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The diplomacy which led from the 9 May 1950 proposal known as the Schuman

P]ah to the creation eleven months later of the European Coal and Steel

Community (ECSC) ended one era---World War II and its aftermath---and began

another---the great boom which cbntinues, peaceful and uninterrupted, to the
prLsent. The Treaty of Paris, which concluded. the negotiations for the heavy
inLustry pool, did not provide the framework for a grand European settlement
like Westphalia or Versailles, which shaped the ‘politics and dip]omacy of
Europe for decades; limited in scope to coal and steel, it changed no borders,
c?eated no new mi]iﬁary alliances, and resolved only a few of the commercial
and financial differences between states that stood in theiway of Europe’s

development into.a single economic entity. Nor did it create an institutional

equivalent to such a- grand settlement: the ECSC’did not live up to the high

|

supercartel, and others dismissed it as a mere empty‘shell,vonly those with a

personal stake in its creation still insist that it served as the crucible of

a new "European spifit“ strong enough to. have overcome the forces of
destructive nationa]isﬁ.i Yet the formatiﬁn of'fhe ECSC Qas indisputably- the
first step towards the more ambitious ventures in supranational cooperétion
Whﬂch have since taken hold in Europe; it solved the Ruhr Problem without
which West German,industry‘could not have become an engine of prosperity for
the' economy of the region, without which the “fragile ‘new strdctures of
political democracy in Bonn might well have been ifreparéb]y\weakeﬁed, and
without which FranééLGerman reconciliation might well have been delayed or

have never even occurred.

-/~ No sing]e ‘person, ‘interest, or nation solved the Ruhr Problem. Jean

Monnet, the tfue author of the Schuman Plan and the conductor of the Paris

negotiations, intended, in the name of Europe, to impose long-term controls on

éxpectations’it‘raised. While- certain of its detractors have branded it a




the German coal and steel ihdustries in order to guarahtee French securify but
succeeded instead only in liberating them from Allied occupation authorities
,and restoring their traditionally dominant position in the economy of Western
Europe. For.theiprart, the managers of Ruhr heavy industry‘wanted, plain and
simple, to resurrect the international cartels of the interwar years, which
they had 1led. These were" private organizations‘ whose activities the
governments of the period ei ther supported or chose to oVer]ook.: But the
captains of West German industry would no Tonger be able to exercise sole
command in the coal-steel field. They vemerged‘ from uthe Schuman P]én as
partners in a large, néw neo-corporatist enferprfse with labor, themstate, and
the other member-states of the ECSC. This arrangement resembled nothing more
than an intricate sphere—shaped puzz]é: painstaking to assemble and ajways
subject to collapse until, with all parts firmly jnter]oéking, the smooth,
round object»aTmostkinexb]icab]y became nearly as difficult to tear apart as
it onEe had been to-put_tdjethér.

Whi1e’the 9 May 1950<announcemént'put>the Ruhr Problem at the head of the -
Europeah agenda, it was not solved at the'offic1a1 coal-steel poo1‘conférénce‘
in Paris but in collateral discussidns that grew out of it. Tﬁese took place
" between the“Unitedetates, France and Germany, within the Federal Republic
itself, and among the six participating nations. They concerned matters
de]iberate]y~ek¢1dded from the Paris sessions sﬁch as_those ariéing from the
occgpation, questions left unresolved by them such as the organization of the
High Authority, and issues whose development the Schuman  Plan proposal
affecyed such as the distribution of economic power in the new West German

state.
The Paris Conference, together with its many working parties, settled .

mainly secondary matters of interest to the. less influential of the Six.




