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European integration and the Cold War
n. piers ludlow

European integration and the Cold War were separate but intertwined.
Chronologically, the two share the same formative decades – although the
basic idea of uniting the separate states of Europe into a single political and
economic entity long predates the East–West conﬂict. Both European unity
and the course of the Cold War became, moreover, central preoccupations
of Western leaders on both sides of the Atlantic throughout the 1947–89
period. Yet more often than not, European integration and the Cold War
have been studied in near total isolation from one another, the subject of
separate journals, academic conferences and books, and the primary interest
of two distinct groups of specialist scholars who have rarely exchanged ideas.
This chapter will hence begin with a brief explanation of why this separation
has occurred, before going on to argue that the interaction between the
evolution of the Cold War and the gradual development of today’s
European Union (EU) was so intimate as to make it vital for historians to
break down the barriers between the two ﬁelds.
One of the reasons why the two historiographies have diverged is that the
most consistently successful forms of European integration have been primarily
concerned with economic matters rather than military or political cooperation.
Of the two economic and military plans launched within months of each other
in 1950, the Schuman Plan – intended to pool the coal and steel industries of
France, Germany, Italy, and the Benelux countries – succeeded in bringing the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) into being in 1952. The Pleven
Plan, designed to create a European Defence Community (EDC), encountered
far rougher waters, was ﬁercely criticised from the outset and, ultimately, voted
down by the French parliament in August 1954. Furthermore, since 1958 the
dominant manifestation of European integration has been the European
Economic Community (EEC). And while it is true that the middle initial of
the EEC gradually fell out of use, partly to indicate that the interests of the
Community were not conﬁned to economics, the economic co-operation
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among the member states of the EC/EU remained much more extensive than
either foreign-policy co-ordination or eﬀorts to establish a joint European
approach to security. There is thus a ring of plausibility in the claim advanced
by one prominent historian of the integration process that: ‘The true origins of
the European Community are economic and social.’1
The divided historiography is also partly explained by the nature of the
deliberations within the Community institutions, ﬁrst in Luxembourg and
then in Brussels. For the policy agenda of the early European institutions had
remarkably little to do with the Cold War. The central concerns of the High
Authority of the ECSC were naturally enough the state of Western Europe’s
coal and steel industries. Those of the early EEC Commission focused on trade
and tariﬀs, the establishment of a complex agricultural subsidy system, and the
relations between the EEC and its West European neighbours. East–West
relations and the struggle between the ‘free world’ and its Communist rival
were seldom mentioned directly. Those who worked in Community Brussels
operated in ways that could seem almost hermetically sealed from the Cold
War, despite sharing a city with the NATO headquarters from 1966 onwards.
Even European foreign ministers attending meetings of the EEC Council of
Ministers appeared inclined to ignore Cold War considerations in favour of an
almost total concentration on the predominantly economic agenda of the early
Community.
It would be misguided, however, to believe that this day-to-day separation
extended to all aspects of the Cold War and European integration. For the two
phenomena were in fact deeply entangled with one another in the late 1940s and
early 1950s, and went on interacting, albeit less intensely, throughout the years
from 1958 to 1990. Furthermore, as this chapter will show, the whole international system into which European integration was born was profoundly
inﬂuenced by the overarching East–West conﬂict. It was therefore inevitable
that the Cold War had a substantial eﬀect on the ways in which the countries of
Western Europe co-operated with one another. There is also evidence suggesting that Western Europe’s eﬀorts to unite played a role in the evolution of the
Cold War and especially in the way that the East–West struggle came to an end.

An American priority
The ﬁrst signiﬁcant evidence showing that the Cold War inﬂuenced European
integration relates to the role played by the United States in supporting
1 Alan Milward, The European Rescue of the Nation-State (London: Routledge, 1992), xi.
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European unity. This support was by no means guaranteed. Why, after all,
should Washington have looked favourably upon a political and economic
process which was quite explicitly intended by some of its proponents to
create a rival to American power? There was also a danger that eﬀorts to
establish stronger regional ties within Europe might cut across the US-led
drive to encourage global co-operation. Yet American backing not only
materialised but proved vitally important in getting the process of integration
oﬀ the ground. This reﬂected the belief by policy-makers in Washington that
neither the economic prosperity nor the political stability that Western
Europe required in order to withstand the challenge of Communism could
be realised were the continent allowed to fall once more into the type of
internecine rivalries which had characterised the interwar years. FrancoGerman acrimony in particular could not be allowed to fester. The United
States thus threw itself with much energy into the promotion of European
unity from 1947 onwards.2
It is admittedly the case that the ﬁrst major American initiative designed to
bring the countries of Western Europe closer together – the Marshall Plan – fell
far short of its ambitious objectives as far as European unity was concerned.3
Western European governments proved very enthusiastic recipients of US
ﬁnancial largesse. The American aim of transferring to Europe some of the
secrets of its economic growth was also partially successful. But US attempts to
use Marshall aid as a mechanism to oblige the states of Western Europe to cooperate more closely with one another accomplished little. Washington was
not, therefore, presented with one single, jointly designed list of Europe’s
ﬁnancial requirements as it had hoped; instead, Europe’s desiderata took the
form of a patchwork of separate national wish-lists.4 Nor were the institutions of
the Marshall Plan to become the embryo of a united European government.
