put forward in the heads of delegation report failed clearly 
to mark out the boundaries between general economic policy, which remained the responsibility 
of individual states, and common market-related measures, responsibility for which lay with the 
Community bodies; for example, customs tariffs would be set at Community level but would affect 
national budgets.  How the farm sector, with its highly specific features, was to be incorporated into 

85	 During which customs tariffs were to be progressively phased out.
86	 Doc. C 7, pp. 4-6.

87	 Ibidem, p. 6.

88	 Ibidem, p. 7.

89	 The former included Mr Kopf and the latter, Mr Debré. 

90	 Doc. B 13, pp. 459-468.

91	 Ibidem, pp. 478-482.

92	 Ibidem, pp.516-519.
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the common market was an extremely difficult question. In particular, there was a contradiction 
between the general ban on state aid and the public subsidies which farmers received in many states 
and which were necessary in order for farming to remain profitable. 

Mr Kopf saw two possible ways forward in the social field, namely the setting up of an advisory 
committee, such as that already existing within the ECSC, and the harmonisation of social legislation 
which the heads of delegation report advocated for various areas such as equal pay for women and 
men, the working week and holidays. Mr Kopf hoped that the future assembly would be involved in 
harmonisation efforts, but noted that the lack of supranationality of the proposed institutions would 
be a problem.

Taking up the subject of social policy, Mr Kreyssig observed that while the lack of competence in 
this area could be accepted within the ECSC, it could not be in a Community covering all markets. 
Similarly, a full-employment policy needed to be introduced and the failure to harmonise financial, 
economic and social policy would hamper the success of the new Community.

Mr Kreyssig also forcefully put across the Socialist position on Euratom monopoly ownership of 
fissile materials. 

6. 	 Institutional aspects
These were dealt with in a specific report93 discussed in plenary on 21 June 1956. The report, drafted 
by the Subcommittee on Institutional Affairs, gave rise to some concern among members of the 
Working Party which, following a lively discussion, decided not to approve it, but to authorise its 
tabling in plenary as an interim report94.

The report contained an institution-by-institution analysis of the heads of delegation proposals, 
together with comments and additional proposals. The main proposals made in the report were:

- 	 to endow the current institutions with the powers provided for in the new Treaties and to amend 
the ECSC Treaty, even if the sole common institutions were to be the Assembly and the Court of 
Justice, as proposed by the heads of delegation;

- 	 to give the Commission powers of initiative in general policy matters;

- 	 gradually to make the ministers accountable to the Assembly;

- 	 gradually to replace unanimous voting with qualified majority voting  on general policy matters 
within the Council of Ministers;

- 	 to weight national votes within the Council of Ministers on the basis of production volumes; 

- 	 to give the Assembly the power to discuss the budget chapter by chapter and to amend it95;

- 	 to give the Assembly the power to confirm appointments of Commission Members by national 
governments and to require an absolute majority rather than a simple majority for the adoption of 
motions of censure on the Commission;

-	 to extend the Assembly’s power to discuss Commission proposals to matters of general economic 
policy;

- 	 to increase the number of Members of the Assembly, not only in its common market and Euratom 
‘formations’ but also as a whole, including the ECSC ‘formation’;

93	 Doc. D 12.

94	 C 9, pp.3-14. 

95	 In the heads of delegation report, the Assembly only had the power to approve or reject the draft budget in its entirety. 
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- 	 to set up three chambers within the Court of Justice – covering the ECSC, the common market and 
Euratom –  thus avoiding the appointment of associate judges specialising in economic matters 
from outside the Court (as provided for in the heads of delegation report), to which Member States, 
companies and trade unions should also be able to apply; a public prosecutor’s office should be 
able to act on its own initiative;

- 	 to set up an advisory body representing trade unions;

- 	 to set up a council of central bank governors to prepare for monetary union.

At the sitting of 21 June 195696, Mr Gozard outlined his report and on some matters went beyond 
what was contained in the report itself, for example calling for the Assembly to be given competence 
to draft tax legislation for all Member States. In the ensuing debate, Mr Kopf97 drew attention to the 
real purpose of the debate, which was to determine the Assembly’s position on the matter prior to 
a further series of meetings in which the Committee of Experts headed by Mr Spaak was to draw 
up Treaty drafts. Mr Kopf explained the heads of delegation proposal to set up two Commissions, 
separate from the ECSC High Authority, for the two new Communities. The two new executive 
bodies would play a less central role than the ECSC executive, while the Council of Ministers would 
have a leading role and would vote unanimously only in a limited number of cases. This was the only 
point on which Mr Kopf expressly gave his opinion, stating that he endorsed the idea of unanimous 
voting being confined to a small number of extremely important issues. 

Following this explanation, Mr Kopf went on to discuss the role of the Parliament98, saying that there 
should be a single Assembly for the three Communities. Having cleared the ground of issues that 
were of minor importance or were premature, such as the number of Members and their election by 
universal suffrage, Mr Kopf addressed the core issue of the Parliament’s role which, under the heads 
of delegation proposals would be a minor one, given in particular that it would not have the power to 
discuss general policy. Mr Kopf took the view that the Council’s prospective role in coordinating the 
economic policy of Member States should be matched by the Parliament having a say on economic 
policy issues and having similar budgetary powers to those of national parliaments99. This was 
essential in order to unite the Member States.   

7. 	 Social aspects
The social aspects of European integration, which had been raised several times during parliamentary 
debates, were dealt with formally in a report100 discussed in plenary in November 1956. With reference 
to the heads of delegation proposals, the report was critical of the fact that the Commission would be 
able to refer matters to the Council of Ministers alone and that there was no provision for Assembly 
involvement in action to improve living and working conditions and in the harmonisation of social 
charges101. The report called for a central labour market coordination office to be set up. Worker 
consultation was also called for102.

96	 Doc. B 14, pp. 750-760.

97	 Ibidem, pp. 755-757.

98	 Mr Kopf was the first Member to use the term ‘Parliament’ in a consistent manner when referring to the consultative body that was to 
come into being following what were to be the Treaties of Rome, using the term ‘Assembly’ solely to designate the equivalent ECSC 
body.

99	 A similar view was expressed by Mr Kreyssig (Doc. B 14, pp. 757-758).

100	 Doc. D 13, p.23. 

101	 Ibidem,  p.25.

102	 Ibidem,  p.26.
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Mr Birkelbach’s report went on to call for a common employment policy, the goals of which would 
inform the use of the investment fund. In particular, there was an urgent need for a programme 
of measures to reduce structural unemployment. Furthermore, the Member States should seek to 
reduce working hours, provide unemployment support and ensure equal pay for men and women. 
A mechanism that would ensure that migrant workers were granted the necessary entitlements 
under the various welfare systems also needed to be introduced103.

Following a brief debate in which the speakers expressed support, the Assembly adopted a resolution 
endorsing the report104.

103	 Ibidem,  pp. 25-26.

104	 Doc. B 15, pp. 104-117; Doc. B 16, pp. 143-144 (text of resolution and vote thereon).
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III

T H E  C O M M O N  A S S E M B LY  A N D  T H E 
I N T E R G OV E R N M E N TA L  C O N F E R E N C E

1.	 The final stage of negotiations
The reports on the single market, Euratom and institutional aspects submitted by the Working Party 
in 1956 and the report on social aspects submitted by the relevant Assembly committee in November 
of that year rounded off the Common Assembly’s deliberations on the substance of the treaties under 
negotiation. The final stage now opened, during which the Assembly would bring pressure to bear 
on the negotiators in the months immediately preceding the signing of the Treaties.

The first development consisted in Mr Spaak’s statements to the Working Party on the progress of 
negotiations at the meeting of 8 December 1956105. A less than ideal picture emerged as the optimism 
of the Venice Conference, which had welcomed the heads of delegation report, gave way to the 
realisation that there were other problems: in addition to discussions being slowed down by the 
substitution of many experts, delegations had submitted reservations and new proposals. France, in 
particular, had stated that it could not join the common market unless it was granted a number of 
safeguard clauses to take account of its economic situation. However, the French requests were not 
confined to safeguards but also concerned more general issues, such as the inclusion of its overseas 
territories in the common market, various procedures for the transition from the first to the second 
stage of the common market, harmonisation of social charges, the maintenance of export subsidies 
and certain import duties, safeguard clauses in the event of a balance of payments disequilibrium 
and a number of objections regarding the application of the new Treaties.

Germany, for its part, submitted alternative proposals to those contained in the heads of delegation 
report on the supply of fissile materials in the Euratom framework. It opposed Euratom’s right of 
preemption over uranium and advocated a free market.

The other delegations were not prepared to support the German proposals. They were, however, 
prepared to support the French proposals, in particular those on harmonisation of social charges. 
Efforts to find a solution to the difficulties identified were facilitated by a bilateral meeting between 
Konrad Adenauer and Guy Mollet on 6 November. This meeting was more important than might 
seem from the statements made by Mr Spaak, who mentioned them several times in relation to the 
various issues. In political terms, it marked the beginning of a special relationship between France 
and Germany and, in terms of the negotiations, it resolved a number of significant problems: it 
solved the Euratom issue by endorsing the Venice proposals (principally through Germany dropping 
its own proposals) and produced a compromise on safeguards relating to balance of payments 
disequilibria.

While progress was made in a number of areas, the issue of the overseas territories, on which a 
Franco-Belgian memorandum had given rise to concern among the other delegations, remained 
unresolved.

105	 Doc. A 3, pp. 12-36
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One of the issues which Mr Spaak tackled was the accession of the United Kingdom. The UK was 
prepared to join a free-trade area but not a common market, which would require it to abandon its 
customs agreements with the Commonwealth countries. While favouring such an arrangement, Mr 
Spaak was aware of the difficulties involved in setting up a free-trade area.

As regards the substance of the Treaties, the drafting of the Euratom Treaty proved particularly 
difficult, despite the Franco-German agreement, owing to the specialised and unfamiliar nature of 
the subject matter. The Treaty was thus confined to laying down the basic principles for subsequent 
legislation.

In institutional terms, Mr Spaak confirmed the Intergovernmental Committee’s view that a single 
assembly should be established for the three Communities, but drew attention to the fact that a 
recent French Parliament resolution had called for an assembly separate from that of the ECSC. 
Although he did not share this view, he did not feel that it was worth jeopardising the Treaties over 
this matter. As for the balance to be established between the institutions, Mr Spaak did not come out 
in favour of either of the two options, namely whether to give more power to the Council or to shift 
the balance towards the Commission.

Voting within the Council was an extremely delicate issue. The prevailing view was that unanimity 
should be required at the first stage, a qualified majority at the second and possibly a simple majority 
thereafter. However, treating all Member States equally was somewhat idealistic, and a weighting 
system was required if the strictures of the unanimity rule were to be overcome. A judicious weighting 
system was accepted, at least in principle, by all the delegations and, as things stood, discussions 
centred on a system allocating four votes to each of the three larger countries, two to Belgium and 
the Netherlands and one to Luxembourg.

In relation to worker representation, Mr Spaak announced that an Economic and Social Committee 
was to be set up. The Chairman of the Intergovernmental Committee took an extremely cautious 
approach on social policy:

The common market is essentially an economic and technical matter and [ ..]. it would be wrong to give 
the impression that we are seeking, through its provisions, to reintroduce proposals for supranational and 
political institutions which failed when the plans drawn up by the ad hoc Assembly were rejected106 .

It was nevertheless felt that the harmonisation of social charges and working conditions should be 
an objective of the common market and that the Commission should be in a position to put forward 
proposals on the matter.

Mr Spaak was, however, against the establishment of bodies with monetary powers, in view of 
the sensitive nature of the issue, to which some of the safeguards requested by France related. 
Introducing such bodies might jeopardise the conclusion of the Treaties.

2.	 The Working Party memorandum
The Working Party felt it necessary to inform the Intergovernmental Conference of its views and, 
to this end, convened a meeting on 7 January 1957 to hear oral reports from Mr Van der Goes, 
Mr Gozard and Mr Wigny on developing the Working Party’s proposals to the Intergovernmental 
Conference107. The minutes of the meeting of 7 January are not held in the European Parliament’s 

106	 Ibidem, p 27..

107	 Ibidem, p. 40.
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archives108, but the memorandum drawn up on this occasion is available109. As early as 10 December 
1956, the Chairman of the Working Party, Mr Motz, in a letter thanking Mr Spaak for his contribution 
of 8 December110, took the opportunity to remind him of a number of points which were felt to be 
fundamental:

-	 that the powers and competences conferred by the Treaties on the Commission should be as broad 
and real as possible;

- 	 that the Assembly should have, in addition to powers of scrutiny, some right of initiative and real 
parliamentary powers;

- 	 that the Assembly should be the existing ECSC Common Assembly;

- 	 that the new Treaties should contain effective formulae to allow for the close involvement of the 
overseas territories in the new European Communities111.

The memorandum, which subsequently became a resolution of the Common Assembly112, fleshed 
out the points contained in Mr Motz’s letter. It expressed the concern that the institutions provided 
for in the Treaties under preparation, especially the executive, would have fewer powers than those 
of the ECSC: ‘Promoting Community interests depends primarily on having an independent Executive which, 
moreover, is answerable for its policy to a European assembly’113.

A further concern was the lack of parliamentary scrutiny. According to the information obtained by 
the Working Party, such powers did not cover the decisions of important bodies, such as the Joint 
Research Centre, the Euratom Supply Agency, and the Monetary Office and Investment Fund for the 
Common Market. The first prerogative of parliaments was to vote on the budget114. 

In addition to emphasising that the three Communities resulting from the new Treaties should have a 
single Assembly and a single Court of Justice, the memorandum proposed establishing coordination 
mechanisms, such as a Conference of Presidents115. 

3.	 Plenary debate on the progress of negotiations
The Common Assembly heard oral reports by the three Working Party rapporteurs, without debate, 
at its sitting of 12 February 1957. The purpose of these reports, which followed informal contacts 
with the Intergovernmental Conference, was to inform the plenary of the progress of negotiations 
with regard to both the substance of the treaties under preparation and the remaining political 
difficulties. On the whole, the three rapporteurs regretted the fact that the texts had not yet been 
finalised, which meant that they could not be very specific.

Mr van der Goes116 said that the conclusion of the negotiations, scheduled initially for 25 January 
and subsequently for 10 February, had been further postponed and that problematic issues were 
still under discussion in a climate which, following a number of misunderstandings, had steadily 

108	 The fact that approval of these minutes does not appear on the agenda for subsequent meetings suggests that no minutes were taken. 
Subsequent developments also suggest that the meeting of 7 January was in fact an informal meeting between a few leading members 
of the group to draw up the memorandum. 

109	 Doc. A 6.

110	 Doc. A 5.

111	 This was, in substance, what was contained in a note from Mr Gozard, of the same date. Doc. A. 4.

112	 Doc. D 14.

113	 Doc. A 16, point II.

114	 Doc. A 16, point III.

115	 Doc. A 16, point IV.

116	 Doc. B 17, pp. 187-190.
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improved but was liable to be undermined if the Assembly took a controversial stance. The rapporteur 
nevertheless regretted the fact that the High Authority, despite having taken part in the Committee 
of Experts, was now being excluded from the proceedings of the Intergovernmental Conference 
and complained that the problems which initially seemed to be raised solely by France, were now 
coming from all sides. He referred, in particular, to the different positions of the Six on the issue of 
overseas territories.

The positive news was that they were close to reaching a compromise on agriculture, but transport 
issues (on which the basic rules had not yet been established) and the problem of external tariffs 
(i.e. the classification of goods) had not yet been resolved. Mr van der Goes’ main concern, however, 
related to decision-making procedures. The balance of power between the Commission and the 
Council (or rather the number of decision-making procedures assigned to each) was shifting towards 
the Council, thereby undermining the powers of scrutiny of the Assembly, to which ministers were 
not answerable. The question was not merely quantitative but also procedural, i.e. whether the 
Assembly’s vote should occur before or after that of the Council. The rapporteur favoured the latter 
option. The same problem arose on the delicate issue of budget votes.

Mr Wigny117 stressed once again that nuclear energy was essential for Europe’s future development 
and only referred to his report on the progress of negotiations on Euratom in the second half of his 
speech. Decisions on joint undertakings would be taken by the Council of Ministers, on a proposal 
from the Commission, and would concern trade and industrial affairs. They could be open to the 
participation of private operators and third countries, the latter acting as a link between the Small 
and Large Europe. Alongside the joint undertakings, there would be private undertakings subject to 
specific forms of coordination and monitoring.

The most delicate issue was that of military and health controls. Military controls, involving 
supervision to avoid radioactive materials and waste being used for nuclear weapons, should be 
carried out through monitoring and tracing of materials at all stages of their processing and transport 
on the basis of reports and inspections carried out by an international body. Health controls, on the 
other hand, would essentially be the responsibility of the Member States, on the basis of European 
directives.