Minor producers of coal and steel, the Dutch Were painfully aware of being
dependent on and at the economic mercy of Germany, objected to all measures
impeding her revival, and-wahted institutiona1'guarantees to prevent their
being imposed; They succeeded early in the hegotiations in winnihg Mdhhet's
gredging assent to the superimposition of a Council of Minisfers, representing
the member governments, on the proposed cenfra] coa]—steel directorate.2 The

Belgians and Italians were no less succeszul in pursuing their particular

aims, which were economic in character. At Paris both secured guarantees of

huge subsidies, the one for ailing coal mines, the other for highly

capitalized new steel mills bui]f»far from sources of raw materials.3 As for

-tiny Luxembourg, whose economic existence depended largely on the exports of a

single huge steel producer, its delegates preferred as a matter of principle
to negotiate on a privete basis and played a largely ceremonia] role at the
Schuman'P1an discussions.4 By necessity rather than choice -this supporting
cast.‘of coa]-stee1 players, while preserving the convenient fict{eh of
European part1c1pat1on, depended on the French and the Germans to work out a
sat1sfactory so1ut1on to the Ruhr Prob]em

France's Post-World War II policy towards- the notorjeus German industrial

complex ‘is now attracting considerable historical interest, and properly so.

‘While the French conviction that the Ruhr was the source of German power, as

well as their own -humiliations, could border_on the .obsessive, under]ying it
was a practical concern: never was France's dependence on the coal of the

regidn greater than after 1945. Fuel scarcity was endemic during these yearé

and, if it had persisted, might have imperilled the ambitious steel investment

- schemes of the Plan de Modernisation et d' Equ1ppement popularly ca]]ed the

Monnet P]an 5 _And what catastrophes m1ght ensue, when German steel, with the

exper1ence of occupat1on behind it, once again tried to reenter world markets?



Understandably, as Raymdnd Poidevin first.state& in 1979, "The Ruhr questfbn
'_was the main issue in all French efforts to solve the German problem after
1945."6 In dealing with it they sought to obtain two things, adequate
supplies of coal and a measure of control over future developments which could
be exercised until the Germans had proved by good behavior that the need for
this had passed.. Although . emphasis shifted from timé fo time between these
two priorities, there was never any break from the bo]icy itse]f.v. What
changed were its modes of application.

Thé figure of Jean Monnet is of inestfmab]é imbortance in this respect.
While by 1950 numerous plans for a Franco-German reconci]iatjon by meaﬁs of a
' heavy industry pool were in circu]atidn, the49 May proposal béars the,distfnct;
~imprint of his ideas. EQén more importantly, the coal-steel community hight
e1ther have remained on paper or deve]oped in a quite different direction had
he not occupied unique p051t10ns of trust within the Un1ted States and
‘influence within France. Monnet had been a vendor of;cognac to Eskimos in the
first decade of the century, an allocator of shipping space in World War I, a
senior civil ‘servant at the League of Nations in the 1920s, an international |
investment banker in the early 19305 and the director of an il11-fated
industrial devé]opment scheme in Chiang Kai-Shék's China during the Tlatter
years of that‘ decade. But the United States was -both .thé mosﬁ decisive
1nf1uénce,on Monnetls 1ffe and the main source of his power. Rather than join
de Gaulle after the fall of France, Monnet, who dukingVWOr1d>War I had headed
the joint Anglo- French supply committee, accepted appointment as head of the
British Supply Counc11 in Washington and soon found h1mse1f administering
Lend-Lease operations. Recognizing his unique range and depth of experience,
President Roosevelt requested him shortly thereafter.to direct the conversion

of the American civilian economy to armaments prdection; thus the Victory



Program was born. Jean Monnet returned to France-at the end of the war having

accumulated an immense capital of goodwill and acquired a group of hfgh]y
inf]uenfiai friends including Henry Stimson;:Averi11 Harriman, and John Foster
Dulles. But Monnet went home wi th something else as Qe]i: a conviction that
survival requfred the "Americanization" of French industry--jthe creation of
giant production units and the ihtkoductioh of 'en11ghtened management
methods.’/ |

| ;He was equally convinced that this could be accomplished by app]ying
approaches used to mobilize the US war economy . One of" them« was the
directorate principle, and it involved endowing a'dyhamié individqa] with the

authority -necessary to override entrenched economic and bureaucratic

~interests. The other was public relations-as-politics. It involved clothing

official policy, however pedestrian or se1f¥éer91ng, in a lofty language of
high princip]é and could easily be mistaken for dehagogy.