The British and French were able to obstruct such plans and ensure that bodies
such as the Organisation for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC)
remained weak and purely intergovernmental, unable to impose joint
European policies upon unwilling national governments.5 Western Europe
hence proved impossible to push into any form of unity not of its own making.
This initial frustration did not deter the United States, however. For as
Washington would quickly discover, it was able to accomplish much more by
2 See William Hitchcock’s chapter in volume I.
3 See Michael J. Hogan, ‘Paths to Plenty: Marshall Planners and the Debate over European
Integration, 1947–1948’, Paciﬁc Historical Review, 53, 3 (1984), 337–66.
4 Alan Milward, The Reconstruction of Western Europe, 1945–51 (London: Methuen, 1984), 80.
5 Milward, The Reconstruction of Western Europe, 169–211.

181

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2010

n. piers ludlow

acting as external sponsor of Western Europe’s own, French-led, eﬀorts to
move towards greater political and economic unity. No explanation of why
the Schuman Plan succeeded, and indeed of why the EDC progressed as far as
it did, would be complete without recognition of the substantial backing
provided by the United States.
American policy-makers were closely involved with the Schuman Plan from
the very outset. Dean G. Acheson, the secretary of state, was the second foreign
statesmen to be informed about the scheme, preceded only by the German
chancellor, Konrad Adenauer, without whose approval the plan would have
been stillborn. Acheson indeed heard of the French initiative before it had even
been approved by the full French cabinet. The enthusiasm of the US response
was, moreover, of great importance as Robert Schuman, the French foreign
minister, and Jean Monnet, the man responsible for devising the plan, sought
to rebut both domestic misgivings and criticism from the British in particular.
US representatives were also deeply involved in the negotiations which led to
the signature of the Treaty of Paris in 1951. Monnet extracted maximum
advantage from his extensive network of US supporters. John McCloy, for
instance, the US high commissioner in Germany, played a crucial role in
pressurising Bonn to give ground over the vexed question of industrial concentration in the coal and steel industries, which threatened to disrupt the whole
negotiation. And US lobbying in favour of European integration was even more
obvious, if rather less successful, in the lengthy struggle to secure agreement to
the planned EDC. John Foster Dulles’s celebrated threat to conduct ‘an agonising reappraisal’ of the American commitment to European security were the
EDC not established was just the most famous incident in an energetic and
wide-ranging campaign.6
Such unsubtle intervention in an ostensibly European decision actually
proved counterproductive, as the Americans were to realise once the EDC
had been rejected. The United States continued, however, to be involved,
albeit rather less obviously, in the diplomacy which was to lead to the 1957
Treaties of Rome and the establishment of the EEC. The United States was, it
is true, initially more interested in the proposed European Atomic Energy
Community (Euratom) than in the EEC. This US enthusiasm, it has been
recently argued, reﬂected a strong belief that Euratom might constitute an
eﬀective mechanism for preventing dangerous nuclear proliferation.7 The

6 Cited in Michael Charlton, The Price of Victory (London: BBC, 1983), 186.
7 Gunnar Skogmar, The United States and the Nuclear Dimension of European Integration
(New York: Palgrave, 2004).
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Americans hence took somewhat longer than might have been expected to
realise that of the two projects under consideration, the economic community
had the greater potential. By 1958, however, Washington was suﬃciently
aware of the EEC’s importance to play an active role in ensuring that the
proposed European customs union did not receive too rough a passage when
discussed in the General Agreement on Tariﬀs and Trade (GATT). A pattern
of American support for the EEC was thus established which would remain
unchanged until the very late 1960s, at least. Both the European institutions,
and all of those in favour of greater European unity, would derive substantial
beneﬁts from having so powerful an external sponsor.

Rehabilitating Germany
A second vital link between European integration and the Cold War becomes
apparent once the motives behind West Germany’s participation in the
integration process are examined. The Federal Republic favoured European
unity primarily for political reasons. Economically, West Germany could have
prospered under the status quo. The ECSC after all was partially intended to
prevent Germany’s steel industry from becoming too dominant, while
German participation in the EEC was opposed by Ludwig Erhard, the main
architect of the German postwar economic miracle. Under the leadership of
Adenauer, however, Bonn pressed ahead with both schemes largely as a result
of the belief that integration would further the political rehabilitation of the
country and stabilise its international position.