Mr Wigny considered that the Euratom provisions resulting from the negotiations were acceptable, 
despite not living up to expectations.

Mr Gozard addressed the institutional aspects118. The Commission had fewer powers than the ECSC 
High Authority. However, those powers were, at the current stage of the negotiations, greater than 
those advocated in the heads of delegation report. Moreover, the Commission’s role was strengthened 
by the voting system in the Council, which could approve or reject proposals from the executive en 
bloc by a majority, but would require unanimity to amend them. Furthermore, the Council would 
be able, following a transitional period, to vote by a qualified majority under a mechanism and 
weighting system which Mr Gozard explained in detail.

He also gave a detailed account of the progress of negotiations on the Court of Justice, which would 
form a single institution for the three Communities. The only significant stance taken by the rapporteur 
on this institution was his opposition to experts being incorporated into the Court. Although the 
hearing of experts was something to be encouraged, their incorporation would turn the Court into 
a hybrid body made up of magistrates and non-magistrates, with dangerous consequences, which 
were not specified in his speech.

117	  Ibidem, pp. 191-195.

118	 Ibidem, pp. 195-199.
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On the subject of the Assembly, he welcomed the choice of a single Assembly for the three 
Communities, which would however not be the current institution but a new Assembly which would 
absorb that of the ECSC. On the other hand, he regretted the fact that the Assembly’s powers had 
not been extended as proposed in the parliamentary documents submitted for the negotiations. He 
highlighted the powers of scrutiny over the Common Market and Euratom Commissions, welcoming 
the decision to authorise motions of censure not solely on the occasion of the debate on the annual 
report, as initialled planned, but also whenever the Assembly deemed it necessary.
Mr Gozard expressed his concerns regarding the financing of the Community. He was not happy with 
the proposal for national contributions and would have preferred a kind of Community tax, which 
would more effectively guarantee the Community’s independence from the national governments.
The only other statement was made by Mr Motz119, Chairman of the Working Party, who gave a 
summary of the contacts which had taken place, in particular over the last three months, with the 
Intergovernmental Conference. Some of the information provided by Mr Motz is already contained 
in the previous paragraph and other details are given in the following paragraph. At the end of the 
debate on relaunching Europe, the Assembly adopted a resolution on the subject, which was based on 
the Working Party memorandum and has already been mentioned in that connection.

4. Steps taken by the ‘European Assemblies’
In February 1957, while the Working Party was stating its views on the substance of the Treaties 
under preparation, the Bureaux of the Common Assembly, the Council of Europe Consultative 
Assembly and the Western European Union Assembly were taking steps to prevent the establishment 
of a fourth Assembly for the two new Communities120, which at one point had been decided by the 
Intergovernmental Conference.

The minutes of the Common Assembly Bureau meeting of 2 February 1957121, and in particular the 
introduction by President Furler, provide a summary of the events leading up to the representations 
made to the Conference within the next few days. The Council of Europe Assembly and the Western 
European Union Assembly had already taken a stance against a fourth Assembly122 and the President 
of the Council of Europe Assembly, Mr Dehousse123, proposed holding a joint meeting of the three 
Bureaux to draw up a joint proposal on the subject.

In Mr Furler’s view, the best arrangement would be to extend the Common Assembly’s functions 
to the new Communities. However, following the French Parliament’s vote in favour of a new 
European Assembly, this seemed unrealistic while a virtually identical result could be achieved by 
setting up a new Assembly covering the same functions as the Common Assembly, which would 
cease to exist. The new Assembly would exercise the powers conferred on it by the new Treaties 
and those which the ECSC Treaty conferred on the Common Assembly. This arrangement entailed a 
number of problems, namely the need to amend the ECSC Treaty and to renegotiate the Assembly’s 
composition, altering the existing size of the various national component groups. Mr Furler put 

119	 Ibidem, pp. 199-202.

120	 Before the Treaties of Rome, the three aforementioned Assemblies felt part of a single European integration project despite the fact 
that their respective organisations had different structures. Hence the reference to a ‘fourth Assembly’.

121	 Doc A 7.

122	 Mr Furler referred to Council of Europe Assembly Recommendation 117 on the rationalisation of European parliamentary activities 
and a similar recommendation by the WEU Assembly’s General Affairs Committee (Struye report).

123	 Also a member of the Common Assembly, as already mentioned.
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forward a proposal which slightly increased the size of delegations from medium-sized countries 
and Luxembourg, thereby ensuring that no two large countries could together form an absolute 
majority of the Assembly124.

However, this approach was different from Mr Dehousse’s call for a single European Assembly, 
also incorporating those of the Council of Europe and the WEU, although this came up against 
the additional problem of the different composition of the respective organisations, the Council of 
Europe having 15 Member States and the Communities six.

There was no support for Mr Dehousse’s proposal in the debate and concerns were expressed about 
a single Assembly for the Communities in view of the different powers exercised by the current 
Common Assembly and those provided for in the Treaties under preparation for the Assembly of 
the new Communities.

The three Bureaux held a joint meeting on that same day125. In the course of the discussions, 
Mr Furler put forward a basic proposal, which he had outlined at the previous meeting of the 
Common Assembly Bureau. Mr Pleven, President of the WEU Assembly, strongly supported the 
single Assembly option, based on the plan which had been attributed at the previous meeting to Mr 
Dehousse, who nevertheless did not express his position on the substance of the matter, being more 
concerned to obtain the agreement of the three Bureaux to form a joint delegation to a meeting with 
the Foreign Ministers of the Six. It was in fact on a proposal from Mr Dehousse that they decided that 
‘the suggestions made would not be too detailed and in particular the question of weighting would 
not be considered in depth’126. At the end of the meeting, a recommendation largely based on Mr 
Furler’s idea of an Assembly common to the three Communities was adopted, with a reminder that 
the general aim to be pursued was the creation of a single European Assembly127.

The delegation from the three Bureaux was received on 4 February by the six Foreign Ministers 
under the chairmanship of Mr Spaak, in his capacity as President of the Conference of Ministers128. 
Mr Furler presented his proposal129, which was now the proposal of the three Bureaux, in great detail: 
supported in its position by the leaders of the parliamentary parties, considered that the new Assembly should 
maintain its proceedings within the strict limits of the precise competences laid down by the new treaties’130.

Mr Spaak replied that the Ministers had already marked their agreement on the principle raised by 
the Bureaux and that the matter would be discussed in the course of that day. Most of the Ministers 
who spoke endorsed this view.  The French Minister, Mr Faure, went into greater detail, responding 
to gentle prompting from Mr Dehousse in favour of a single Assembly at least as a future prospect 
by pointing out that there were two proposals on the table, namely a proposal for a single Assembly, 
which he described in greater detail than during the previous discussion, and the Furler proposal. He 
said he had no particular preference for either of these options and that he would support whichever 
of the two notions the majority of the Conference approved, but that it was difficult for him to say 
what his parliament’s position would be on the subject.

124	 According to the seat allocation established by the Conference, the three largest states had 60 members each, the two medium-sized 
states 20 and Luxembourg 5, for a total of 225 Members. Mr Furler proposed 27 members for each of the two medium-sized countries 
and 6 for Luxembourg, maintaining the 60 for the largest countries and bringing the total to 240 members.

125	 Doc. A 8.

126	 Ibidem, p. 4.

127	 Ibidem, p. 7.

128	 Doc. A 9.

129	 The proposal is already set out above, in the section on the Common Assembly Bureau meeting of 2 February.

130	 Doc. A 9, p. 4.
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The Bureaux’ delegation met that same day to draw up a memorandum on the Assembly proposals131, 
as it had promised to do during the hearing.

The final paragraph of the definitive text of the memorandum132 stated that provision should be made at 
a later stage for the new Assembly to be incorporated into a single European Assembly133. The memorandum 
opted for an Assembly common to the ECSC, the common market and Euratom and exercising, in 
respect of each Community, the powers conferred by the relevant Treaty; states would be represented 
in the new Assembly on a proportional basis similar to that currently applicable within the Common 
Assembly, with an attempt being made to reduce rather than increase the total number of Members 
proposed by the Conference (225); current members of the Common Assembly would automatically 
be members of the new Assembly for the first year and states undertook to appoint to the new 
Assembly a number of members of the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly. The Common 
Assembly would cease to exist as soon as the new Assembly was constituted.

The memorandum was the final stance taken by the Common Assembly before the conclusion of the 
Treaties establishing the EEC and Euratom, which took place on 25 March 1957.

5. 	 The Convention on Certain Common Institutions
Once the principle that there would be one Assembly and one Court of Justice for the three 
Communities had been established, it needed to be laid down in law and, for this purpose, and 
in order to establish a single set of rules on the newly set up Economic and Social Committee134, a 
Convention on Certain Institutions Common to the European Communities was drawn up and was 
signed together with the Treaties of Rome on 25 March 1957.

The issue was addressed by the Common Assembly Bureau at its meeting of 26 February 1957, when 
an exchange of views took place, of which there is no record in the minutes and following which the 
Chairman of the Assembly’s Legal Affairs Committee, Mr Fayat, was asked to draw up a note on the 
provisions required for the merger of the ECSC Assembly with the Assembly provided for in the 
draft new Treaties. This note was examined by the chairmen of the parliamentary groups and by Mr 
Fohrmann, Mr Battista and Mr Blank before being submitted to Mr Spaak by a delegation made up 
of Mr Fayat and Mr Battista135.

The note in question was extremely brief and made up of two points. The first, which would 
subsequently be formalised as Article 1 of the Convention, stipulated that the new Assembly would 
exercise the powers of the ECSC Assembly under the conditions laid down in the relevant Treaty. 
The second point set out the implications, i.e. the need to amend Article 21 of the ECSC Treaty, 
establishing the composition of the Assembly, and the financing of the new Assembly, a third of 
which would be charged to the ECSC budget on the basis of a mechanism whereby Member States 
would reimburse two-thirds of Assembly expenditure to the ECSC High Authority136.

131	 Doc. A 10.

132	 Ibidem, p. 6 (attached).

133	 Paragraph 7 of the memorandum, Ibidem.

134	 This body was common to the EEC and Euratom.

135	 D 15, pp. 12-13.

136	 D 16.
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The minutes of the Bureau meeting of 20 March 1957137 indicate that, on 28 February 1957138, a 
delegation comprising Mr Fayat, chairman, and Mr Battista, Mr Blank, Mr Motz and Mr Sassen 
presented the note to Mr Spaak. The Intergovernmental Conference followed the Assembly’s 
position in the text of the Convention, though only partially as regards the financing of the Assembly; 
although the principle of an equal breakdown between the budgets of the three Communities was 
in fact accepted, the details of how amounts would be charged to the individual budgets was not 
established. The Convention did not lay down rules in the matter, but merely endorsed the principle 
of an equal breakdown between the Communities concerned139.

6. 	 Following the signing of the Treaties of Rome: the Treaties in the words of 
the President of the Common Assembly

The Common Assembly did not hold any debate on the Treaties of Rome so as not to interfere with 
the ratification procedures in the Member States140. However, at the first sitting of the Common 
Assembly following the signing of the Treaties141, President Furler made a statement focusing on the 
role which the new Assembly would be required to play in a three-Community Europe.

The first achievement which Mr Furler attributed to the Assembly was that it had given a new 
impetus to the European ideal, which the West seemed to have abandoned at the time. Its second 
achievement was that it had sacrificed itself after realising the impracticability of becoming the focus 
of the new Communities’ parliamentary powers, and had accepted its own dissolution to form the 
new Assembly of the three Communities142. This had been the price to pay in order to provide the 
‘European system’ with a simple parliamentary structure and an effective system of parliamentary 
scrutiny, without altering the powers and competences of the existing Assembly, as provided for in 
the ECSC Treaty.

It was important to ensure, in this connection, that the new Assembly benefited from the ‘acquis’ of the 
Common Assembly, in terms of rights and powers which it had won in its five years of existence and 
with a view to safeguarding the parliamentary tradition which had been built up in the process143.

One of the essential points which the President emphasised was the close relationship between the 
European parliamentary institutions144, which should also be seen in the wider context of the plan to 
bring within a single parliamentary framework not only the organisations comprising parliamentary 
assemblies145, but also the OECD and the Atlantic Council. Mr Furler did not seem to support this 
project because of the difficulties which the different functions of the institutions concerned would 
entail, as well as the risks which the integration of such institutions would create in terms of the 
effectiveness of parliamentary action and the gradual, step-by-step progress of European union. 

137	 D 17,  pp. 5-6.

138	 Date deduced from the object of the note.

139	 Article 6 of the Convention.

140	 This was the justification given by Mr Motz to the Working Party for the decision of the Common Assembly Committee of Presidents. 
C 10, p. 2.

141	 B 18.

142	 On this subject, Mr Furler reminded members of representations made by the Bureaux of the European Parliamentary Assemblies to 
the Intergovernmental Conference and the problems, including administrative problems, which incorporation into the new Assembly 
had involved (see earlier paragraphs in this section).

143	 This was possibly the first instance of a speech by the President of the Assembly using the term ‘Parliament’, which would become 
official in 1962.

144	 The Assembly of the three European Communities, that of the Council of Europe and that of the Western European Union.

145	 See previous note.
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However, he did not wish to reject the project out of hand, but rather to consider it as a long-term 
prospect146. He dwelt on existing forms of cooperation between the three European parliamentary 
assemblies and the consolidation of such relations147.

His main concern was the consolidation of the new Communities following ratification of the Treaties 
and ensuring that they were not closed but open to non-member European states:

We unanimously support the key idea of a free-trade area, which, linked to the common market, would 
comprise the largest possible number of European states148.

This idea of an open Community was a key theme in Mr Furler’s address:

It goes without saying that, even in the developed form it is about to take, the Community of six countries 
must remain open. We unanimously reject the idea of forming a bloc within Europe149.

146	 The debate to which Furler referred is no longer relevant and is mentioned here as a record of ideas which have now been dropped 
but were important issues for the European movement in the 1950s.

147	 The President emphasised, in particular, the importance of the joint annual meeting of the three assemblies. B 18, p. 421.

148	 Ibidem, p. 420.

149	 Ibidem, p. 422.
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CONCLUSIONS

T H E  R O L E  O F  T H E  C O M M O N  A S S E M B LY  I N 
P R E PA R I N G  T H E  T R E AT I E S  O F  R O M E

Anyone reading the documents summarised above, fifty years on, should take due account of the 
historical conditions in which the Assembly grew up and of relations between the ECSC institutions 
and governments while the Treaties of Rome were being prepared.

The Common Assembly’s democratic legitimacy was merely indirect, its sphere of competence – the 
coal and steel sector – was extremely specialised and it existed for only a few years. Moreover, the 
drafting of the Treaties was seen, according to the view of international law generally accepted at 
that time, exclusively as the responsibility of states and their governments.

In such circumstances, the Common Assembly would have been virtually unable to act if it had not, 
from its establishment, presented itself as speaking on behalf of that section of European public 
opinion that supported European integration as an essential requirement transcending the individual 
interests of the various economic sectors. The resolutions by Mrs Klompé150 and Mr Teitgen151 are 
illustrations of the Assembly’s role in anticipating and supporting the process of relaunching the 
Communities after the failure of the EDC.

On the basis of the above and of the results achieved, one can confidently say that, in the run-up to 
the Treaties of Rome, the Assembly was able to represent these views and combine them with the 
practical interests of economic circles and of the states themselves.

A significant example of this is to be found in the Euratom documents and discussions. The Common 
Assembly succeeded in combining Europe’s need for a source of energy considered at the time to be 
essential for economic competitiveness and growth with that of safety and the ban on military use of 
such energy. The Assembly’s approach, in line with the approach which led to the establishment of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency in 1957, is to a large extent, though not entirely, contained 
in the Euratom Treaty: it does not, for example, provide for an explicit ban on the manufacture of 
atomic weapons but for inspections to determine whether fissile materials are used for the stated 
purposes.

A slightly different view can be taken of the Assembly’s contribution to the EEC Treaty. The more 
general dimension of this development, which affected the economy as a whole, with the exception 
of the coal and steel industries, already covered by the ECSC Treaty, and the nuclear energy sector, 
increased and fragmented the problems involved. The basic approach – the market economy and the 
easing of trade between Member States – was the subject of a broad consensus, which the Assembly 
defended against threats from individual interests, mainly national interests and those related to 
specific sectors or specific aspects thereof conflicting in the negotiations. The Assembly did not play 
a significant role in these conflicts of interest, through its own choice or because it was excluded from 
them, and confined itself to campaigning for its involvement in the decision-making process and 
drawing attention to the albeit brief experience of the ECSC, in the transport sector for instance.