Since 1946 Monnet had- run the Plan de Mbdernisation et d'Equippement

along these 1ihes, in the process generating diffuse public support on the one

"hand and intense industrial and bureaucratic opposition on the other. The

po]itica1 independence, indeed the very survival, of the French Plan was dué
sinéu]arly tO'qunet’s American connection. It was this which enab]éd him to
raise the so-called Blum Toqn of May 1946 without which French reconstruction
would have collapsed.8 ‘He was also the man to whom Washington Tooked when
trying to decide how to dole out Marshall Plan funds. In short, Monnet was

Paris' invaluable 1link to Washington and Washington's extremely useful lever

- of policy in Paris, and his unusual amalgam of strengths and weaknesses, of

virtues and vices, would bear heavily on the settlement of the Ruhr question.
Here he could count on the unequivocal and unstinting support of the United

States, would have to reckon with bitter and impassioned *opposftion from



within France, and could expect to encourter. awe, but inSpire fear and
distrust as well among the Six.

How did Germah industry viéw fhe announcement of the Schuman P]an? vIn
fhe only way imaginable under the circumstances: as the grant of a reprieVé
from. the sentence hanging over its head. The radio address delivered by
France's Foreign Minister on‘9 May 1950 concluded the worst five years in the
history of the Ruhr. Since the war both coal énd steel had operéted at huge
Tosses and, while' the 'condition of the mines gradually improved, no new
investmeht.whatsoever had taken place at the mills, a situation in sharp

contrast to that prevailing.ih the rest of Europe.9 But this was the least of

it. There seemed to be little chance after 1945 that either private ownership

or the maze of interconnected pipelines constituting the energy exchange grid

known as the Verbundwirtschaft (tied-in economy) would ever be restored. For

whole months at a time the very physical existence of key production

insta]]ationSjeven seemed in._jeopardy. The Ruhr's 1list of woes\beganﬂwith

physical damage to b]ant‘caused during the war, which reduced steel outputs

from 18.3 million tons in 1944 to 1.5 million tons in 1945. ‘The war also

reduced thé«number of minés in operation by a thfrd, but an eveh more serious
coal prob1¢m< was the ugly, naggjng' reality df hdman fatigue: years’ of
overexertion and undernourishment resulted in catastrophic reductions in miner
daily output. which took many more years to overcome. It was not until
"mid-1948 that production took a decisive turn for the better and acute &oa]
shortages throughout the ecohomy of Germény:and Western Europe ended.10

The political probiems of heavy industry remained even more persisteht.

The Allies, though seldom in agreement as to method, were unanimous in

desiring to punish "The Ruhr" for having presumably brought Hitler to power -

and masterminded his policy of aggression. The campaign to destroy the



coal;steel complex continued to6 be waged long after-fhe war was over. In July
1945 fhe British seized ‘Ruhr 1industrial assets,> declared them forfeit,
dissolved all cartels as well as other producer associations dating from the
Third Reich, and set up contrb] boards to administer the coal and steel
industries. 1In Decéhber‘ 1945 they arrested hear]y aT] - senior managefs of

Konzerne in their Zone of Occupation and interned them for periods of from six

to eighteen months in labor camps “(Arbeitserziehungslage) such as”the one at
Bad Nenndorf. German. memorists attr{bute these incarcerations, hever
pub]%ca]]y exp]aihed by the Allies themselves, to an ‘intention to silence
critics of the decartelization and dismantlement plans then being hatched.12
These _included, first of all, the set up in July 1947 of the -Deutséhe

Kohlenbergbauleitung - (DKBL) (German Coal Mining Managemert) to serve as

trustee for the industry until,,at'some undisc]osed future date;_the Germans
themsg]ves-Wbu]d be allowed either to natibna]ize ity as the British wishéd;'
or break;it-up into small, competitive production units as desired by their
American Bizonal partner.13 '