At the heart of Adenauer’s strategy lay the notion of Westbindung – of using
institutional links such as the ECSC or EEC to tie the Federal Republic securely
to the Western bloc. This would help ensure that neither the chancellor’s
successors, nor his international allies, would be able to undo Bonn’s Western
alignment and pursue the goal of a reuniﬁed but neutral Germany, ﬂoating
between East and West. Instead, the Federal Republic would be ﬁrmly bound
into a process of intensive economic and political co-operation with its Western
partners and would be able to accept reuniﬁcation only when such a process
could occur on its terms and without compromising the country’s Western ties.
Integration would also, from Adenauer’s point of view, enable the Federal
Republic to rebuild its economic and political strength without alarming his
fellow Western European statesmen unduly. Rehabilitating Germany was very
much the policy priority for the ﬁrst postwar chancellor, but he was acutely
aware of the need to do this without reawakening the fears of the French in
particular. Renewed Franco-German hostility would, after all, be disastrous in a
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Cold War context since it would weaken the solidarity of the whole Western
bloc. Accepting French ideas for European integration, by contrast, would
create a framework within which West Germany’s gradual re-emergence
would beneﬁt, rather than harm, its still anxious neighbours.
European unity could also oﬀer an insurance policy should US support for
Germany’s exposed Cold War position falter. This belief almost certainly lay
behind Adenauer’s attempts during his last years in power to establish a strong
link with the French leader, Charles de Gaulle – a process which would
culminate in the signature of the Elysée Treaty between France and
Germany in January 1963. Close ties to France strongly appealed to the
German leader at a time when US Cold War policy seemed to have become
much less dependable than it had been in the era of Dwight D. Eisenhower
and Dulles. A European political structure, grounded on a strong FrancoGerman pairing, could act as a vital second guarantor of Germany’s security.
Participation in the integration process could be further used by German
leaders to demonstrate their ongoing Western alignment even when a degree
of engagement with the Eastern bloc became possible. Willy Brandt, German
chancellor from 1969 to 1974, would thus repeatedly stress that his eﬀorts to
forge a radical new Ostpolitik – or Eastern policy – were conceivable solely
because of the success of Bonn’s earlier Westpolitik. Only a Federal Republic
safely anchored within the Western bloc could launch a far-reaching overhaul
of its relations with the Eastern bloc. Brandt’s activism in a European
Community context, moreover, should almost certainly be seen partly as an
attempt to reassure his Western partners that his government’s new strategy
towards the East did not imply any weakening of older allegiances. The
multiple treaties which the German leader would sign normalising the
Federal Republic’s relations with the Soviet Union, Poland, and East
Germany were thus ﬂanked by energetic – if largely unsuccessful – eﬀorts
to push forward Western Europe’s quest for monetary integration and greater
foreign-policy co-ordination. This tactic foreshadowed Helmut Kohl’s attempt
to use an energetic commitment to European unity to reassure those alarmed
by the haste with which he seized the opportunity to reunify Germany. As
Kohl put it, ‘German unity can only be achieved if the uniﬁcation of the old
continent proceeds. Policy on Germany and on Europe are but two sides of
one coin.’8 The Federal Republic’s ongoing commitment to European
8 Cited in Helga Haftendorn, ‘German Uniﬁcation and European Integration are but two
sides of one coin: the FRG, Europe, and the Diplomacy of German Uniﬁcation’, in
Frédéric Bozo, Marie-Pierre Rey, N. Piers Ludlow, and Leopoldo Nuti (eds.), Europe and
the End of the Cold War: A reassessment (London: Routledge, 2008), 136.
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integration was thus an essential element in minimising the international
alarm provoked by Germany’s Eastern policies and by its eventual reuniﬁcation in 1990.

Restoring French power
French policies conﬁrm the interplay between the East–West conﬂict and
integration, especially during the late 1940s and early 1950s. In the French case,
the clearest link is to be found in Paris’s enforced volte-face towards Germany
between 1947 and 1950. The French had not wanted a powerful and sovereign
German state to reappear after the Second World War. Their capacity to resist
the Anglo-American drive to reconstitute a viable West German state was
decisively reduced by the Cold War context, however. The breakdown of
East–West relations both made it much more diﬃcult for the French to join
forces with Moscow in arguments over Germany and emphasised French
dependence on American ﬁnancial help. The fact that the French military
campaign to cling onto its colonies in Indochina was being bankrolled by
Washington – for Cold War reasons – only weakened the French position
further. By the late 1940s, the French thus had no option but to accept the birth
of the Federal Republic. And it was in order to accommodate this defeat that
France would resort to European integration and launch the Schuman Plan. At
a very basic level, France’s turn to Europe – a policy innovation that was to
remain fundamental to French foreign policy for decades to come – was thus
Cold War-inspired, despite the seemingly economic nature of the ﬁrst
European institutions created. The subsequent EDC project only conﬁrms
this argument.