150	 See Section I, paragraph 1c.

151	 See Section I, paragraph 2.
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The Assembly’s most decisive action was at institutional level. Undoubtedly, it deserves credit 
for the establishment of the Economic and Social Committee to represent the interests of business 
and workers at European level. The Common Assembly also played a part in ensuring that the 
executives of the new Communities were given greater powers than in the original draft of the 
Messina Conference.

An important achievement due to the lobbying work of the ECSC Assembly is without doubt the 
establishment of a single Assembly for the three Communities, into which the ECSC Common 
Assembly was dissolved, as requested in the memorandum of the delegation from the Bureaux. 
The Convention on Certain Institutions Common to the European Communities provided for the 
immediate substitution of the Common Assembly with a single Assembly, which was to exercise the 
powers and competences conferred by the ECSC Treaty152.

Finally, the Treaties of Rome conferred powers on the Assembly which, though fewer than hoped 
for, were nevertheless greater than those proposed at the beginning of the negotiations: the power 
to censure the Commissions was a significant novelty in relation to the Messina Conference, not so 
much in terms of its effective use as because it conferred on the Common Assembly a status in line 
with that of national parliaments.

152	 The total number (142) of delegates was less than that initially proposed by the Ministers (225), while the number allocated to the 
larger countries (Germany, France and Italy) was reduced more than proportionately (from 60 to 36 delegates) to the benefit of the 
smaller countries (the number for Belgium and the Netherlands falling from 20 to 14 and that for Luxembourg increasing from 5 to 
6).
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C O M M O N  A S S E M B LY  M E M B E R S  M E N T I O N E D

Assembly Member	 Nationality		  Political group

Battista, Emilio	 Italian	 Christian Democrat

Blank, Martin	 German 	 Liberal Democrat

Braun, Heinz	 German 	 Socialist

Birkelbach, Willy	 German 	 Socialist

Caillavet, Henri-Guy	 French 	 Liberal Democrat

Carboni, Enrico	 Italian 	 Christian Democrat

Carcaterra, Antonio	 Italian 	 Christian Democrat

Caron, Giuseppe	 Italian 	 Christian Democrat

Chupin, Alfred	 French 	 Liberal Democrat

Cochart, Napoléon	 French 	 Liberal

Debré, Michel 	 French 	 Non-Attached

Dehousse, Fernand	 Belgian 	 Socialist 

Fayat, Henri	 Belgian 	 Socialist

Fohrmann, Jean	 Luxembourgish 	 Socialist

van der Goes van Naters,  
     Marinus Jonkheer	 Dutch 	 Socialist

Gozard, Gilles	 French 	 Socialist

Hazenbosch, Cornelis P.	 Dutch 	 Christian Democrat

Jaquet, Gerard 	 French 	 Socialist

Kapteijn, Paul 	 Dutch 	 Socialist	

Klompé, Margaretha 	 Dutch 	 Christian Democrat

Kopf, Hermann	 German 	 Christian Democrat

Kreyssig, Herman	 German	 Socialist

La Malfa, U	 Italian	 Socialist

Margue, Nicolas	 Luxembourgish	 Christian Democrat

Maroger, Reynaud	 French 	 Liberal Democrat

Menthon, François de	 French 	 Christian Democrat

Merkatz, Hans Joachim von	 German 	 Liberal Democrat
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Motz, Roger	 Belgian 	 Liberal Democrat

Müller, Erwin	 French 	 Christian Democrat

Mutter, André	 French 	 Liberal Democrat

Nederhorst, Gerard M	 Dutch 	 Socialist

Oesterle, Joseph	 German 	 Christian Democrat

Poher, Alain	 French 	 Christian Democrat

Pohle, Wolfgang 	 German 	 Christian Democrat

Saivre, Roger de	 French 	 Liberal Democrat

Selvaggi, Vincenzo 	 Italian 	 Liberal Democrat

Simonini, Alberto	 Italian 	 Socialist

Slot, Bruins	 Dutch 	 Christian Democrat

Teitgen, Pierre Henri	 French 	 Christian Democrat

Togni, Giuseppe	 Italian 	 Christian Democrat

Vendroux, Jacques	 French 	 Liberal Democrat

Vixsenboxse, Gerrit	 Dutch 	 Christian Democrat

Wehner, Herbert	 German 	 Socialist

Wigny, Pierre	 Belgian 	 Socialist
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P H O T O S

Some leading members of the Common Assembly during a debate. From left to right: Gozard, Wigny, von Merkatz 
(shown here following his resignation to take up the post of Minister for Justice in the Federal Republic of Germany), 

Fohrmann, Cavalli and Pleven (former Prime Minster of France).
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Klompé, Margaretha 

Dutch 

Christian Democrat

Gozard, Gilles

French 

Socialist

La Malfa, Ugo

Italian

Socialist
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Luxembourgish

Christian Democrat

Maroger, Reynaud

French 

Liberal Democrat

Motz, Roger

Belgian 

Liberal Democrat
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Wehner, Herbert

German 

Socialist

Teitgen, Pierre Henri

French 

Christian Democrat

Wigny, Pierre

Belgian 

Socialist
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Signatures of the Six at the foot of the Treaty.



1957-2007

51

P H O T O S

25 March 1957: Treaty signing ceremony held in the Sala degli Orazi e Curiazi in the Palazzo dei Conservatori 
(Campidoglio) in Rome.
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L I S T  O F  D O C U M E N T S  M E N T I O N E D

A.	 List of attached documents

B.	 List of reports of the Common Assembly mentioned

C.	 List of reports of meetings of the Working Party mentioned

D.	 List of other documents mentioned





1957-2007

55

L I S T  O F  D O C U M E N T S  M E N T I O N E D

A. 	 LIST OF ATTACHED DOCUMENTS
The documents in the list are attached in the original French version, with an English translation 
produced for this publication. The other available language versions may be obtained from CARDOC 
(tel.: 00 352-4300 24104 - Arch-info@europarl.europa.eu) 

Number Title Languages

A 1
COMMON ASSEMBLY Resolution adopted on 2 December 1954 
on the Powers of scrutiny of the Common Assembly and their use 
(Teitgen) 

D,F,I,N

A 2 COMMON ASSEMBLY Motion for a Resolution addressed to the 
governments of the ECSC Member States D,F,I,N

A 3 COMMON ASSEMBLY - Working Party Minutes of the meeting of 
Saturday, 8 December 1956 F

A 4
COMMON ASSEMBLY Working Party - Subcommittee on 
Institutional Affairs Notes on the drafting of the institutional clauses 
of the Euratom and Common Market Treaties, 10.12.1956 (Gozard)

D, F, I

A 5 Letter of 10 December 1956 from Mr Motz to Mr Spaak D, F, I

A 6 COMMON ASSEMBLY - Working Party Memorandum on the 
European Relaunch  D,F,I

A 7 COMMON ASSEMBLY - BUREAU Minutes of the meeting of 
Saturday, 2 February 1957 F

A 8
Minutes of the joint meeting of the Bureaux of the ECSC Common Assembly, 
the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly and the Western European Union 
Assembly of 2 February 1957 

F

A 9
Minutes of the hearing accorded to the delegation from the Bureaux of the 
three European Assemblies by the six Ministers meeting in Conference at Val 
Duchesse, Brussels, on 4 February 1957

F

A 10 Minutes of the meeting of the delegation from the Bureaux of the three European 
Assemblies (Brussels, 4 February 1957) F

 



T O W A R D S  A  S I N G L E  P A R L I A M E N T

56

B. 	 LIST OF COMMON ASSEMBLY MINUTES MENTIONED
The minutes of the Common Assembly are available in the indicated languages from CARDOC (tel.: 
00 352-4300 24104 - Arch-info@europarl.europa.eu)

Document Date of sitting Language versions 
available from CARDOC

B 1 Monday 29 November 1954 D, F, I, NL

B 2 Tuesday 30 November 1954 D, F, I, NL

B 3 Wednesday 1 December 1954 D, F, I, NL

B 4 Thursday 2 December 1954 D, F, I, NL

B 5 Friday 6 May 1955 D, F, I, NL

B 6 Monday 9 May 1955 D, F, I, NL

B 7 Friday 13 May 1955 F

B 8 Saturday 14 May 1955 F

B 9 Friday 24 June 1955 F

B 10 Tuesday 13 March 1956 D, F, I, NL

B 11 Thursday 15 March 1956 D, F, I, NL

B 12 Friday 16 March 1956 D, F, I, NL

B 13 Friday 11 May 1956 F

B 14 Thursday 21 June 1956 F

B 15 Thursday 29 November 1956 D, F, I, NL

B 16 Friday 30 November 1956 D, F, I, NL

B 17 Tuesday 12 February 1957 F

B 18 Tuesday 14 May 1957 F
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C. 	 LIST OF MINUTES OF WORKING PARTY MEETINGS MENTIONED
The minutes of Working Party meetings are available in French from CARDOC
(tel.: 00 352-4300 24104 - Arch-info@europarl.europa.eu)

Number Date of meeting CARDOC classification

C 1 14 May 1955 (constituent meeting) GT/CRA 55-1

C 2 3 November 1955 (German-language original 
unavailable) GT/CRA 55-3

C 3 19 December 1955 GT/CRA 55-5

C 4 2 March 1956 GT/CRA 56-1

C 5 30 April 1956 GT/CRA 56-3

C 6 7 May 1956
GT/CRA 56-4

C 7 8 May 1956

C 8 9 May 1956 GT/CRA 56-5

C 9 19 June 1956 GT/CRA 56-6

C 10 14 April 1957 GT/CRA 57-3

A 3 8 December 1956 (part of doc. attached) GT/CRA 56-8
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A1

ASSEMBLEE COMMUNE

Résolution adoptée le 2 décembre 1954 et relative aux Pouvoirs de 
l’Assemblée Commune et à leur exercice

Source: CECA Journal Officiel – Assemblée Commune de l’11.12.1954, p.532-533
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A2

ASSEMBLEE COMMUNE

Proposition de résolution à l’adresse des Gouvernements des états 
membres de la CECA

Source: CECA Journal Officiel – Assemblée Commune Officiel du 29.3.1956, p115-116
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A3

ASSEMBLEE COMMUNE – Groupe de Travail

Compte rendu de la réunion du samedi 8 décembre 1956

(extrait: “Echange de vues sur l’évolution actuelle des travaux de la 
Conférence Intergouvernementale pour le 

Marché commun et l’Euratom)

page 3 point 3

Source: GT/CRA 56-8
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A4

ASSEMBLEE COMMUNE – Groupe de Travail

Sous-Commission des questions institutionnelles 
Notes sur l’élaboration des clauses institutionelles des traités de 

l’Euratom et du Marché 

10.12.1956 (Gozard)

Source: CARDOC AC 2734
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A5

ASSEMBLEE COMMUNE – Groupe de Travail

Lettre de M. Motz à Spaak du 10.12.1956

Source: CARDOC AC 2735
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A6

ASSEMBLEE COMMUNE – Groupe de Travail

Memorandum sur la Relance européenne

Source: CARDOC AC 2814
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A7

ASSEMBLEE COMMUNE – BUREAU

Procès-Verbal de la réunion du samedi 2 février 1957

Source: CARDOC AC 2902
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A8

Procès-verbal de la réunion commune des Bureaux de l’Assemblée 
commune CECA, de l’Assemblée consultative du Conseil de l’Europe 

et de l’Assemblée de l’Union de l’Europe Occidente 
du 2 février 1957

Source: CARDOC AC OD PV/BURE BUBE-19570202-AM 0010
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A9

Procès-verbal de l’audience accordée à la délégation des Bureaux 
des trois Assemblées européennes par le six Ministres réunis en 

Conférence le 4 février 1957 au Val Duchesse à Bruxelles

Source: CARDOC AC OD PV/BURE BUBE-19570204 0010
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A10

Procès-verbal de la réunion de la Délégation des Bureaux des trois 
Assemblées européenes (Bruxelles, le 4 février 1957)

Source: CARDOC AC OD PV/BURE BUBE-19570204-AM 0010
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D O C U M E N T S 
( l i s t  A )

U N O F F I C I A L  E N G L I S H  T R A N S L AT I O N  
O F  F R E N C H  O R I G I N A L S

* N.B.  The documents in the list are attached in the original French version, with an English translation 
produced for this publication. The other available language versions (see table headed  ‘A. List of 
attached documents’,  at the end of Part 1 of this document) may be obtained from CARDOC (tel. 00 
352-4300 24104 - Arch-info@europarl.europa.eu )
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A 1

COMMON ASSEMBLY

Resolution adopted on 2 December 1954 concerning the

Powers of scrutiny of the Common Assembly and their use 

Source: ECSC Official Journal - Common Assembly, 11 December 1954, p. 532-533.
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‘The Common Assembly

I.	 Reminds its committees that they are entitled:

A.	 to instruct, with the agreement of the Assembly Bureau, one or more of their members to carry 
out a special fact-finding mission 

–	 either to the appropriate economic, professional and trade union organisations,

–	 or to international organisations pursuing objectives similar to those of the Community,

–	 or to the national Governments,

–	 or to the Special Council of Ministers;

B.	 to invite to one of their meetings, for the purpose of addressing it, anyone whom it might be 
useful to hear, including in particular:

–	 members of the Special Council of Ministers,

–	 representatives of any economic, trade union or professional organisations whose opinions 
the committee might find instructive,

II.	 Calls on the High Authority:

A.	 to recognise, in agreement with the Consultative Committee, that the committees of the Assembly 
may ask their rapporteurs to attend, as observers, any meetings of the Consultative Committee 
which are of particular interest for the information of the Assembly or its committees;

B.	 to negotiate, in collaboration with the Bureau of the Assembly, agreements which would enable 
the Assembly to maintain permanent relations, for information purposes, with the ILO, GATT, 
OECD, the EEC and, eventually, the Western European Union.

III.	 Calls on the members of the Special Council of Ministers to keep the Assembly regularly 
informed of Council policy, using the opportunity offered by the fourth paragraph of Article 23 
of the Treaty.

IV.	 Recognises that it has the power to debate, on the initiative of one of its committees or members, 
motions for resolutions concerning:

(a)	 the application of Articles 95 and 96 of the Treaty,

(b)	 any acts, decisions or proposals which, on account of their content or consequences, could 
jeopardise the existence of the Community, its effectiveness or its development as envisaged 
in the Treaty.

V.	 Calls on its Bureau to refer to it the proposal to set up a working party with the task of reporting 
to the Assembly on the following questions:
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(a)	 the arrangements devised in collaboration with the High Authority to give effect to point  II 
of this resolution;

(b)	 the procedure which could be proposed to study the most appropriate and effective means 
of enabling:

1.	 the Assembly’s power of scrutiny vis-à-vis the Executive to be formulated more 
clearly;

2.	 the Community’s material jurisdiction - and, more generally, the common market -  to 
be extended;

3.	 the difficulties relating to the election of members of the Assembly by universal suffrage 
to be resolved.’	

T O W A R D S  A  S I N G L E  P A R L I A M E N T
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A 2

COMMON ASSEMBLY

Motion for a resolution addressed to the Governments of the 
Member States of the ECSC

Source: ECSC Official Journal - Common Assembly, 29 March 1956, p. 115-116.
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‘The Common Assembly,

–	 whereas Europe’s economy is lagging ever-further behind,

–	 whereas only a common European policy can enable living standards to be raised on the basis 
of economic expansion and increased employment,

–	 whereas that policy requires a common market to be progressively established,

–	 whereas this common market must not only allow economic competition and the division of 
labour, but must also fulfil the requirements of solidarity between the peoples of the Member 
States,

–	 whereas this common market must not be confined to trade liberalisation measures, as its 
establishment implies that the economic, social, monetary and fiscal policies of the Member 
States should be coordinated to allow certain sectors to be adjusted and to ensure stable 
employment and the expansion of industry as a whole,

–	 whereas, in any event, a common market needs an Authority to see that it is opened up and 
developed, eliminate distortions and help Member States which are in difficulty,

–	 having regard to its resolutions of 2 December 1954 and 13 May 1955, 

–	 having regard to the preliminary report presented by the Working Party to its session in Brussels 
in March 1956 and the debate thereon,

–	 having regard to the need for a Treaty:	

which definitively establishes the basis for a general common market in the form of a customs 
and economic union which precludes any form of autarky,

which envisages the free movement not only of goods, services and capital but also of 
workers,

which establishes, furthermore, an investment fund aimed at promoting economic expansion, 

which helps national economies to adapt while taking account of the special situation of 
agriculture and ensuring the progressive and irreversible establishment of this economic 
union,

which, to the same end, provides for Community aid to be channelled to Member States through 
a readaptation fund and stipulates safeguard clauses to cover cases where vital national interests 
might be at risk,

which makes provision for the development of the common market to proceed hand-in-hand 
with the harmonisation of social security contributions in the context of an active and progressive 
policy aimed at ensuring a steady improvement in standards of living,
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which establishes institutions having sufficient powers to carry the abovementioned principles 
into effect, subject to democratic oversight,

which is broadly open to all the other members of the OECD,

Calls on the Governments of the Member States of the European Coal and Steel Community, as a 
matter of urgency, to conclude a Treaty between themselves on the basis of these principles.’

T O W A R D S  A  S I N G L E  P A R L I A M E N T
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A 3

COMMON ASSEMBLY - Working Party

Minutes of the meeting of Saturday, 8 December 1956 
(extract: Exchange of views on the current progress of the proceedings of 
the Intergovernmental Conference on the Common Market and Euratom)

page 3, point 3

Source: CARDOC GT/CRA/56-8
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EUROPEAN COAL AND STEEL COMMUNITY

COMMON ASSEMBLY

W O R K I N G    P A R T Y
GT/CRA/56-8

MINUTES

of the

meeting of Saturday 8 December 1956, at 9.30 a.m.
Belgian Senate

Palais de la Nation
Political Groups Room

BRUSSELS

Present:			   Mr MOTZ, Chairman,
				    Mr POHLE, Vice-chairman,

Messrs. BLANK, CARBONI, van der GOES van NATERS, GOZARD, 
HAZENBOSCH, KOPF, KREYSSIG, MARGUE, DE MENTHOS, 
MUTTER and POHER.

Pursuant to Rule 38(3) of the Rules of Procedure, Mr AMADEO was replaced by Mr SCHONE, Mr 
FOHRMANN by Mr VANRULLEN and Mr WEHNER by Mr BIRKELBACH.

Mr FURLER, President of the Common Assembly

Apologies received from:	 Mr DEHOUSSE, Vice-Chairman, Messrs BLAISSE, CAILLAVET, 
CARON COULON, OESTERLE, PELLA, SCHIAVI and WIGNY.

Also present at the meeting:
	 Mr P.-H. SPAAK, Chairman of the Intergovernmental Conference for 

the Common Market and Euratom, and
	 Mr CALMES, Secretary-General of the ECSC Special Council of 

Ministers,
	 Mr HUPPERTS, Minister Plenipotentiary,
	 Mr ALBRECHTS and Mr VERNAEVE of the Intergovernmental 

Conference.

The High Authority was represented by Mr ERNST, Deputy Director of the External Relations 
Division.
Secretariat of the Common Assembly represented by:

				    Mr VAN DEN EEDE, Head of the Committees Division,
	 Mr d’ARVISENT, Head of the Research and Documentation 

Division,
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	 Mr KONIG, Mr PASETTI and Mr von MOHRENSCHILDT of the 
Committees Division,

	 Mr LAGACHE of the Research and Documentation Division.

Political Groups’ secretariat:

	 Miss VALENTIN, Christian-Democrat Group,
	 Mr DREZE, Liberal Group,
	 Mr GEORGES, Socialist Group.

- - - - - - - -

T O W A R D S  A  S I N G L E  P A R L I A M E N T
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EXTRACT:

3.	‘Exchange of views on the current state of progress in the Intergovernmental Conference on the 
Common Market and Euratom’

page 3, point 3

Mr Paul-Henri SPAAK, accompanied by his staff, enabled  the room.

Mr MOTZ, chairman, welcomed Mr SPAAK, thanked him for coming and suggested that the meeting 
resume discussion of the programme of work after hearing Mr SPAAK.

Mr P.-H. SPAAK began by noting that that day’s meeting was taking place at a difficult time. The 
conference was currently poised between two crucial stages and, although many points had already 
been settled, some questions were still unresolved. It was difficult, therefore, to give any definitive 
information about the treaties which were being drawn up.

Mr SPAAK considered that, however, to put the question into perspective, he should briefly summarise 
the history of the concept of European integration since the Messina Conference. 

In April 1956, the Intergovernmental Committee set up after Messina, had produced an initial report 
by the delegation heads to the Foreign Ministers which was generally regarded as a remarkable 
achievement.

The report had been submitted to the subsequent Venice Conference in a climate of optimism and, 
without going into detail, it demonstrated that general technical solutions could be found for all 
the various problems. The difficulty had not been to find such solutions, but to choose between the 
various possible options.

Mr Spaak reminded the meeting that the Venice Conference had created an impression of total success. 
The Ministers, meeting in a favourable atmosphere, had reached positive conclusions fairly rapidly 
and accepted the report as a working basis. The impression created was that the remaining stages 
could be concluded very swiftly.

It had soon become apparent, however, that the fact that the report had been accepted as a working 
basis did not mean that agreement had been reached on every issue. Although certain delegations had 
entered reservations, they had not seemed to be of any particular importance.

On the other hand, the French delegation had introduced into the debate an important new idea, that 
of including the overseas territories in the common market. That had raised a problem which was to 
return later and to which the experts were devoting considerable attention at the time of speaking.

After the Venice Conference, work had resumed again on 26 June for a brief period, but it was not 
until the beginning of September 1956 that the experts had returned to the task in hand.

Although agreement existed on the basic ideas, no formal commitment had been made by the 
participating states. Moreover, there had been a considerable change in the composition of the teams 
of experts who had drawn up the initial report. The consequence was that almost every question was 
reopened and all the discussions were resumed.

T O W A R D S  A  S I N G L E  P A R L I A M E N T
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For several weeks, progress was very slow, and the fact that problems which had been regarded as 
settled were being discussed once again put a damper on proceedings.

This atmosphere was relieved only after the intervention of Mr Maurice FAURE who, speaking 
very frankly, tried to define the difficulties and conflicting opinions involved, and called on the 
delegations to formulate very precisely any objections they wish to present. In essence, this meant 
France’s objections with regard to the general common market and Germany’s objections with regard 
to Euratom.

This marked a new phase of the proceedings. Difficulties certainly remained, but attempting to 
formulate them clearly had made the task of finding solutions somewhat easier.

Two major difficulties remained:

(a)	 France declared that it could not agree to enter the common market unless France was regarded 
as a special case in relation to certain issues. France’s economic situation was such that it 
did not believe that it could be integrated into Europe unless certain safeguard clauses were 
introduced;

(b)	 with regard to Euratom, Germany proposed, on the question of the supply of fissile materials, 
solutions which were totally different from those contained in the initial report adopted by the 
delegation heads.

Mr SPAAK stressed that attitude of the other delegations to these difficulties had been both 
understanding and constructive. They had recognised the validity of the objections raised and agreed 
to consider the special situation in which France found itself.

Mr SPAAK pointed out that the fact that the various delegations wished to reach an agreement was 
very encouraging, and stressed that the Italian delegation, in particular, had declared that it was 
prepared in principle to endorse the French position.

Once this issue had been agreed, it was possible to begin considering the problem, which involved 
laying down acceptable limits for the special treatment which France should be accorded.

In the memorandum tabled by France, it had proposed certain modifications to the document drawn 
up by the delegation heads in Brussels. The French proposals:

-	 introduced new arrangements for the transition from the first to the second stage;
-	 raised the difficult problem of harmonising social security contributions;

-	 asked for the possibility of retaining a system of export refunds and taxes on imports;
-	 called for safeguard clauses in the event of balance of payment difficulties;
-	 and, finally, raised objections to the arrangements for the implementation of the Treaty.

All these questions had been dealt with at a series of meetings of delegation heads. Compromise 
solutions had been reached without difficulty on a fairly large number of points. However, certain 
fairly important problems were still unresolved.
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The moment had come to move to a higher level than delegation head and put the questions before 
the Ministers.

With regard to the German proposal, the five other delegations had let it be known that they firmly 
intended to retain the solutions proposed in the April 1956 report on supplies of fissile material.

Two documents had been drawn up for the ministers’ meeting on 20 and 21 October in Paris. On the 
first day, it had seemed that it would be easy to reach agreement; on the second day, however, it had 
proved impossible to reach clear and satisfactory solutions, particularly in the area of harmonising 
social security contributions.

The points at issue were:

-	 arrangements for paid holidays;
-	 bringing women’s and men’s salaries into line, a point on which the French insisted that their 

system be adopted, and
-	 working hours and payment for overtime.

It had soon become apparent that the problem of paid holidays did not raise any real problems since, 
on examination, it had emerged that the different countries respective systems were comparable. The 
greater number of days’ paid annual leave in some countries was offset by the greater number of 
public holidays in others, with the result that the total number of days’ paid holiday ended up roughly 
the same.

It seemed that compromise would also be easy to reach as regards identical salaries for women and 
men.

One insurmountable difficulty remained: harmonising working hours and payments for overtime. 
This problem was exacerbated by the fact that the intransigent attitude adopted by some delegations 
had led others to withdraw the concessions they had made on other issues.

The upshot was that the Paris meeting had ended in failure. Consequently the problem had to be 
addressed at the highest political level in order to achieve the necessary rapprochement between 
France and Germany. Mr ADENAUER and Mr MOLLET had therefore held a meeting on 6 November 
which had been, on the whole, constructive.

The German Chancellor and the French Prime Minister revisited the Paris memorandum and succeeded 
in reaching almost complete agreement in principle. The agreement involved certain new proposals 
which were communicated immediately to the other delegations and accepted by them.

Once this difficulty had been successfully negotiated, the experts resumed their task and, by the 
beginning of December, the treaty establishing the general common market had already been partially 
drafted, not merely in outline but already in the form of chapters and articles. In fact several of these 
articles had already been discussed very thoroughly and conclusively.

Mr SPAAK paid particular tribute to Mr von der GROEBEN, the head of the German delegation, who 
chaired the common market committee. 
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Mr SPAAK confirmed that, on 6 December, the delegation heads had been able to reach agreement 
on the following four chapters:

-	 abolishing customs duties between Member States,
-	 abolishing quantitative restrictions,
-	 a European readaptation fund, to be referred to in future as the ‘redeployment fund’,
-	 competition rules.

In addition, four more chapters had already been drafted and would be examined by the delegation 
heads over the next few days. These chapters were headed as follows:
-	 the investment fund,
-	 state aid,
-	 the balance of payments,
-	 monetary questions.

The following chapters were expected to be completed by 19 to 20 December:

-	 agriculture,
-	 common external tariffs,
-	 trade policy.

Finally, it is hoped that, by the first week in January, provisions would have been drafted with regard 
to:

- transport,
- services,
- the free movement of workers.

It was also expected that texts would have been drafted on the subject of distortions of competition, 
the harmonisation of legislation and capital movements.

Mr SPAAK acknowledged that this was an ambitious timetable but stated that, in his view,  there was 
nothing to stop it being met, which would enable the work to be concluded by 15 January.

The difficult problem of overseas territories, still had to be addressed however. A memorandum had 
been drawn up jointly by the French and the Belgians, setting out their proposals concerning the 
inclusion of overseas territories. However, the document had been received with some reservations 
by the other delegations.

Briefly, the memorandum proposed integrating the overseas territories into the common market as 
far as possible but with the proviso that, in return, all the Member States of the new Community 
should contribute to the public investment required to provide these territories with the necessary 
amenities.

The sums referred to in the memorandum were, of course, rather large; these seemed to have alarmed 
certain delegations, which possibly, took the view that the advantages were outweighed by the 
disadvantages. That had given rise to doubts and reservations.
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The speaker declared that he was very much in favour of the idea developed in the memorandum and 
that the French delegation also regarded it as very important. The memorandum contained an initial 
blueprint for regulating relations between Europe and Africa which could also be used to formulate a 
policy for the provision of aid to under-developed countries.

Mr SPAAK declared that he was dubious about arrangements which would have the effect of providing 
aid even to countries which were hostile to our general political outlook. He believed that it was 
undoubtedly preferable to help those countries whose political development was likely to bring them 
closer to the Western political model.

It seemed at present that the problem of the overseas territories was the most important one. However, 
it was expected that a report on the question would be available in a few days which would make it 
possible to wind the matter up.

One further question remained: that of relations with the OECD and the United Kingdom.

On the subject of the United Kingdom, it was certain that there was a current of opinion in that 
country which favoured closer links with continental Europe, an idea which had been developed on 
several occasions by Mr MACMILLAN.

However, the United Kingdom had taken the view that, while it was unable to simply accede to 
the common market, it could participate in a ‘free trade area’ closely associated with the common 
market.

The main difference between the two entities was that the common market regulated issues which 
were common to the Member States, such as external tariffs, whereas in the free trade area, external 
tariffs continue to be freely determined by members, which would enable the British to maintain their 
system of preferential tariffs for Commonwealth countries.

Mr SPAAK said he was in favour of such rapprochement and intended to support it in the OECD. 
However, he stressed that, despite appearances, it would be no easier to create the free trade area than 
the common market itself. For, as the free trade area would also incorporate safeguard clauses, it 
would have to be administered by means of common institutions to which the United Kingdom will 
have no alternative but to subscribe.

The OECD working party had had to address all the problems with which the Intergovernmental 
Conference experts had been faced. There was one additional difficulty in that the United Kingdom 
wished to exclude agriculture from the free trade area whereas the Netherlands, Belgium and Italy 
would never agree to it being excluded. 

At OECD level, where 17 countries were involved, a similar problem had arisen because of the 
particular situation of Danish agriculture.

However, Mr SPAAK believed that it was impossible to revisit these problems with the OECD or 
GATT experts, as on each occasion new solutions were proposed which could jeopardise all the 
progress achieved so far.

The current position was clear: the aim was to establish a common market while seeking to ensure 
that it was closely associated with a free trade area.
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Mr SPAAK noted in passing that the United Kingdom seemed to have certain reservations about 
including oversees territories, while being more hostile that the five continental delegations to the 
safeguard clauses requested by France. This had led to a paradoxical situation: those French citizens 
who had wanted nothing to do with the common market because the United Kingdom was unable 
to join might now see the prospective free trade area collapse because of the United Kingdom’s 
concerning the need to take France’s specific situation into account.

Although considerable difficulties remained to be solved, Mr SPAAK believed that the way forward 
was now more apparent. It was immensely important to finalise the project swiftly, before some new 
turn of events - which was always possible - distracted the attention of the Governments concerned.

That being so, Mr SPAAK believed that plans should be made for the Governments to sign the treaties 
by the end of January.

Mr SPAAK apologised for not having discussed in detail the structure of the treaties themselves. He 
had little alternative, however, at this crucial stage of proceedings.

On the subject of Euratom, he announced that Mr ADENAUER and Mr MOLLET had agreed in 
general terms to retain the solutions proposed in the delegation heads’ report of April 1956.

It seemed, however, that the task of drafting the chapters and articles of the Euratom treaty would 
prove more difficult than in the case of the treaty on the common market, and we would probably 
have to be satisfied with what one might call a framework treaty setting out the required commitments 
and establishing general principles.

The problems raised by a nuclear energy community were still relatively unknown, and scientific 
development and the policy pursued in this area by the great powers were so liable to change that it 
was impossible to lay down rigid and detailed rules to cover the next 50 years.

In the coming days, decisions would have to be taken about the general provisions of the treaty which, 
judging by the reaction of the various governments involved, might take a rather different form from 
that establishing the general common market.

Provisions would doubtless begin to be finalised in the course of the second half of December, and it 
was not impossible that the drafting of the treaty would be completed towards the end of January. 

Mr SPAAK concluded his account of the progress of work so far and declared that he was ready to 
answer any questions which members of the working party wished to raise. He noted, however, that it 
would be difficult for him to provide precise technical and other details, as the texts in question were 
still being drawn up and it would be two or three weeks before they assumed more definitive form. 
By the present stage, the delegation heads would have played their part by stating their views on the 
various points which still had to be clarified.

Mr MOTZ, the Chairman, thanked Mr SPAAK on behalf of the working party. Mr SPAAK’s account 
had been an optimistic one, since it made clear that, despite the problems which still had to be 
overcome, a blueprint had been drawn up and the future was opening up before us. He gave the floor 
to members who wished to raise questions.
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Mr MARGUE hoped that the projects to which Mr SPAAK had alluded would be carried to completion 
in the way that he had suggested, and shared Mr SPAAK’s relative optimism. 

Mr MARGUE considered that the problematic issue of agriculture should not be excluded from the 
treaties. However, it was essential to take account of all the genuine interests at stake, which were 
not just a technical matter but could affect the underlying structure of certain states; all the proposals 
formulated had to take careful account of the interests of the smallest countries.

Mr SPAAK completely agreed with Mr MARGUE. Agriculture could not be excluded, but it required 
certain specific conditions and had to be regarded as a special case. He pointed out that the ministers 
of agriculture of the various countries concerned were closely involved in considering this issue.

Mr GOZARD asked for some additional information about the problem of the institutions. Were the 
solutions currently being considered very far removed from the solutions proposed in the delegation 
heads’ report of April 1956?

	 - What principles and solutions had been adopted with regard to monetary problems?

	 - What provisions had been made for labour representation?