The Cold War context, and the way in which the possession of nuclear
weapons became one of the key symbols of status in the East–West confrontation, also helps explain initial French enthusiasm for the Euratom project.
This mattered greatly for the overall advance of European integration because
without the lure of the proposed European atomic energy community, it is
highly unlikely that France would have participated in the discussions which
were eventually to culminate in the 1957 Treaties of Rome and the launch of
the EEC. Euratom would, of course, have been primarily concerned with the
civilian uses of nuclear power. The French were well aware, however, that
advances in their understanding of peaceful nuclear power generation would
also have positive eﬀects on their parallel eﬀort to develop atomic weaponry.
European money and expertise – not to mention the substantial American
assistance that Euratom at one stage looked likely to enjoy – could therefore
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be of beneﬁt in France’s quest to become a nuclear power. The French
decision to resume discussions about far-reaching co-operation with their
European partners so soon after the humiliating parliamentary rejection of
the EDC had much to do with their ambition to regain a position of inﬂuence
within a Cold War world.
The interconnections between the Cold War and French European policy
continued after 1958 and the return to power of Charles de Gaulle. The
general’s dislike of ‘integration’ spanned both NATO and the EEC. He deeply
mistrusted the role of the United States and of American allies, like Monnet, in
the genesis of European integration. He also regularly attributed to American
interference any incident in which his partners objected to French European
priorities. Those German politicians who opposed his desires were for
instance dismissed as ‘the Americans’ men’.9 And he seems to have regarded
the closeness of ties between the European Commission and the US government as further evidence of its unsuitability to hold any real power. The
structures of European integration hence needed to be transformed, in de
Gaulle’s eyes, just as much as those of Atlantic military co-operation. The
result was the double crisis of 1965 to 1966 when the French president engaged
in a seven-month boycott of the EEC, followed almost at once by his unilateral
decision to withdraw his country from NATO’s integrated military command.
Paradoxically, though, the results of his systematic campaign against
Western orthodoxies highlight important diﬀerences between Atlantic
co-operation and European integration. In the former, France was able to
assume a semi-detached position, protected by the Atlantic alliance but limited
in its engagement with NATO activities. Its half-membership neither seriously
undermined the strength of NATO nor had any real adverse eﬀect on French
security. Within the EEC, by contrast, the much greater centrality of the French
meant that the boycott soon led to a situation in which both Gaullist France and
its partners were confronted with a choice between accepting serious and
possibly fatal damage to the Community system or ﬁnding a compromise
that would allow their co-operation to resume. Each chose to give ground,
thus protecting the multiple national interests which all of the member states
had tied up in the integration process. France’s need of the EEC and the EEC’s
need of France stood in stark contrast to France’s relatively marginal position
within the Atlantic alliance.
Intriguingly, this last reality demonstrates how European integration could
aﬀect the Cold War rather than vice versa. For some of France’s more
9 Alain Peyreﬁtte, C’était de Gaulle (Paris: Fayard, 1997), vol. II, p. 264.
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conventionally Atlanticist European partners appear to have concluded that
they needed to be relatively accommodating towards French requests within
an EEC context so as to avoid a situation in which Gaullist France drifted too
far away from its Western moorings.10 The very real economic rewards
France gained from the EEC could, in other words, be used to deter de
Gaulle from taking any irrevocable step in his intermittent ﬂirtation with
the Soviet Union and the Eastern bloc.11 The notion of Westbindung, originally
conceived as the use of European integration to tie West Germany solidly to
the West, could hence be seen as applying to Gaullist France in the 1960s as
much as to the Federal Republic.

British ambivalence
A fourth interconnection between European integration and the Cold War
emerges from British European policy, both during the years up until 1960,
when the United Kingdom chose to remain aloof from its neighbours’
European policies, and during the subsequent decade when it struggled to
gain belated admittance to the EEC. In the earlier period, Cold War considerations seem to have played a signiﬁcant role in ensuring that Britain’s own
dislike of supranational integration did not spill over into hostility towards the
participation of others in such a process. Thus UK suspicions of the Schuman
Plan were partially held in check by the realisation that any move which
helped France to accept Germany’s rehabilitation and which eased the highly
strained relations between Paris and Bonn was of immense value for Western
unity at a time of high Cold War tension. Both the British ambassador to
Paris and the Chiefs of Staﬀ counselled UK benevolence towards the scheme
for precisely these reasons.12 Similarly, Anthony Eden’s 1952 claim that ‘on
balance I had rather see France and Germany in a confused but close embrace,
than at arm’s length’ is best understood in a Cold War context where Western
solidarity mattered greatly and Franco-German hostility could be disastrous
for Western defence.13 The origins of Britain’s stance of so-called ‘benevolent
detachment’ towards the eﬀorts of its neighbours to unite – its readiness to
10 Memorandum of conversation between US and EEC oﬃcials, January 11, 1966, US
Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States 1964–1968 (Washington, DC: US
Government Printing Oﬃce, 1998), vol. VIII, 804–09.
11 See Frédéric Bozo’s chapter in this volume.
12 Roger Bullen and M. E. Pelly (eds.), Documents on British Policy Overseas, Series II, Vol. I,
The Schuman Plan, the Council of Europe and Western European Integration 1950–1952
(London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Oﬃce, 1986), 30 and 73–75.
13 Ibid., 846–47.
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stand aside but to let its European neighbours proceed in their chosen
direction without obstructing their path – are thus closely connected to the
Cold War-centred priorities of British foreign policy during the early 1950s.
It would be in their initial reaction to the EEC that the British would most
clearly demonstrate the way in which their European policy could be swayed
by Cold War considerations. In 1955, unlike ﬁve years earlier, London no
longer felt strong enough to watch benignly from the margins as six of their
continental neighbours went ahead with economic integration. Equally, the
British remained certain that they could not participate in the customs union
being debated by the Six. They thus brieﬂy but disastrously experimented
with a policy of actively opposing the planned EEC and of urging the Six to
pursue their ideas of economic co-operation in a wider European forum such
as the largely ineﬀective OEEC. One of the key factors which brought to an
end this abortive British attempt to strangle the EEC at birth proved to be
American pressure, however. It was thus only when Washington made quite
clear that it strongly supported the Six in their endeavour, that the UK realised
that to press ahead with its European priority of halting the formation of a
European customs union might well be to endanger its Cold War priority of
preserving the closeness of its ties to the United States. British pressure on the
Six was immediately discontinued and London began a search for a more
constructive form of engagement with the emerging EEC. Within six years
this quest led to the ﬁrst UK application to join the EEC.
Cold War considerations played a signiﬁcant role in both Harold
Macmillan’s and Harold Wilson’s applications to the EEC. Multiple factors
lay behind the Conservative government’s decision to approach the
Community in 1961. These ranged from Britain’s growing awareness that
the British Commonwealth was unlikely to remain the tightly knit and
loyally supportive group of countries that had been initially foreseen to the
increased salience of exports to and imports from continental Europe in the
UK’s trade ﬁgures. But central to the calculations of the prime minister in
particular was the belief that Britain needed to become involved in the
discussions then under way amongst the Six about extending their successful economic co-operation into the ﬁeld of foreign-policy co-ordination – the
so-called Fouchet Plan negotiations. Were Britain to remain excluded from
an EC which acquired a more overtly political dimension, the UK would
either see itself marginalised in an Atlantic relationship ever more dominated
by discussions between the United States and a more united Europe or, still
worse, ﬁnd itself powerless to prevent de Gaulle from pushing the Six away
from the Americans and British and into a new and dangerous Third Force
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12. De Gaulle and British prime minister Harold Wilson meeting in London in 1965. De
Gaulle never gave up his opposition to British membership in the EEC.

position between the two superpowers.14 For evident Cold War reasons,
neither of these eventualities could be easily accepted by London. It was
therefore vital for Britain to end its isolation from the Six, if necessary by
accepting full Community membership. A clear strand of Cold War logic
thus ran through the soul-searching which preceded the UK’s 1961 bid.
Labour’s decision to submit a new membership request in 1967 also had
a Cold War dimension. Again, it would be unnecessarily reductionist to
14 See, e.g., Minutes and papers, Cabinet oﬃce records 134/1853; Economic Steering (Europe)
Committee, June 1960, UK National Archives (UKNA), Kew, Richmond, Surrey.
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suggest that Cold War factors were the sole or even the most important cause
of Wilson’s rethink on British EEC membership. Disillusionment with the
Commonwealth and the near total collapse of Labour’s economic policy
options following the sterling crisis of July 1966 were probably even more
central. But there is strong evidence to suggest at least one factor that pushed
the Wilson government to reconsider its European options was the diplomatic
fall-out from de Gaulle’s March 1966 withdrawal from NATO’s integrated
military command. For in both Washington and London, it was realised that
the UK would only be able to play a central role in countering the Gaullist
challenge and ensuring that no other countries were tempted to follow de
Gaulle’s independent path if London could underline its European credentials
by moving closer to the EEC.15 Britain’s Cold War role as the United States’
loyal lieutenant, alert to any serious threat to NATO solidarity, required a UK
presence within the key European structure, the EEC, rather than a semidetached position on the margins of European co-operation. Atlantic calculations were thus once more a factor as Britain reapplied to join the
Community.