Mr SPAAK replied that, with regard to institutional arrangements, the initial principle was to 
determine which new assembly or assemblies should be established together with the ECSC Common 
Assembly. He noted, however, that the French National Assembly had voted in favour of requiring 
any new assembly to be completely separate from the ECSC Assembly. Subsequent negotiations had 
shown that the French delegation appeared to have been strongly influenced by that vote. Mr SPAAK 
said that, while he continued to support the initial principle set out in the report, he believed it was 
inconceivable to allow the whole common market treaty to collapse because of a disagreement of this 
kind.

In more general terms, Mr SPPAK recognised that two trends had emerged: one involved placing 
the emphasis on the Council of Ministers, while the other involved increasing the powers of the 
Commission.

With regards to voting procedure, the initial idea had been retained. This meant that, during the first 
stage, decisions would be taken unanimously, in the second stage by a qualified majority, and, in the 
third stage, by a simple majority if necessary. In general, it seemed that delegates accepted that, in all 
the institutions, unanimity should not be mandatory.

On the same theme, Mr SPAAK the speaker noted that one particularly delicate issue was the 
question of weighting, which meant giving each State a different number of votes. It was completely 
unrealistic to take the view that all countries were equal, and experience had shown that organisations 
based on that principle often worked very badly. It was only by judicious application of the principle 
of weighted votes that it would be possible to progressively abandon the principle of unanimity. 
However, the concept of weighting could lead to some peculiar situations. In some cases, a qualified 
majority would not require a majority of Member States. Mr SPAAK believed that outcome was 
perfectly logical and justifiable.

At the current stage of negotiations, some States still had reservations about the idea of weighting, but 
had accepted it in principle. The weighting factor could be an absolute value, however, and it had to 

T O W A R D S  A  S I N G L E  P A R L I A M E N T

180



1957-2007

be accepted that it would always work in favour of small countries to some extent. As the draft treaties 
currently stood, the weighting was as follows: four votes for big countries, two votes for Belgium and 
the Netherlands, one for Luxembourg. 

Mr SPAAK warned that monetary problems had to be approached with extreme caution. Some 
difficulties raised by the French, which had led France to request safeguard clauses, arose from 
concerns relating to monetary matters. Undoubtedly, if resolving the monetary question was to be 
regarded as a necessary precondition, the treaties would fail.

With regard to the representation of labour, Mr SPAAK considered that the outlook was favourable. 
It was envisaged that an Economic and Social Council would be set up. It had been decided that 
both sides of industry should participate in the redeployment fund, and it was possible that provision 
would be made for them to participate in the management of the investment fund also.

Mr van der GOES van NATERS wishes to know whether the draft treaties made provision for the 
Council of Ministers to intervene in the event of urgent balance of payments difficulties.

He recalled that the Dutch delegation believed that the Commission that should have the right to 
intervene; he wondered whether it might not be impossible in practice for the Council of Ministers, 
which met only relatively infrequently, to make general Community policy decisions. In that case, 
would the task be entrusted to junior ministers or to officials? If so, Mr van der GOES van NATERS 
believed that parliamentary oversight could no longer be assured.

Would the Commission be able to make mandatory recommendations regarding general policy affecting 
the common market, and indeed with regard to the social policies required by the development of the 
common market?

Mr van der GOES van NATERS noted that Mr Luns, the Dutch Foreign Minister, had recently 
stated that some delegations had introduced amendments which departed very considerably from the 
solutions proposed in the delegation heads’ report. He requested clarification on this point. 

Finally, with regard to the overseas territories, Mr van der GOES van NATERS agreed with 
Mr SPAAK’s suggestions concerning Europe’s policy on relations with Africa. However, he wished 
to know whether there was a possibility that Surinam and Curaçao, the Dutch West Indies, would also 
be associated with the common market.

Mr SPAAK said that the subject of Mr van der GOES van NATERS’ first question came under the 
provisions on urgent crises which had been included in the draft treaty as a result of a Franco-German 
compromise, and read as follows:

	 ‘Where a sudden crisis in the balance of payments occurs, if circumstances preclude the 
application of the normal prior agreement procedure, the Member States may, on their 
own authority and as a precaution, take the necessary protective measures provided 
they are notified to the Community institutions for subsequent decisions at the time 
when such circumstances arise. The Commission shall be informed of such protective 
measures not later than when they enter into force. The Commission may recommend 
to the Council the granting of mutual assistance under paragraph 1, above’.

This provision has not yet been finalised, however.
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Mr Spaak considered that the problem of social policy should be approached with caution. The problem 
addressed by the common market was basically economic and technical, and the treaty provisions 
should not give the impression that the aim was to reintroduce certain proposals for supranational 
political institutions which had been dropped when the proposals drawn up by the ad hoc Assembly 
had been rejected.

Finally, with regard to the differences to which Mr LUNS had perhaps been referring, Mr SPAAK 
noted that some problems, for example that of the overseas territories, had not been raised in the 
delegation heads’ report; any points relating to that subject, therefore, departed from the initial text. 
In that sense, the Franco-Belgian proposals to which Mr Spaak had referred earlier could be regarded 
as an important change to that initial text in comparison. Undoubtedly, there were others. At present, 
for example, certain changes had been proposed with regard to the reduction of customs duties which 
seemed to be based on different reference figures and average rates. These differences were not 
fundamental, however, as they were intended to achieve the same results. On balance, it was easy to 
see that, for political reasons, compromises sometimes had to be adopted which, in purely technical 
terms, might be regarded as unsatisfactory.

With regard to Mr VAN DER GOES VAN NATERS’ last question, Mr SPAAK replied that the Franco-
Belgian proposals would also apply to the Dutch overseas territories.

Mr MUTTER referred to Mr SPAAK’s comments concerning the institutions and, in particular, the 
parliamentary Assembly.

He believed that the vote in the French National Assembly was not so momentous that one should 
regard it as impossible for the ECSC to have the same Assembly and Court as the Common Market 
and Euratom. The provision to ensure they were separate had been introduced purely to secure the 
votes of a small nucleus of 15 or 20 people within the government majority. It was by no means 
certain that members would vote the same way when it came to treaty ratification.

Mr MUTTER asked Mr SPAAK whether any of the six countries had insisted that the participation of 
the UK in the common market, in the form of a free-trade area, should be regarded as a prerequisite 
for treaty ratification by its parliament.

Mr SPAAK replied that no condition of that kind had been laid down and that, to date, there had been 
no question of any such condition being formulated.

Mr MUTTER said that he was in favour of close association between the overseas territories and the 
common market; he wished to know whether the Franco-Belgian proposal made any provision for 
a joint management committee, as it would be inconceivable to ask other countries to invest capital 
without their being able to participate in the joint management of the projects concerned. 

He regarded the possibility of prolonging the first stage by two consecutive years as important and 
essential; it was a necessary concession if we were to secure the agreement of all parliaments to the 
irreversibility clause included in the draft treaties.

Mr Mutter considered that the Euratom project ought to be completed very swiftly; in the last few 
months, there had been an increasing number of private initiatives and a number of other organisations 
had been set up, which could create new obstacles to the conclusion of the Euratom treaty.
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Finally, Mr MUTTER asked Mr SPAAK whether recent political developments did not call into 
question the principle that nuclear energy should be used solely for peaceful purposes.

Mr SPAAK replied, on the subject of the overseas territories, that the Franco-Belgian memorandum 
envisaged the deployment of very large sums of money. There would doubtless be some form of joint 
management, but the question had not yet been resolved.

Mr SPAAK confirmed that it was envisaged that the initial four-year stage could be extended for a 
limited period. The procedure would involve a unanimous vote at the end of the first stage to establish 
that the objectives set had been attained. In the absence of unanimity, the stage would be extended by 
one year. At the end of that additional year, a qualified majority would be sufficient to establish that 
the objectives had been attained.

If the vote was not carried, a second and final extension of one year would be possible.

With regard to Euratom, Mr SPAAK agreed with Mr MUTTER that progress should be as fast 
as possible, but it seemed at present that it was proving easier to draft the treaty establishing the 
common market than the Euratom Treaty.

It was possible that we would have to make do with a ‘framework treaty’. Obviously, the 
technology was changing very rapidly in this area, as was the political stance of the major powers 
with a particular interest in the question.

On the matter of the use of nuclear energy for exclusively peaceful purposes, the French and 
German delegations had formulated a compromise solution which seemed to have won general 
acceptance. Mr SPAAK himself had always been more or less opposed to outright rejection of the 
possibility of using nuclear energy for military purposes. The events of the last few days also argued 
in favour of a more flexible approach to this question.

Mr de MENTHON wondered whether, from the political or the legal point of view, there was any 
link between the two treaties as regards their signature and ratification.

Mr SPAAK replied that there had been no prior agreement on this subject. The two treaties would 
probably be ready at the same time, but the legal position was that the texts existed independently of 
each other.

Mr POHLE noted that there would be no legal link between (on the one hand), the establishment of 
a free trade area or association with the UK and the setting up of the general common market on the 
other. It would be possible, therefore, for the parliaments of the six countries to ratify the treaties 
without any decision having been taken as to the United Kingdom’s involvement. He asked Mr 
SPAAK whether he could confirm that interpretation.

Mr POHLE raised a second question concerning the free trade area: under the British economic 
system, there existed export subsidies, exchange control regulations, differential tariffs and other 
government measures. How could such measures be reconciled with the free trade area?

One question he regarded as essential when it came to establishing a free trade area was the attitude 
of Commonwealth governments. Although the British Government’s position with regard to the 
European project had definitely changed, it appeared that the Governments of some Commonwealth 
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countries were opposed to any such proposals. He cited an article in the Financial Times of 4 
December 1956 which indicated that the reason for the reservations of some Commonwealth 
members was their fear that there would be a reduction of Commonwealth exports to the British 
market. These reservations could not fail to influence the position eventually adopted by the British 
Government.

Mr SPAAK, replying to Mr POHLE, confirmed that no government had set as a precondition for 
accepting the common market the establishment of a free trade area involving the United Kingdom.

In reply to Mr POHLE’s second question, Mr SPAAK replied that all the problems raised by 
Mr POHLE applied to the free trade area as well as to the common market. It was possible that the 
United Kingdom had not fully grasped this aspect of the question. In point of fact there was only 
one solution, which was for the free trade area to accept the same rules and the same system which 
would apply to the common market.

With regard to the Commonwealth countries’ reactions, opinions differed because there had been 
no systematic effort, as yet, to record their views. The United Kingdom had been unable to do so 
for the simple reason that at present it was still difficult to state exactly what was meant by the free 
trade area, or to provide an exact indication of the effects it would have.

Mr SCHOENE noted that the delegation heads’ report for the Foreign Ministers envisaged a 
common investment fund which the authors of that report intended should give the common market 
an additional boost by creating monetary facilities while, at the same time, helping to even out 
imbalances and thus avoid the difficulties arising from maintaining the Member States’ separate 
monetary systems. Had this notion of an investment fund been abandoned in the course of the most 
recent negotiations, and was the intention now that it should be maintained solely if certain Member 
States’ overseas territories were included in the common market?

He noted, furthermore, that the readaptation fund seemed to have been renamed the ‘redeployment 
fund’. He wondered whether the very nature of the fund had been changed in line with its new 
name?

He also wished to know whether the Commission would have oversight powers over the two funds, 
or whether they would be autonomous organisations?

On the matter of institutional problems, it seemed that there was disagreement concerning the 
powers to be granted either to the Commission, or to the Council of Ministers. Those who argued 
most strongly in favour of the Commission seemed to place their faith in ‘dirigiste’ intervention in 
the workings of the common market, whereas others preferred the Council of Ministers because it 
more effectively represented national - or, indeed, nationalist - interests. Mr SCHOENE considered 
that there was a sure means of avoiding any such disagreement: establishing a genuine European 
Parliament would have the effect of mitigating the Commission’s ‘dirigiste’ ambitions and the 
Council of Ministers’ tendency to think too much in national terms.

Mr SCHOENE had the impression that, judging by the delegation heads’ report and the presentation 
Mr SPAAK had just made, the extent of powers would vary with the domain in which they were 
exercised; for example, the Commission’s powers varied in importance in the fields of energy, 
transport and agriculture respectively. He asked the President of the Conference whether all the 
such powers would be centralised in a single body or whether it was envisaged that some should be 
conferred on existing institutions or on other institutions which had not yet been created.
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Mr SPAAK replied to Mr SCHOENE that the investment fund initially envisaged in the April 1956 
report was of course still in play, and would be independent of any investment fund that might be 
used to resolve the problems of the overseas territories.

With regard to the redeployment fund, the principle had not been changed, but its structure and 
purpose had been altered compared to the proposals contained in the April 1956 report. Two 
delegations had proposed solutions which differed quite considerably from those initially proposed, 
but an acceptable compromise had been reached. Under the former system, the readaptation 
fund had been based on the notion of compensating the industries and workers affected by the 
consequences of the common market. It had been envisaged that transitional or redeployment 
allowances would be paid. Under the new formula now being proposed, the aim was to seek ways 
of establishing new industries in a context of economic expansion and, hence, creating employment 
for those currently unemployed.

Mr SPAAK recognised that, in all the discussions and negotiations, there was always a certain 
rivalry between those who favoured a supranational approach and those who placed greater 
emphasis on national interests and national powers. The final outcome would probably be a 
compromise between the two positions.

In answer to Mr SCHOENE’s last question, Mr SPAAK replied that there would be no question of 
devolving tasks to institutions which were offshoots of the Commission. All the powers in question 
would be exercised by the Commission itself. He stressed, however, that powers in respect of 
nuclear energy might be different in nature from those relating to the common market.

Mr BIRKELBACH raised certain questions concerning the social policy envisaged.  

Although it was understandable that, in the event of only partial integration, priority would not be given 
to the social aspects, since it might be thought that the social consequences could be controlled, in the 
case of a general Common Market the problem would be very difficult in scale and importance. The 
free movement of goods would automatically involve free movement of workers, and consequently it 
would be necessary to lay down very definite provisions in the social field.

Meanwhile, differences in the structure and methods of affiliation to trade unions in the various 
Member States would make it more difficult to ensure that trade union action was uniformly effective 
at European level. It was necessary, therefore, to provide workers with certain guarantees in the area 
of social security. The aim must be to ensure that full use was made of the available labour force, 
which required a coordinated policy geared towards full employment.

It was important to prevent differences in the economic development of different regions or countries 
from producing a dangerous policy with regard to investment which would have the effect of further 
exacerbating existing differences in Community countries’ respective economic structures.

Finally, it was important to remember that the problems encountered by the various draft treaties 
drawn up by the ad hoc Assembly were due, at least in part, to the fact that the economic and social 
structures they envisaged did not actually address the concerns of the general public in the Member 
States. So, if we wished the new draft treaties to succeed, we had to try to ensure they corresponded 
to the legitimate aspirations of all sections of the population.
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Mr SPAAK, in reply to Mr BIRKELBACH, noted that the solutions found or being sought in response 
to the French proposals, particularly as regards working hours, chimed in with Mr BIRKELBACH’s 
concerns. He added that harmonising social security contributions and working conditions had to 
be one of the prime objectives of the common market. The Commission would doubtless be able to 
submit proposals for the harmonisation of the social aspects. But there was no specific chapter on 
social policy.

Mr POHER stressed that ratification should be completed as soon as possible. He drew the attention 
of Mr SPAAK and the working party to the difficulties which might arise in France if those opposed to 
Europe were given sufficient time to organise a campaign against the two draft treaties. That was why 
it would be desirable to secure ratification in the first quarter of 1957. He believed that if ratification 
was left to a later date, such as the summer, it would encounter much stronger opposition.

Mr. KOPF noted that Mr SPAAK had said, in his speech, that the work of the conference had been 
made much more difficult by the fact that the German delegation had submitted new proposals 
concerning the supply of fissile material. He wished to know what the difference was between the 
new German proposal and the solution envisaged in the delegation heads’ report, and if it had been 
possible to overcome this difficulty.

Mr SPAAK replied to Mr KOPF that the April 1956 report laid down the principle that Euratom would 
be accorded the right of preemption in respect of all uranium in the Community. The new German 
proposal rejected this monopoly system and advocated a free market approach. A compromise was 
being sought and should be achieved within the next few days.

Mr MOTZ thanked Mr SPAAK for replying so carefully to all the many questions that the members 
of the working party had raised.

Summary of item 2: Exchange of view on the programme of work.

THE CHAIRMAN believed that the Working Party should decide at this juncture whether and how 
the work begun that day could be reported to the plenary assembly at the beginning of February, and 
lay down a programme of work in accordance with that decision.
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EUROPEAN COAL AND STEEL COMMUNITY

JOINT ASSEMBLY

WORKING PARTY

SUB-COMMITTEE ON INSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS

Note on the drafting of the institutional clauses of the Euratom and Common Market Treaties

1.	 The drafting of the text of the Euratom and Common Market Treaties by the Intergovernmental 
Conference on the Common Market and Euratom, presided by Mr Paul Henri Spaak, seems to have 
entered a critical phase. Mr SPAAK announced at the Working Party’s meeting of 8 December in 
Brussels that he fully hoped that the drafting of the treaties would be completed in January and that 
they could be signed later that month.

2.	 However, the Treaty articles concerning the institutions of the new European Communities 
have not yet been drafted. There are two reasons for this. Firstly, the experts and the delegation 
heads took the view that it was more methodical to begin by agreeing on the substance of the new 
Communities and only then to decide on the institutions, in the light of the objectives and purposes 
established, rather than the other way round. Secondly, the options which are available as regards 
institutions have not yet been addressed.

3.	 It seems appropriate, therefore, for the Subcommittee on Institutional Questions of the Working 
Party of the ECSC Common Assembly to specify the points which it believes should be born in mind 
when drafting the treaties, with a view both to ensuring the treaties are sufficiently flexible to be 
adopted by the largest possible majority when they are ratified by the national parliaments, and to being 
as complete as possible to meet the requirements of a fully-functioning European organisation.

4.	 Emphasis should be placed on the need to prevent the new Treaties from creating institutions 
which are completely independent and separate from those already established for the European Coal 
and Steel Community. The different Communities will have to face identical problems. Even if they 
approach each problem from a particular viewpoint, it would be very dangerous if two institutions 
were to take decisions independently of each other and in isolation. Although separate institutions 
might be perfectly reasonable, and probably even necessary, in the case of the executive authority, 
whether it be the High Authority or the Commission, it would be extremely dangerous for the other 
institutions.

5	 That is why we stress the need for a single Court of Justice and a single Assembly, while the 
Council of Ministers can assemble different ministers depending on the problems addressed.

189

A N N E X E S



6.	 With regard to the Court of Justice, the best solution, and one which would present the 
additional advantage of avoiding the emergence of contradictory case law, would be a single court 
divided into as many sections as there are separate European Communities (Coal and Steel, Euratom, 
Common Market), which could hold joint sessions of all the sections to ensure uniform case law.

7.	 The Common Assembly should also be a single Assembly. To avoid creating the impression 
that this Assembly is an offshoot of the existing ESCS Joint Assembly, the treaties could establish a 
new, single Assembly which would absorb the existing ESCS Common Assembly. In practice, the 
result would be identical, but psychologically, the complete independence of the new Assembly from 
the Common Assembly would command respect.

8.	 We must also stress the need for votes to be weighted, particularly in the Council of Ministers. 
We need both to make provision for the weighting of votes and to move in a determined fashion 
towards majority decision making.

9.	 Another essential feature of the new treaties must be the setting up of organisations to ensure 
the involvement of labour, whether via an Economic and Social Council or some other institution.

10.	 We also believe that we should reaffirm the need for the European Commission (or 
Commissions) to be equipped with sufficient powers to ensure that they are not reduced to the role of 
merely enforcing the Council of Ministers’ decisions and policies.

11.	 The foregoing comments, which do not pretend to exhaust all the various points currently 
raised by the drafting of the Treaty provisions relating to the new institutions of the new European 
Communities, should provide useful guidance for the work of the Intergovernmental Conference and 
the delegation heads in connection with the final drafting of the Treaties, and will be forwarded to 
them.

Gilles GOZARD
Paris, 10 December 1956.
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EUROPEAN COAL AND STEEL COMMUNITY

COMMON ASSEMBLY

WORKING PARTY

Letter from Mr Roger Motz, on behalf of the Working Party, to Mr Paul-Henri Spaak, Chairman of the 
Intergovernmental Conference for the Common Market and Euratom, following the Working Party 
meeting of 8 December 1956
_______________________________________________________________________

								        Brussels, 10 December 1956
								        Belgian Senate

Dear Mr Spaak,

I should like to thank you, on behalf of my colleagues and myself, for the remarkable statement that 
you made to the Working Party on Saturday.

The exchange of views that followed your departure made it clear that the members were strongly 
impressed by the fact that you had intimated that the work of drafting the new treaties would probably 
be completed by mid-January and that they could be signed by the governments concerned by the end 
of that month.

Given this very short notice the Working Party decided to meet again on 7 January to set down some 
further suggestions, on the basis of oral reports by Messrs Wigny, Van der Goes, Van Naters and 
Gozard, that the members of the Assembly would still like to put to you before the experts adopt the 
definitive texts.

By the end of last Saturday’s meeting the Working Party had already instructed me to draw your 
attention to some general considerations that it regards of primordial importance.

The members would like to renew their wish, that they have expressed before, that the powers and 
competences for the future European Commission should be as wide and real as possible, and should 
invest it with real authority and effective and direct resources for taking action.

The Working Party also believes that an assembly that had, in addition to its power of scrutiny, 
some right of initiative and real parliamentary powers would undoubtedly be able to make a strong 
contribution to assisting politically with the gradual merger of the Member States’ concerns and the 
coordination of national interests.

The Working Party hopes that no effort will be spared to ensure that the tasks of that Assembly may 
be entrusted to the ECSC Common Assembly, as it seems difficult to persuade public opinion that a 
new parliamentary assembly should be added to those already in existence.

Finally, the Working Party hopes it will be possible to find effective formulae in the new treaties to 
allow for the close involvement of the overseas territories in the new European communities.
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The Working Party noted with particular satisfaction that it had been possible, despite the special 
situation that France highlighted, to maintain the principle of irreversibility in the draft treaty, while 
allowing for the possibility of limited extension of the first stage.

I trust that you will be good enough to give these ideas all the attention they deserve.

(Closing formula and signature)
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EUROPEAN COAL AND STEEL COMMUNITY

COMMON ASSEMBLY

WORKING PARTY

Notice to members

Following the meeting of Monday 7 January 1957, the Working Party instructed a Drafting Committee 
to draw up a Memorandum in which the Working Party succinctly defined its position with regard to 
the general orientation of the new draft treaties, in so far as the Working Party had been able to obtain 
information on this subject.

The Memorandum was addressed to the Foreign Ministers of the six Member States, as an enclosure 
to a letter sent them by Mr Motz on behalf of the Working Party.

The text of the letter and the Memorandum are enclosed.

Committee Division

Luxembourg, 14 January 1957

AC 2814
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Letter from Mr Roger Motz, Chairman of the Working Party, to the Foreign Ministers of the six 
Member States of the Community
__________________________________________________________________________

							       Strasbourg, 8 January 1957
							       Maison de l’Europe

Dear Sir,

On Monday 7 January 1957, the Working Party of the Common Assembly met in Strasbourg to 
consider a number of problems touching upon the European Relaunch and the drafting of the new 
treaties establishing Euratom and the general common market.

The Working Party particularly appreciated the attention that the Intergovernmental Conference 
devoted to the report that the Common Assembly had sent it on the social aspects of European 
integration, in particular by enabling a delegation from the Committee on Social Affairs to put its case 
to the delegates of the six governments, meeting in Brussels with Mr von der Groeben in the chair.

In the memorandum enclosed with this letter the Working Party succinctly defines its position 
with regard to the general orientation of the new draft treaties. It hopes that the Intergovernmental 
Conference or the Conference of Ministers will give this text favourable consideration and come up 
with solutions that as far as possible fulfil the wishes that it sets out.

This letter and the memorandum have also been sent to the Foreign Ministers of the other States 
taking part in the Conference.

(Closing formula and signature)
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MEMORANDUM

by the Common Assembly Working Party

on 

the European Relaunch

								        Strasbourg, 7 January 1957

I

The Working Party set up to monitor the progress of the European Relaunch and provide the cooperation 
and political support of the Common Assembly has recently been advised, through its rapporteurs, of 
certain problems raised by the plans for Euratom and the Common Market.

Not being in possession of the texts themselves the Working Party cannot embark on constructive 
criticism of these plans. Its comments would risk being inaccurate as a result of the gaps in its 
information and the short deadlines that it faces.

The Working Party believes it preferable to make some general points based on the current state of 
the plans, but mainly informed by the experience of the ECSC. In this Community an unprecedented 
and unique effort of European collaboration has been pursued for some few years. The facts are just 
as strong as the texts, practice as instructive as theoretical proposals, and that is what invests this 
testimony with its true value.

The remarks that follow clarify those raised in the letter of 10 December by Mr Motz, Chairman 
of the Working Party, to Mr Spaak, Chairman of the Intergovernmental Conference; it is to these 
especially that the Working Party wants to draw the Ministers’ attention before the final decisions are 
taken at government level.

II

First, the Working Party is convinced that the duality of powers, in the organisation of the ECSC 
between the High Authority and the Council of Ministers, has enabled the Community to affirm the 
reality of Europe without being oppressive or damaging to the Member States. Disheartening the 
future High Authority or its equivalent is likely to deprive the future institutions of the necessary 
dynamism without usefully increasing the protection of the Member States. It is difficult to design 
an effective political organisation unless you endow it with a body expressly responsible for taking 
initiatives. For to carry out any European integration it will not be enough to issue a decree laid down 
by treaty, nor even to set up a Council of Ministers. The latter is no doubt responsible for coordinating 
and standardising policy, but it is also concerned to safeguard the vital national interests that the Treaty 
entrusts to its vigilance. Promoting Community interests depends primarily on having an independent 
Executive – which, moreover, is answerable for its policy to a European assembly.
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III

Indeed, Europe cannot be organised by denying its political traditions and setting up a technocracy 
that is wholly or partly irresponsible. Even in the ECSC such scrutiny is insufficiently provided as 
important decisions are taken without in fact being supervised either by the Common Assembly or 
the national Parliaments. It seems that in the plans for Euratom and the Common Market specialised 
organisations are being provided that will enjoy a largely decentralised status. Such for instance is the 
case of the Joint Research Centre, the Euratom Supply Agency, the Investment Fund and the Monetary 
Office for the Common Market. Such decentralisation is no doubt technically and politically desirable 
but it must not result in a technocracy. Without interfering in individual decisions – which should be 
depoliticised – the European Executive must be able to lay down the general policy for such bodies 
and answer for them to the Assembly.

The Working Party also points out in this connection that the first prerogative of democratic assemblies 
is to vote on the budget.

IV

Third, a plethora of European Communities is likely to set up conflicts of competence, opposing 
policies and even rivalries between sovereign organisations, when it was precisely the aim of 
integration to remove such rivalries between the States. The Working Party has already proposed 
some organisational economy, for instance a single Assembly and a single Court of Justice to provide 
political and juridical control over the different Executives. Moreover, it appears to the Working Party 
to be indispensable to make provision in the Treaties for organisational coordination, for instance 
a Committee of Presidents, Combined Bureaux or other forms of institution to require periodic 
confrontations and concerted solutions. How otherwise would we manage to harmonise, for instance, 
the general common market, the market for coal and steel, the market for nuclear raw materials and 
equipment, or indeed the coal and nuclear energy policy?

V

The Working Party repeats the view that it has already expressed on the issue of the territories which 
have constitutional or special links with the Member States. It hopes that formulae will be found to 
provide them with the benefit of the new communities by involving them in them closely.

VI

Based on its experience with the ECSC, the Working Party points out that a common market means not 
only freeing up trade, but also a positive solidarity that obliges the Community to help each Member 
State, in particular through the management of an investment fund, to modernise its economy and 
adjust to the new conditions of competition.

It adds that economic progress and social progress must go hand in hand and affect each other. 
The Community bodies must therefore have sufficient powers in the social as well as the economic 
domain.

AC 2814
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EUROPEAN COAL AND STEEL COMMUNITY

COMMON ASSEMBLY

								        AC/BUR/PV 57-11

BUREAU OF THE COMMON ASSEMBLY

MINUTES

of the meeting of 2 February 1957

Palais de la Nation

BRUSSELS

The meeting opened at 09.00 with Mr Furler, President of the Common Assembly, presiding.

Present:	 President Furler

		  Vice-Presidents Fohrmann, Motz, Vixseboxse and Vanrullen

		  – o –

		  Messrs de Neree tot Babberich, Secretary-General, Hummelsheim, Deputy 		
Secretary-General, and Van den Eede, Head of the Committee Division

Also present:

		  Mr Sassen, Chairman of the Christian-Democratic Group
		  Mr Fayat, Chairman of the Socialist Group
		  Mr Pleven, Chairman of the Liberals and Allies Group

Mr Ruest acted as secretary to the meeting.

1.	 Amendment of the agenda for the February session

Mr Furler told Bureau members that as President Spaak was unable to attend the Common Assembly’s 
February session in Strasbourg, he proposed to change the order of business as follows:

•	 Monday 11 February	 Reserved for political group meetings
•	 Tuesday 12 February	 09.30: Committee of Presidents
	 10.30: Opening of public sitting. Tuesday would be devoted to the 

statement by Mr Wigny on his report and the introductory statements 
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by Messrs Wigny, Van der Goes Van Naters and Gozard on the political 
and institutional aspects of the new Treaties.

•	 Wednesday 13 February	 General debate
•	 Thursday 14 February		 Report by Mr de Menthon and report by Mr Carboni
•	 Friday 15 February		  Report by Mr Mutter

The Bureau decided

to notify Members of the draft agenda as amended, pointing out that the reason for the changes was 
Mr Spaak’s inability to attend the Strasbourg session.

2.	 Creation of a fourth European Assembly under the Treaty establishing the General 
Common Market and Euratom

Mr Furler said the decision taken at the Intergovernmental Conference of Foreign Ministers to set up 
a fourth European Assembly under the Treaty establishing the General Common Market and Euratom 
had given rise to unanimous opposition in parliamentary circles and public opinion.

Further to Recommendation 117 on the rationalisation of European parliamentary activities, adopted 
by the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly at its eighth ordinary session, and the draft 
recommendation for the WEU Assembly adopted by the General Affairs Committee further to the 
Report by Mr Struye, a recommendation rejecting any proposal to set up a fourth European Assembly, 
President Dehousse expressed the wish to convene the Bureaux of the three European Assemblies to 
draw up more detailed proposals bearing the authority of the three European Assemblies to put to the 
Ministers.

The Bureau Members and Political Group Chairmen of the Common Assembly were invited to this 
preliminary meeting to adopt the Common Assembly Bureau’s position before the joint meeting of 
the Bureaux of the three existing European Assemblies.

Mr Furler thought that the best solution would be to extend the competence of the Common Assembly 
to cover parliamentary scrutiny of the Common Market and Euratom. However, he feared that the 
recommended formula would run into insurmountable objections by the Ministers, prompted by the 
attitude taken by one parliamentary party in the French national Assembly, and it would be wise to 
propose a more flexible solution.

To safeguard the unity of the European institutions, it was therefore desirable to set up a new 
Parliamentary Assembly for the six countries, which would at one and the same time exercise its 
competences and powers with regard to the General Common Market, Euratom and the Coal and 
Steel Community. The creation of this new Assembly should go hand in hand with an amendment of 
the Treaty establishing the ECSC, the Common Assembly retiring in favour of the new Assembly, 
which would then be invested with all the competences laid down in the ECSC Treaty. There were 
certainly still some difficulties, particularly on the membership of the new Assembly which under the 
Ministers’ proposals would need to comprise 225 Representatives, allocated as follows:

•	 Germany	 60
•	 France		 60
•	 Italy		  60
•	 Netherlands	 20
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•	 Belgium	 20
•	 Luxembourg	   5.

This membership scheme did not match the allocation of national representatives for the Common 
Assembly.

A change in the allocation of seats was bound to run into the opposition of the ECSC’s small member 
countries as their representation in the Common Assembly was much more favourable, since the three 
Benelux countries had:

•	 Netherlands	 10 seats
•	 Belgium	 10 seats
•	 Luxembourg	   4 seats.

In the new Assembly, representation of the large countries was appreciably stronger in relation to the 
small countries. Thus the sum of the Representatives of the two large countries in the new Assembly 
would obtain a majority of 120 out of 225, whereas in the Common Assembly the same calculation 
would produce figures of 36 out of 78.

Mr Furler recommended a compromise solution that was more favourable to the small countries, by 
providing 243 seats for the new Assembly, allocated between the Benelux countries as follows:

•	 Netherlands	 27 seats
•	 Belgium	 27 seats
•	 Luxembourg	   9 seats.

But recommending a membership of 243 seats would mean modifying the balance sought by the 
Ministers. That balance could be restored by reducing the number of seats to 240, allocated as 
follows:

•	 Germany	 60
•	 France		 60
•	 Italy		  60
•	 Belgium	 27
•	 Netherlands	 27
•	 Luxembourg	   6.