A further linkage between the Cold War and early development of
European integration arose from the way in which the East–West conﬂict
limited the number of countries that could participate in the formation of the
ECSC and EEC. One of the direct eﬀects of the division of the European
continent brought about by the Cold War was to make it impossible for any of
the members of the Soviet bloc to consider or be considered for inclusion in
the institutions of European co-operation. European unity after 1947 was thus
pursued without the participation of Poland, Czechoslovakia or Hungary,
despite the manifest European credentials of each of these countries. Also
progressively excluded from the integration process were those countries
which chose to stand aside from the East–West conﬂict, like Sweden, as
well as those, such as Austria or Finland, which had neutral status thrust
upon them. The Cold War thus substantially reduced the number of countries
which could participate in the initial stages of European integration. This was
almost certainly a necessary precondition of European integration’s success.
For while it may be possible for the twenty-ﬁrst century EU to cope with a
membership of twenty-seven states, it is inconceivable that so large an entity
would have been able to get oﬀ the ground ﬁve decades earlier. The way in
15 James Ellison, ‘Stabilising the West and Looking to the East: Anglo-American Relations,
Europe and Détente, 1965–67’, in N. Piers Ludlow, ed., European Integration and the Cold
War: Ostpolitik and Westpolitik, 1965–73 (London: Routledge, 2007), 105–27.
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which the Cold War division of Europe thus narrowed the list of countries
involved in the opening acts of the ECSC and EEC drama was a vital element
in its initial success.
Of similar utility to the early integration process was the way in which
the artiﬁcial and Cold War-induced division of Germany ensured a de facto
equivalence in population and geographical size between France and
Germany. This proved extremely valuable in allowing the structures of
European co-operation to be set up on the basis of equality of representation and voting weight amongst all four ‘large’ member states: France,
Germany, Italy and (from 1973 onwards) Britain. The sensitivity of the
post-1990 readjustment of voting and representation rules to acknowledge
Germany’s renewed status as the EU’s largest state only conﬁrms how
useful in minimising tension within the nascent Community structures the
earlier limitation of its size had been.

A protective Atlantic cocoon
The ﬁnal and most important connection between the development of the
Cold War and the evolution of European integration that this chapter will
discuss was the way in which the East–West conﬂict shaped the very international system into which the ﬁrst European bodies were born.16 European
integration may well, as argued above, have been an important factor in
bringing political and economic stability to Western Europe in the decade
or so after the end of the Second World War. But it was also the beneﬁciary of
the wider Western economic and political system which developed during the
same period. This system was centred on US foreign-policy leadership. Each
participating country enjoyed a close bilateral relationship with the United
States and tended to treat Washington rather than another European capital as
the ﬁrst port of call whenever foreign-policy concerns arose. The fact that
virtually every European country maintained its largest embassy in the US
capital rather than elsewhere in Europe and appointed its most seasoned
diplomats to Washington underlined the closeness of these transatlantic
relationships. This web of bilateral linkages was reinforced by a network of
Atlantic institutions, some of which, such as Bretton Woods bodies, predated
the Cold War but had developed into purely Western structures, and others,
16 The argument that follows is an adaptation of one ﬁrst advanced by Peter Ludlow. See
Beyond 1992: Europe and its Western Partners (Brussels: Centre for European Policy
Studies, 1989), 5–18.
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like NATO, which were clear Cold War creations. These too highlighted US
dominance – the United States was very clearly primus inter pares in each of
these collective bodies – and provided an Atlantic forum within which each
European country could express its concerns, grievances or desires. Bodies
such as NATO, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) or the GATT also
provided a range of obvious public goods for Western Europe, guaranteeing
security, monetary stability and a degree of commercial liberalisation.
This environment proved a highly congenial one for the nascent European
institutions. The combination of clear US foreign-policy leadership and the
very obvious ideological and military threat from the USSR helped maintain a
high degree of foreign-policy uniformity among the Western European
powers during the early Cold War years. Compared to previous eras, there
were few bilateral foreign-policy disputes or disagreements amongst the
French, Germans or Italians during the formative years of the integration
process, and even when they did occur – as in the case of the ongoing FrancoGerman argument over the fate of the Saar, for instance – strong American
pressure helped prevent the issue from spiralling out of control. The dominant
role of the United States also helped minimise the scope for intra-European
squabbles about leadership. Within the Atlantic institutions, all were able to
accept that the United States should have the lion’s share of power, and this
clear hierarchy at the very top made the issue of who else held positions of
responsibility somewhat less contentious and divisive than it would otherwise
have been.