Having considered these constructive solutions, Mr Furler underlined the difficulties arising from the 
fact that the President of the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly would be making proposals 
to create a ‘single European Assembly’ in which the other Assemblies currently in existence would 
form ‘commissions’. However, this proposal stood little chance of being adopted since it would 
involve amending the Council of Europe’s Statute, and that amendment would require the agreement 
of the governments of the 15 member countries of the Council of Europe, plus ratification by the 15 
Parliaments.

Mr Pleven asked President Furler for further details of the powers of the new Assembly and the 
opportunities available for other countries to join the ECSC without joining the Common Market and 
Euratom.

Mr Furler replied that the new Assembly would have powers conferred on it by the Treaties in each 
of the fields of its activity.
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Mr Sassen rejoined that Mr Pleven’s question already pointed up major difficulties within the ECSC 
Treaty and thought that Mr Furler’s argument was unlikely to create insurmountable difficulties, as 
the solution as defined could be found in the formula of the association agreement suggested by Mr 
Pleven.

Mr Fayat thought that if the solution recommended by Mr Furler were to prevail, namely to create 
a new Assembly with competences deriving from the Treaties establishing the ECSC, the General 
Common Market and Euratom, there would be no partial and intrinsic difficulties with that Assembly, 
but difficulties would still remain within those special authorities.

Mr Vixseboxse was not very optimistic about fulfilment of the plan as the current powers of the 
Common Assembly were more extensive than those conferred on the new Assembly. He wondered 
if it might not be possible to set up a single administration for the three assemblies (the Common 
Assembly, General Common Market Assembly and Euratom Assembly), on the basis that the Common 
Assembly’s secretariat would have to be enlarged to allow for the new tasks.

Mr Furler thought it essential to create a single secretariat, and that the officials of the Common 
Assembly should be merged with the new Assembly’s secretariat.

Mr Sassen partly supported the argument advanced by Mr Vixseboxse. He thought there were two 
reasons for avoiding setting up a fourth parliamentary assembly: first, it would be absolutely pointless, 
and second, setting up a new Secretariat would be disagreeable as it would involve the departure of 
the best staff currently working in Luxembourg to join the headquarters of the new organisation. 
While on this point he entirely agreed with Mr Vixseboxse, he did not share the latter’s concerns as to 
the possibility of setting up a single Parliamentary Assembly, as such a plan did not raise fundamental 
difficulties. Besides, the objections raised by one parliamentary party in the French Assembly would 
be nullified, as the powers laid down by the Treaty establishing the Common Market and Euratom 
would not be exercised by the Common Assembly but by a new Assembly that would absorb the 
Common Assembly.

Mr Sassen certainly preferred extending the Common Assembly, both as regarded the number 
of representatives and its powers, but in view of the difficulty that this scheme was facing it was 
preferable to set up a new Assembly responsible for parliamentary scrutiny, with regard both to the 
General Common Market, the ECSC and Euratom. On this point he favoured the formula proposed 
by President Furler, in which the seats in this new Assembly would be allocated in the ratio of 60 – 60 
– 60 – 27 – 27 – 6, totalling 240. But it would be wise to take account of the proposals put forward by 
the President of the Consultative Assembly, Mr Dehousse, and point out at the meeting of the three 
Bureaux that greater uniformity was desirable and remained the aim set for the future. However, in 
the present circumstances there was a need to be realistic and come up with a practical programme, 
while not losing sight of the fact that amendment of the Council of Europe’s Statute would need the 
agreement of 15 governments and 15 Parliaments.

Speaking as a member of both Assemblies, Mr Motz drew attention to the psychological aspect of the 
problem. At the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly, debates had an academic character that 
was both more confused and more elevated than in the Common Assembly, where debate was concise 
and clear in view of the real powers conferred on the Common Assembly. The new Assembly would 
have different powers over certain aspects and there was a need to be sure to define the powers of the 
new Assembly very clearly.
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Mr Vanrullen pointed out that the instrument amending the ECSC Treaty would have to be drawn up 
and ratified at the same time as the Treaty establishing the General Common Market and Euratom and 
laying down the Statute for the new Assembly.

Mr Furler raised the question of the chairmanship of the joint meeting to be held at 10.00, and 
proposed that Mr Dehousse should preside as it was taking place on the initiative of the President 
of the Consultative Assembly, and that it would be easier to speak in the debates if he was not in the 
chair.

3.	 Outcome of President Furler’s journey to Rome

Mr Furler informed Bureau members that the Senate of the Italian Republic had appointed nine 
senators and that the Chamber of Deputies had intimated that the nine Deputies would be elected by 22 
February. Furthermore, as the technical difficulties with holding a session in Rome had been overcome, 
President Furler would at the meeting of the Committee of Presidents and with the agreement of the 
Bureau members propose holding the session in Rome from 5 to 9 November 1957.

The meeting closed at 10.00.

Luxembourg, 6 February 1957

AC 2902
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Strasbourg, 6 February 1957	 C o n f i d e n t i a l 
	 AS/3 B (57) 1

MINUTES

of the joint meeting of the Bureaux of
1. the ECSC Common Assembly, 

2. the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly 
3. the Western European Union Assembly

BRUSSELS
2 February 1957

_______

Present

For the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly 

Mr Dehousse, President
Lord Layton, Vice-President
Mr Crosbie, Vice-President
Mr Mommer, Rapporteur of the General Affairs Committee

For the Common Assembly

Mr Furler, President
Mr Fohrmann, Vice-President
Mr Motz, Vice-President
Mr Vanrullen, Vice-President
Mr Vixseboxse, Vice-President

For the Western European Union Assembly

Mr Pezet, President
Mr Bohy, Vice-President
Mr Fens, Vice-President
Mr Schaus, Vice-President
Mr Struye, Rapporteur of the General Affairs Committee

A 32.203
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For the political groups:

Mr Sassen,	 Chairman of the Christian-Democratic Group (Common Assembly)
Mr Heyman, 	 Chairman of the Christian-Democratic Group (Consultative Assembly and WEU)
Mr Fayat,	 Chairman of the Socialist Group
Mr Pleven,	 Chairman of the Liberals and Allies Group

The meeting opened at 10.00 with Mr Dehousse, President of the Consultative Assembly, in the 
chair.

Mr Dehousse thanked his colleagues Messrs Furler and Pezet for asking him to chair the meeting. He 
welcomed the establishment of contact between the three Bureaux which he hoped would inaugurate 
a new tradition. He proposed that the chairmanship should be held in rotation at future meetings.

This was agreed.

Mr Dehousse proposed, after reading out telegrams of apology from Messrs Benvenuti, Kiesinger 
and Teitgen, that each President should first set out his Assembly’s point of view. On behalf of his 
own, he said he had convened the Consultative Assembly’s Standing Committee to consider the 
question of setting up a fourth Assembly. He then read out a telegram to Mr Bech, President of the 
Committee of Ministers, on the subject. He asked his colleagues to consider the expediency of making 
representations to the six ministers negotiating the treaties for the common market and Euratom at 
Val Duchesse, for proposing the creation of a Joint Committee comprising representatives of the 
Ministers and the three Bureaux.

Mr Furler set out the viewpoint of the Common Assembly. He began by noting that the parliamentary 
members of the European Assemblies were unanimous in their opposition to setting up a fourth 
Assembly.

He proposed first of all that the three Bureaux should indicate that in their opinion parliamentary 
scrutiny of Euratom and the common market should be entrusted to the ECSC Common Assembly 
enlarged for the purpose. However, to avoid endangering the treaties by this requirement the Bureaux 
envisaged a transactional proposal. They wished there to be only one parliamentary institution for 
the three communities, which could be brought about by merging the competent Assemblies – with 
different arrangements – for the general common market, Euratom and the ECSC.

As to membership, President Furler noted that in the current scheme of weighting proposed for the 
new Assembly of 225 members, two ‘major States’ would have an absolute majority on their own. He 
proposed a different weighting, with France, Germany and Italy having 60 each, 27 for Belgium and 
the Netherlands and 6 for Luxembourg, giving a total of 240 members.

Finally, he thought it was time for a rationalisation of the European parliamentary institutions.

Mr Pezet then set out the viewpoint of the Western European Union Assembly. While the Assembly 
had not yet stated its position on the question of creating a fourth Assembly, its General Affairs 
Committee had followed the conclusions of its Rapporteur, Mr Struye, whom he would leave to 
explain its point of view in greater detail.
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He thought the merger of the parliamentary institutions would be required by common sense and 
necessity, and in his view everything possible should be done to leave the door open for the creation 
of a single Assembly.

Moving on to British participation in Euratom and the common market, it seemed to him that the 
WEU Assembly was qualified to bring about an association of that kind.

Mr Struye, Rapporteur for the WEU Assembly’s General Affairs Committee on the question of creating 
a fourth Assembly, thought that there was no longer any need to stress the major disadvantages of 
proliferating Assemblies, of which everyone was aware. The proposal to set up a fourth Assembly 
was a response to a political difficulty. Mr Struye did not in fact think that the difficulty reflected a 
consistent reality, but rather a sentimental attitude.

To avoid being faced with a fait accompli and a fourth Assembly, Mr Struye recommended that there 
should be concomitance between the birth of the new Assembly and the extinction of the Assembly 
of the ECSC.

Secondly, there must be efforts to proceed with a general regrouping of the Assemblies. The ultimate 
aim must be unity and the Bureaux must see things not from the negotiators’ standpoint but from that 
of the parliamentarians.

Mr Dehousse said that the European Assemblies had not been consulted in the negotiations at any 
stage.

Mr Mommer, Rapporteur for the Consultative Assembly’s General Affairs Committee on the 
question of creating a fourth Assembly, mentioned the interesting precedent of relations between the 
Consultative Assembly and the OEEC, which reported to the Strasbourg Assembly. He thought that 
the Consultative Assembly could become an OEEC Assembly.

He wondered if the appointment of substitutes to the ECSC Assembly might not make it possible 
to enlarge the membership of that Assembly. He noted that if the Common Assembly were to be 
incorporated in the new assembly it would be necessary to amend the Treaty establishing the ECSC 
and get the amendment ratified. Guarantees must also be required before agreeing to the creation of 
a new Assembly.

Finally, it would be possible to reach the balance sought by Mr Furler in the weighting of the Assembly 
by reducing the representation of the Big Three.

Mr Dehousse interrupted the general debate at this point to ask the three Bureaux for their agreement 
on the principle and membership of a delegation that would visit the six ministers.

It was decided

•	 that the Bureaux would be represented by their three Chairmen, assisted by the two Rapporteurs, 
Messrs Struye and Mommer, and by Mr Motz, Chairman of the ECSC Working Party;

•	 on a proposal by Mr Dehousse, that the suggestions made would not be too detailed and in 
particular the question of weighting would not be considered in depth;
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•	 that creation of a Joint Committee of the Ministers and the representatives of the Bureaux of the 
three European Assemblies would be recommended.

Mr Dehousse stressed the need for a common front for the three Assemblies.

Mr Pleven stressed the need for a single Assembly with a broad membership that would be a mirror 
and starting point for political Europe. For this reason he was opposed to the idea of calling the single 
European Assembly the European Economic Assembly. He therefore wished the adjective ‘economic’ 
to be deleted. He fully agreed with Mr Mommer and suggested that a codicil to the ECSC Treaty 
abolishing the Common Assembly should be signed and ratified at the same time as the treaties for 
the common market and Euratom.

Mr Pezet fully agreed with Mr Pleven.

Mr Fayat also supported the single Assembly. But he recommended prudence and did not wish this 
Assembly to exceed the mandate conferred on it by the treaties.

Mr Furler said it must be specified that wherever the Common Assembly was competent this would 
in future be the new Assembly.

Mr Sassen pointed out that the common market and Euratom were no more than stages on the road to 
Europe. The three Bureaux must express their determination to reach a broader form of unity.

Lord Layton was totally opposed to the creation of a fourth Assembly. This was in his view the 
moment to call for a single European Assembly.

Mr Mommer proposed that it should be specified that a number of representatives and substitutes 
from the Common Assembly equal to the representation at that Assembly should be members of the 
new Assembly.

Mr Furler thought that there should not be a commitment to the unparliamentary concept of substitutes 
and that the negotiations should not be complicated by insisting on the details. It must be possible 
to avoid a fourth Assembly either by enlarging the Common Assembly or by merging the two 
Assemblies.

Mr Dehousse recognised that the concept of substitutes was not a parliamentary one, but they did 
exist and had a role to play in the European Assemblies. The institution of substitutes on pragmatic 
grounds should be accepted in the new Assembly on a provisional basis.

Mr Fens pointed out that there was a risk of duplication in the area of monitoring of fissile materials 
between the WEU Assembly and the Assembly responsible for the scrutiny of Euratom.

Mr Vixseboxse called for the delegation of Presidents and Rapporteurs to keep the Bureaux informed 
in writing of the outcome of their representations.

Mr Crosbie said that he fully agreed with the proposals made by Lord Layton.

Mr Dehousse declared the debate closed.
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Further procedure: on the basis of the drafts put forward by Messrs Struye and Mommer a proposal 
for a recommendation was drawn up to put to the Ministers of the six Member States.

The Bureaux deliberated.

The text of the proposal for a recommendation that would be submitted on Monday, 4 February to the 
Ministers meeting at Val Duchesse was adopted (see appendix).

Mr Dehousse said that the delegation of the three Bureaux would be received by the Ministers at Val 
Duchesse on Monday, 4 February at 15.00.

The meeting closed at 12.50.
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APPENDIX

TEXT

of the Recommendation adopted on 2 February 1957
by the Bureaux of the European Assemblies

and presented
by a delegation from the Bureaux

to the Ministers taking part in the proceedings
of the Intergovernmental Conference at Val Duchesse

____________

The Bureaux of the three European Assemblies, meeting in Brussels on 2 February 1957 in the 
presence of the Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of the Assemblies’ Political groups;

Supporting the essential considerations opposing the creation of a fourth European Assembly, which 
are expressed in the resolutions by the European Assemblies and some National Assemblies;

Endorsing in particular for their part the following conclusions set out in Recommendation 117 
of the Consultative Assembly and the Recommendation of the WEU Assembly’s General Affairs 
Committee, calling for:

•	 any proposal to set up a fourth European Assembly to be rejected;

•	 parliamentary scrutiny of Euratom and the Common Market to be entrusted to the ECSC Common 
Assembly and membership of that Assembly to be enlarged…;

Deliver the opinion that, if insurmountable objections were to oppose the adoption of this formula, 
the creation of an Assembly providing for the parliamentary scrutiny of Euratom and the Common 
Market should be accompanied by provisions establishing as of now the arrangements by which 
the ECSC Common Assembly would be called upon immediately to merge with the new Assembly, 
without affecting the relations existing at present between the institutions of the ECSC or the powers 
respectively conferred upon them;

Point out that the general aim to be pursued is the creation of a single European Assembly,

Decide to that end to look into the modifications and regrouping to be carried out on the existing 
Assemblies

And invite the High Contracting Parties to give an undertaking to include in the new Assembly a 
number of Members of the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly.
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Minutes of the hearing accorded to the delegation from the 
Bureaux of the three European Assemblies by the six Ministers 

meeting in Conference

 at Val Duchesse on 4 February 1957

Source: CARDOC AC OD PV/BURE BUBE-19570204 0010
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Strasbourg, 11 February 1957	 C o n f i d e n t i a l 
	 AS/3 B (57) 3

MINUTES

of the hearing accorded to the delegation from the Bureaux
of the three European Assemblies 

by

the six Ministers meeting in Conference
at Val Duchesse, Brussels on 4 February 1957

_______

The meeting opened at 15.00 with Mr Paul-Henri Spaak, President of the Conference of Ministers, 
in the chair.

Present

The delegation from the three Bureaux, consisting of:

Messrs 	 Dehousse 
Furler 
Bohy (deputising for Mr Pezet) 
Struye 
Mommer 
Motz 
accompanied by the registrars of the three Assemblies;

	 and,  
for the Federal Republic of Germany:

	 Mr von Brentano 
accompanied by Messrs Carstens and Ophuls;

	 for Italy:

	 Mr Martino 
	 accompanied by Messrs Venturi and Badini Confalonieri;

*A 32.223
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	 for Luxembourg: 

	 Mr Bech 
accompanied by Mr Schaus;

	 for the Netherlands:
	
	 Mr Luns,
	 accompanied by Messrs Van der Beugel and Linthorst Homan;

	 for France:
	
	 Mr Maurice Faure
	 accompanied by Mr Marjolin;

	 for Belgium:

	 Baron Snoy et d’Oppuers
	 accompanied by Mr de Scheyven.

____________

Mr Dehousse introduced the delegation that the Bureaux of the three Assemblies had set up at their 
joint meeting of 2 February 1957. The delegation comprised the Presidents of the three Assemblies 
and leading politicians who had presented reports to the Consultative Assembly, the WEU Assembly 
and the Common Assembly dealing with the problems currently under discussion.