Most fundamentally of all, the institutions of Atlantic co-operation removed
the need for the early European structures to handle some of the most
problematic aspects of international co-operation. Once the issue of German
rearmament had been solved, there was thus no need for the Europeans to
discuss defence or security matters amongst themselves, since this could be
left to NATO. Nor, after 1958 and the introduction of full monetary convertibility across Western Europe, was it necessary for the early EEC to concern
itself with the preservation of monetary stability. This was an IMF task, and
one which seemed initially to be carried out very eﬀectively: for most of the
1960s, the six countries that made up the EEC experienced almost total
exchange-rate stability with each other. The potentially vexed topic of monetary co-operation could be left almost exclusively to the Atlantic-level institutions. As a result, the European Community could beneﬁt from a
generalised climate of macroeconomic stability and focus most of its initial
energies on the eminently attainable tasks of creating a customs union and a
common agricultural policy. Both of these targets had been reached by 1968.
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Quite how valuable this protective Atlantic cocoon was to the early stages of
European integration became apparent once the overarching system began to
show signs of strain from the mid-1960s onwards. The ﬁrst sign of change was
the way in which détente, growing Western European conﬁdence, and the
United States’ ever-greater involvement in Southeast Asia started to erode
European willingness to accept US foreign-policy leadership and to encourage
individual European countries to experiment with their own, more autonomous, approaches to East–West relations. De Gaulle’s wide-ranging rebellion
against the US role in Europe was the most obvious and extreme manifestation
of this development, but was not entirely unique. Other Western European
leaders also harboured misgivings about the direction of US policy, particularly
in Vietnam, and aspired to a degree of inﬂuence on East–West relations. A great
deal of that Western uniformity on the key foreign-policy issues of the day that
had existed during the 1950s and early 1960s disappeared as a result. And
disagreements among Western Europeans about the best approach to the
Eastern bloc or the degree to which Europe should seek autonomy from the
United States easily spilled over into disagreements within the EEC.17 Some of
the disharmony in Brussels in the late 1960s reﬂected declining US hegemony
and greater foreign-policy divergence amongst the countries of Western Europe.
The diﬃculties of European unity outside the protective Atlantic framework became even more apparent at the very end of the decade and into the
early 1970s as European conﬁdence in American leadership declined still
further and as the Atlantic institutions that had ensured monetary stability
fell apart. Together these developments helped encourage the EEC to
broaden its policy agenda and to begin to concern itself with both foreignpolicy co-ordination and with monetary co-operation. But while from a longterm perspective both of these steps can be seen to have been crucial to
the EC/EU’s subsequent development, they were not easy ones to take. On
the contrary, Western Europe’s initial experiences of both EEC monetary
co-ordination and foreign-policy co-operation were deeply dispiriting and did
much to contribute to that mood of gloom and disillusionment which characterised the Community for much of the 1970s. Co-operation in Brussels had
in other words been much easier when diﬃcult issues such as global currency
ﬂuctuations or questions about the best stance for Western Europe to adopt
towards the crises in the Middle East could be dealt with elsewhere. The
17 N. Piers Ludlow, The European Community and the Crises of the 1960s (London:
Routledge, 2006), esp. 110–14. For more on these matters, see the chapters by Bozo
and Jussi M. Hanhimäki in this volume.
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uncomfortable realities of operating without the protective Atlantic cocoon –
realities which would become even more evident after 1990 – did, however,
serve to underline the extent to which the Cold War system was a highly
supportive environment for Europe’s nascent institutional structures.

Shaping the Cold War
If European integration was signiﬁcantly aﬀected by the Cold War, it also had
an impact upon the evolution of the East–West conﬂict itself. There are at
least three instances where the growth of co-operation amongst the states of
Western Europe had a discernable eﬀect on the character of either East–West
or West–West relations within the Cold War. The ﬁrst of these was the
impact of the EEC’s early success on Western Europe’s economic prosperity
and political self-conﬁdence; the second was the way in which West Germany
used the Community framework to begin the slow process of regaining the
will to act autonomously in the foreign-policy ﬁeld; and the third was the
importance of Western Europe’s all-too-visible success in eroding the cohesion and, eventually, the stability of the Eastern bloc. Each of these deserves to
be examined a little more closely.
Many factors contributed to the changing relationship between Western
Europe and the United States in the late 1950s and early 1960s. Changing
patterns of trade and investment, the steady advance of decolonisation, and
the shifting nuclear balance were all of some importance, as was the tendency
of both superpowers to play out their rivalry in theatres ever further removed
from Western Europe. But the dramatic success of the EEC, especially during
the 1958–64 period, was undoubtedly a major ingredient in the growing
conﬁdence of many Western European politicians during the 1960s. No longer
did the six member states of the Community feel bound to look, both
individually and collectively, to the other side of the Atlantic in order to
learn how a modern and advanced economy should be run. Instead, their
own, largely home-grown recipe for growth and development seemed to be
functioning extremely well. Indeed, there were even signs that the United
States might be ready to copy aspects of Western Europe’s policy recipe
success rather than vice versa: John F. Kennedy, for instance, was quite
open about the way in which his vision of a new drive for trade liberalisation
at a global level borrowed ingredients from the EEC’s success. And this new,
slightly smug, gratiﬁcation of Western European politicians at Western
Europe’s economic and political progress all too easily inclined them to look
askance at US policy more generally and to steer a somewhat more
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autonomous international course. The debates about NATO reform, nuclear
non-proliferation, the multilateral force (MLF), the merits of collective blocto-bloc as opposed to bilateral détente, and the best response to Eastern bloc
calls for a European security conference were all inﬂuenced by this diminished
European subservience vis-à-vis the United States.
Germany’s steady emergence as a foreign-policy actor ready to speak its
own lines internationally, which occurred during much the same period, also
owed a great deal to the European integration process. For it was in Brussels
and in response to the exigencies of EEC politics that the Federal Republic
made its postwar diplomatic debut as a player of note. In the early years of
both the Cold War and the integration process, Bonn’s international proﬁle
had been kept deliberately low. On East–West questions as well as on the key
European controversies, the West Germans had seldom sought the limelight
and had preferred whenever possible to join their voices with a larger chorus
rather than to behave in a fashion which brought to the fore their national
interests, aspirations or fears. Germany’s role in defusing the EEC crisis of 1963
had, however, been the ﬁrst signiﬁcant break in this pattern.18 With France in
temporary disgrace and the Community all but paralysed after the row that
had broken out following de Gaulle’s veto of Britain’s ﬁrst membership
application, the German foreign minister, Gerhard Schröder, took the lead
in calming the situation and creating an environment in which the EEC could
resume its onward movement. In the process, Bonn acquired a taste for
Community leadership. It took a while for this new German conﬁdence to
extend to diplomacy beyond the conﬁnes of the EEC. But it does seem likely
that the foreign-policy activism demonstrated by Brandt, ﬁrst as foreign
minister and then as chancellor, was built in part upon the foundations laid
by Schröder and others within an EEC context.
European integration also contributed to that image of Western European
success, stability and prosperity that did so much to destabilise Communist
rule in Eastern Europe as the Cold War came to an end. Few East German
dissidents, Polish trade-unionists or Czech demonstrators are likely to have
known much about the European integration process as they began the chain
of actions which was to lead to the collapse of the Eastern bloc. They would,
however, have been conscious of the way in which the quality of life within
the other half of their continent vastly outstripped their own. They were
probably also aware of the disparity between Western Europe’s renewed
international conﬁdence in the latter half of the 1980s, built on the back of
18 Ludlow, The European Community and the Crises of the 1960s, 17–24.
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progress in Brussels, and the ever-greater gloom and pessimism that characterised debate about the future of the Soviet bloc. And the fear of Germany,
which had been so heavily used by the Soviets in earlier eras to justify their
military presence in Eastern Europe, seemed steadily more anachronistic in
the face of a Federal Republic which, thanks in part to the success of its own
European policies, had become the great advocate of multilateralism and
international co-operation rather than national expansion.
All of these factors seem likely to have played some part in both the surge of
popular protest and the total loss of nerve on the part of the ruling regimes
that was to so dramatically alter the political face of Europe in 1989–90.
Certainly, it was notable how quickly the successor regimes that emerged
from the revolutions that had brought the Cold War to its end both adopted
the rhetoric of a ‘return to Europe’ and began the practical steps that would
lead in the ﬁrst part of the twenty-ﬁrst century to their adherence to the EU.
The expansion of the EU in May 2004 to include eight former members of the
Communist bloc should in many ways be seen as the moment when the Cold
War division of Europe was deﬁnitively consigned to the history books.
European integration and the Cold War have thus never been entirely
immune from interaction. They were certainly both autonomous processes.
Neither caused the other, and the end of one has not brought about the
collapse of the other. Each was also open to multiple other inﬂuences and
dynamics, whether internal or external. But it appears clear that their paths
intersected at multiple points throughout the four decades of their simultaneous evolution. No detailed analysis of either can therefore aﬀord to disregard both those instances when the East–West struggle had an impact upon
the development of European integration and those where the transformation
through integration of the western half of the European continent deeply
inﬂuenced both its rapport with the Western superpower and its standing as a
rival and magnet to the countries of the Soviet bloc. European integration was
profoundly shaped by the early Cold War and continued to be aﬀected by the
East–West struggle over the next forty years; its success, moreover, played a
role in bringing the Cold War to a peaceful end and has guided the destinies of
both halves of the once divided continent in the years since 1989.
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