The position that the delegation would defend in the hearing had been the subject of an explicit 
mandate given by the three Bureaux in the presence of the heads of the political groups of those 
Assemblies.

The purpose of the hearing was not to add further difficulties to the Ministers’ numerous concerns. 
These representations were being undertaken in a spirit of cooperation and goodwill, and should make 
it possible to reach positive solutions with regard to the constitution of the new Assembly responsible 
for monitoring the Common Market and Euratom. Indeed, the members of the three Bureaux and, in 
consequence, the delegation members were all in principle favourable to the aim pursued by the new 
treaties.

Mr Dehousse then justified the request for a hearing of the delegation by the fact that it was natural 
that the European Assemblies should be consulted on the constitution of the new Assembly. Firstly, 
the very nature of the Assemblies justified that consultation and secondly, the nature of the problem 
under discussion meant that it was bound to have an impact on the structure and even the existence 
of the Assemblies currently in place. The aim to be achieved must be a design that was as rational as 
possible and would enable progress towards unification of parliamentary action at a time when the 
‘relaunch’ was becoming a reality. In the longer term there was a need for a commitment to laying the 
foundations of what could one day be a single European Assembly.
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The speaker emphasised that the representations were in no way prompted by a wish to acquire new 
competences or defend established positions.

Mr Dehousse proposed that Mr Furler should present the passage of the recommendation concerning 
the ECSC Assembly.

He concluded by stating that the delegation remained at the Ministers’ disposal for any further 
clarifications they might wish to have and suggested the creation of a joint committee combining the 
delegates of the governments and the members of the parliamentary delegation.

Mr Furler pointed out that the response of the European Assemblies had always been that it would 
be normal for the new Assembly to be constituted on the basis of the Common Assembly which, 
throughout its four years of activity, had had the opportunity to acquire experience in the fields of energy 
and the economy. However, given that this solution had raised objections of an irreducible nature in 
the parliamentary circles of certain countries, the Common Assembly’s Bureau had put forward the 
suggestion that the solution might then be sought in a formula that abolished the Common Assembly 
at the very moment when the new Assembly was constituted, with the latter fully incorporating the 
competences at present exercised by the Common Assembly. To those competences would be added 
the competences that would be conferred upon it by the new treaties.

For the present, the Common Assembly Bureau, supported in its position by the leaders of the political 
groups, considered that the new Assembly should maintain its proceedings within the strict limits of 
the precise competences laid down by the new treaties.

In considering the implications of the merger, attention had been drawn to a problem that the speaker 
wished to lay before the Ministers.

The relationship between the national representations, as shown by the proposals for the new 
Assembly, and those laid down by the ECSC Treaty for the Common Assembly was appreciably 
different, since at the Common Assembly representation of the small nations was higher than in the 
figures proposed for the new Assembly. If it was envisaged to merge the two Assemblies, it would 
no doubt be necessary to revise the proposed figures for the delegations so as to slightly increase the 
representation of Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg. Instead of making the allocation on 
the basis of 60, 20 and 5, provision could be made for 60 for the large countries, 27 for Belgium and 
the Netherlands and 6 for Luxembourg. These figures were not a restoration of the ratios currently 
existing within the Common Assembly but a compromise between the allocation for the Common 
Assembly and that proposed for the new Assembly. The purpose of this modification would be to set 
aside the – albeit rather notional – possibility that a bloc formed by two large countries might have 
recourse to an absolute majority in the Assembly, while at the same time preventing it from being 
placed in a minority (the principle of voting parity).

He thought that such a modification was possible. It would seem to be sufficient to inscribe, in a 
protocol attached to the new treaty, that where in the ECSC Treaty the words ‘Common Assembly’ 
appeared the name of the new Assembly should replace them. There remained the need to provide a 
new text for the article determining the membership of the Common Assembly.

With regard to the competences in parliamentary terms relating to the linkage between the General 
Common Market and third countries in a free trade area, he took the view that these were rather a 
matter for the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly and the WEU Assembly. Indeed, the problems 
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of the free trade area were more closely associated with the activity of the OEEC which was already 
regularly submitting its reports to the Council of Europe’s bodies. In this solution, parliamentary action 
on economic and social matters regulated both in the General Common Market-Euratom Treaty and 
the Coal and Steel Treaty would be concentrated in a single body, while the links with third countries 
would be rather a matter for the Council of Europe Assembly.

Mr Bohy, speaking on behalf of the President of the WEU Assembly, said that the WEU Bureau’s 
intervention in these representations was dictated by concern for the European interest. He affirmed 
that there was no direct ambition on the WEU’s part to intervene directly and to provide itself with 
new competences.

He thought that the solutions recommended by the delegation were entirely acceptable, making it 
possible to unify European parliamentary activity and avoid a plethora of administrations. The WEU 
Bureau was giving these solutions its fullest support.

Mr Spaak replied that the Ministers meeting at the conference had already marked their agreement on 
the principle raised by the delegation’s speakers. There seemed to be a general desire to avoid setting 
up an entirely new assembly that would exist alongside the Assemblies already in place. Mr Spaak 
said that the problem would discussed further that very day.

Mr Struye said, by way of clarification, that while there was an intention to end up with a single 
Assembly, he feared that the merger of the new Assembly with the Common Assembly would not 
be completed until a later date and that, in this domain, the Ministers might confine themselves to a 
decision in principle. It was his opinion that the merger should take place at the very moment when the 
new Assembly was constituted. Unless there was simultaneity the Common Assembly would continue 
its existence and the new Assembly would in practice be tempted to create its own administration and 
services. This should at all costs be avoided.

With regard to the proportions of the national delegations in the new Assembly, it was important to 
seek a clear agreement on this matter. The difference between the new proportions and those existing 
in the Common Assembly could create difficulties of principle, which might give rise to controversy. 
He confirmed that those were the reasons why the Bureaux of the Assemblies had thought it advisable 
to offer the Ministers their cooperation, so as to help them find the most practicable solutions.

Mr von Brentano said that he personally could support the points that had been made. The major 
issue did indeed seem to be which Assembly would absorb the other. He hoped that the new treaties 
could give effect to the idea of absorbing the Common Assembly in the new Assembly. He thanked 
the delegation for having given this solution such clear support.

Mr Luns said that the solutions as proposed entirely reflected the views of the Netherlands Government, 
which was also ready to support their implementation.

Mr Bech said that the Luxembourg Parliament had adopted a motion a few days before to the same 
end and that the government had supported it.

He noted that on the essential principles everyone seemed to be in agreement. There would be a need 
to consider whether the recommended solution could be carried out immediately and whether there 
were not major difficulties that might be raised on that occasion.
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Mr Dehousse invited the Ministers not to lose sight of the institutional prospects of unifying all of the 
European parliamentary institutions.

Mr Spaak asked whether Mr Dehousse was alluding to a unification that would also include the 
Council of Europe Consultative Assembly and the WEU Assembly.

Mr Dehousse confirmed that this was indeed his idea but he admitted that the unification that included 
both the Europe of 15 and the Europe of 7 could only take place at a later stage.

Finally, he renewed his offer he had made earlier of cooperating with the Ministers.

Winding up the discussion, Mr Spaak noted that on the full range of solutions proposed by the 
delegation there did not seem to be a divergence of views between the Ministers.

The points that had been made in the course of the hearing would be given close attention.

With regard to the proposal for the delegation’s cooperation, he would ask the Ministers their views 
in due course. Meanwhile it would perhaps be useful if, for the moment and in view of the discussion 
to be held that day, the delegation could put forward more detailed proposals for giving effect to the 
merger as recommended.

Mr Dehousse pointed out that the delegation was not familiar with the texts that had already been 
adopted but it would make haste to draft a memorandum setting out some general principles.

Mr Maurice Faure thought that the current discussion had enabled the essential nature of the proposals 
to be brought out. To bring about unification, it seemed to him that two notions were being put 
forward. The first recommended a single European Assembly within which the different powers 
would be exercised by ‘commissions’ of a specialised nature, enjoying a measure of autonomy (the 
‘chest of drawers’ Assembly solution). The second suggested creating a new Assembly that would 
also exercise all the powers of the ECSC Assembly, the latter being abolished.

For his own part the speaker had no particular preference and in the course of the deliberations that 
would follow he would support whichever of the two notions the majority of his colleagues approved. 
He concluded that it might be difficult to tell what would be the response of his Parliament on this 
subject.

Mr Dehousse thanked Mr Spaak and the government representatives for the reception they had given 
to the delegation from the three Bureaux. He confirmed that the delegation would get to work straight 
away to draft a short memorandum setting out the terms of the proposed solutions.

Mr Spaak closed the meeting at 15.40.
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Strasbourg, 11 February 1957	 Confidential
	 AS/3 B (57) 4
	 BOX 14/84
	 2
	 2-2-57

MINUTES

of the meeting of the delegation from the Bureaux
of the three European Assemblies

(for the COMMON MARKET and EURATOM)
held in Brussels on 4 February 1957 at 17.00

__________

Present

Messrs	 Dehousse, Chairman 
Furler 
Bohy, deputising for Mr Pezet 
Mommer 
Motz 
Struye

Mr Dehousse opened the meeting.

He thought that the Memorandum should be drawn up and sent to the ministers as soon as was 
possible.

He regretted that the Delegation had not been informed of the conclusions which the ministers seemed 
to have reached already.

It was his impression that the formula of a single ‘chest of drawers’ Assembly would be likely to 
obtain general support and particularly the support of the French Parliament.

He suggested that this principle be retained on the same basis as the creation of a Single Assembly, 
common to Euratom, the Common Market and the ECSC and as the simultaneity of its creation and 
the dissolution of the ECSC Assembly.

Mr Furler also thought that the idea of a Common Economic Assembly, for the Six, and at a later 
stage, a Single Assembly were likely to meet the agreement of the ministers. These notions should be 
set out in a few short and precise paragraphs that could be included in the Treaty.

Mr Bohy reported on Mr Spaak’s fears that consultation of the assemblies could hold up the drafting 
and signing of the Treaties. He also reported that Mr Faure had been satisfied with the representations 
by the Bureaux, which would strengthen the French Government’s position with the French 
Parliament.
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Mr Motz insisted that the Common Assembly should preserve in full the powers conferred upon it by 
the ECSC Treaty.

Mr Struye listed a number of principles that he thought should appear in the memorandum:

•	 The new Assembly would exercise in the field of coal and steel all the powers at present 
conferred upon the Common Assembly.

•	 The allocation by nationality of members of the new Assembly would be established by 
moving closer to the allocation laid down for the Common Assembly, if possible by reducing 
rather than increasing the total number at present envisaged.

•	 The present members of the Common Assembly would de jure form part of the new Assembly, 
but only for the first year of its existence.

•	 The States or the High Contracting Parties would undertake to arrange for the appointment 
as members of the new Assembly of a number of members of the Common Assembly and in 
consequence of the WEU Assembly.

•	 The ECSC Common Assembly would cease to exist on the day when the new Assembly was 
constituted.

•	 The option would be reserved by later agreement of the governments to incorporate the new 
Economic Assembly within the framework of the Assembly of the Council of Europe.

Mr Furler thought that they were facing the following alternatives: either the competences of the 
Common Assembly were extended to scrutiny of Euratom and the Common Market, or an entirely 
new Assembly was created whose competences would be laid down by the Treaties establishing the 
ECSC, the Common Market and Euratom.

The number of members of the new Common Assembly would preferably be set at 240, allocated as 
follows:
60 for the three large countries,
27 for Belgium and the Netherlands, and
  6 for Luxembourg.

The necessary amendments would be made in that event to the ECSC Treaty.

Mr Dehousse thought that they could perfectly well combine the suggestions by Mr Struye and Mr 
Furler, those by Mr Struye providing the general background.

The memorandum was then drawn up.

The following paragraphs were adopted.

‘The Delegation set up on 2 February 1957 by the Bureaux of the three European Assemblies 
(Council of Europe, ECSC and WEU) met at the Senate, immediately after the hearing it had been 
granted on Monday 4 February by the Conference of Ministers.

The Delegation points out that, in view of the short notice it received, it is not able to do more than 
set out some general principles to submit for the attention of the Conference.
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In this spirit the Delegation unanimously commends to the Conference the following principles, 
on the understanding that these principles are applicable only in the event that insurmountable 
objections should oppose conferring competence upon the ECSC Common Assembly.

1. The new Assembly required for scrutiny of the Common Market and Euratom will, in the field 
of coal and steel, exercise all the competences and powers at present granted to the Common 
Assembly.

This will not affect the relations existing at present between the institutions of the ECSC, nor the 
powers respectively conferred upon them.’

A debate ensued on the question of the number of members of the new Assembly.

Mr Furler thought that there was a need to set a fairly high figure for the number of members of the 
new Assembly. This precaution was necessary bearing in mind that in a few years’ time the members 
of the Assembly could be elected by direct universal suffrage. It was also a good idea to involve the 
maximum possible number of parliamentarians in the activities of the European institutions.

Mr Bohy feared that delegation by the Parliaments of too great a number of their members to the 
European Assemblies would affect the efficiency of those Parliaments.

Mr Furler said that the members of the European Assemblies were generally appointed in each national 
parliament by two chambers, which appreciably reduced the inconvenience to which Mr Bohy had 
drawn attention. They should not forget that this new assembly would be expected to represent a 
population of 160 million inhabitants and that its competence would cover the entire economy of the 
six member countries.

Mr Dehousse said that there were no plans for the election of members of the Assembly in the immediate 
future and that, moreover, it would always be possible to revise the Assembly’s composition in a 
supplementary protocol.

On this point the Delegation adopted the following three paragraphs:

‘2. The proportion of members of the new Assembly will be established by moving closer to the 
proportion at present laid down for the ECSC Assembly.

The aim will in preference be to reduce rather than increase the total number of members envisaged 
by the ministers.

In the event that, in due course, it should be decided to proceed with direct elections, the number 
of members could be reconsidered in a supplementary protocol.’

The last five points were adopted after discussion with the following wording:

‘3. The present members of the ECSC Common Assembly will de jure form part of the new 
Assembly for the first year of its existence. This measure is necessary at the beginning of the new 
institutions to ensure the continuity of their work.
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4. The States undertake to arrange for the appointment as members of the new Assembly of a 
number of members of the Consultative Assembly.

This proposition must be the subject of an explicit stipulation in the Treaties.

5. The Common Assembly will cease to exist on the day on which the new Assembly is 
constituted.

6. The Treaties must reserve opportunities for cooperation with States that do not form part of the 
Communities of the Six.

7. At a later stage, there will be a need to make provision for incorporating the new Assembly in 
a Single European Assembly’.

On a proposal by the Chairman, it was decided that a simple forwarding letter signed by Mr Dehousse 
would accompany the Memorandum. This would be handed to Mr Spaak by the Head of the Private 
Office of Mr Dehousse.

The meeting closed at 18.00.
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ANNEX

MEMORANDUM

tendered by the delegation from the Bureaux of the 3 European Assemblies
to the Brussels Intergovernmental Conference

on 4 February 1957
______________

The Delegation set up on 2 February 1957 by the Bureaux of the three European Assemblies (Council 
of Europe, ECSC and WEU) met at the Belgian Senate, immediately after the hearing it had been 
granted on Monday 4 February by the Conference of Ministers.

The Delegation points out that, in view of the short notice it received, it is not able to do more than 
set out some general principles to submit for the attention of the Conference.

In this spirit the Delegation unanimously commends to the Conference the following principles, on 
the understanding that these principles are applicable only in the event that insurmountable objections 
should oppose conferring competence upon the ECSC Common Assembly.

1. The new Assembly required for scrutiny of the Common Market and Euratom will, in the field of coal 
and steel, exercise all the competences and powers at present granted to the Common Assembly.

This will not affect the relations existing at present between the institutions of the ECSC, nor the 
powers respectively conferred upon them.

2. The proportion of members of the new Assembly will be established by moving closer to the 
proportion at present laid down for the ECSC Assembly.

The aim will in preference be to reduce rather than increase the total number of members envisaged 
by the ministers.

In the event that, in due course, it should be decided to proceed with direct elections, the number of 
members could be reconsidered in a supplementary protocol.

3. The present members of the ECSC Common Assembly will de jure form part of the new Assembly 
for the first year of its existence. This measure is necessary at the beginning of the new institutions to 
ensure the continuity of their work.

4. The States undertake to arrange for the appointment as members of the new Assembly of a number 
of members of the Consultative Assembly.

This proposition must be the subject of an explicit stipulation in the Treaties.

5. The Common Assembly will cease to exist on the day on which the new Assembly is constituted.

6. The Treaties must reserve opportunities for cooperation with States that do not form part of the 
Communities of the Six.

7. At a later stage, there will be a need to make provision for incorporating the new Assembly in a 
Single European Assembly.
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