But the locus of bower in the Ruhr»Konzerne was in stee1'and‘here the
British prbceeded more slowly. They started the process of reorganiiation in
1946 with “Operation Severance," in which, as the name implies, small new
produqtion companies were carved out of the trusts. But these become only
nominally autdhomous. Deconcgntration' did ﬁot resume until - November 1948
whén, with the publication of UK Military Government Law 56 along with its
‘American’counterpért Law 75, a bipartite Steel Group was set up to‘gupervise
the industry. This board; however, became the scene of almost uninterrupted
_Anglo-American squabb]ing'over both the ownership issue and the future role of
the German coal-steel complex. The United Stéfes fully intended that Ruhr

industry, once purged of ‘“cartelism," should reach a maximum Tlevel of



combetitiveness so that it could serve as motor of European economic recovery.
To the Uk represenfatiyes, this policy made no sense. Their heavy industry
had been thoroughly cartelized between the wars with government encouragement
and was then in the process of being nationa]iied; to them US aﬁti-trdst
theorinas.at best economic mumbo-jumbo and at worst a self-serving formula
for domjnation of Qbr]d markets. The main British concern was to protect
their own vulnerable industry, and they were certainfy in no hurry to revive a
fearsome competitor; The Bizonal partners could in fact agree on]y’on one

thing, to assign responsibility for directing the reorganization of the steel

industry to the German steel trusteeship (Stah1treuhandvekeinigung). 'But the
trusteeship's planners themselves soon got bogged down in a~futi1évattémpt to
b1end British insfstence on social responsibility and American-.demands for
market_reéponsiveness with German longings for-an econémy undef collective ;

corporate control (Gemeinwirtschaft).14" With proposals proliferating and

unanswered memoranda piling ub, the once-feared "decartelization" pb]icy was
rapidly becoming a farce by 1950. )

Not "decartelization" but dismant]ément‘heéded the lengthy list of German
worries. Although long planned, this began in earnest only ét.a late date, in
Fa]i 1947, when a list of 682 factories deemed either-"armaments—re]atédJ or
“excessive" was published. The importance of the dismantlement effoft should
ﬁot be'undérestimated merely becauSe‘it seems inconsistent with US recovery
poiicy. Heated protests from both the Eurdpean Recovery Program; which
administered Marshall Plan’ aid, and the US Congress---not to mention
threatening mass _demonétrations in the Ruhr---succeeded ‘in haVing the
d%shant]ement list reduced but not eliminated. By December 1950, when the
action officia]]y“ended, 140‘ factories had been "totally" and -anothef 78

"partially" disassembled and removed. The axe fell particularly hard on the



steel industry. The August Thyssen Hitte, the Bochumer Vérein,- the
Heinrichshﬁtte, and the NiederrhéihiShche -Hitte were all -prominent
casualties.15 The action was still underwa} on the day of the Schuman Plan
proposal. '

But the dawning of the new ha]f-céntury djd.cast'at least a 1itt1e'1ight
on the Ruhr. For seyera] months there had been a German government in Bonn.
It opposed socialization and was doing everything within its stillAiimited
power to promote a .Ruhr restoration. = Producer association§ of a distinctly
trgditiona] type were also re-forming and drawing together. Like it or not,'
‘_neither the British nor the Americans could run the wést German economy
._except through 19céi intérmediaries}and this implied resort to tried and true

methods. The- directors of - the old cartel, the Rheinisch Westf31isches

Kohlensyndikat, ran the agency set up by the British to allocate coal, the

Deutsche Koh]en;Verkauf (DKV), which in fact also occupied the premises of the

earlier organization.16 Although a steel cartel was strjtt]y proscribed, a

* manufacturers' asociation named the Wirtschaftsvereinigung der Eisen- und

Stahlindustrie (WVESI) provided a forum in which the mill directors hammered -

out common policy for the industry. WVESI also housed sectional subdivisfons
for each main steel product line, which had about them the distinct reek of
something left over from before the war.l7 In mid-1949 the Bizonal partners

ordered- Ruhr producers to set up and run the Fachstelle Eisen und Stahl

(Office for Iron and Steel), vesting it with the authority to regulate the
importation, exportation, and distribution of ferrous products as well as
certain raw materials used in their manufacture.l8 By'the end of 1949 the

capstone to this edifice, the Federal Industry Association (Bundesverband der

Deutschen. Industrie) was being put into place.19

The steel crisis of 1949, temporary  though it turned out to;be, a1sp
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_beaméd a few hayé of hope into the Ruhr, if only indirectly. By rekindling
" fears that excess steel capacities would p]qgue-internatfona] markéts as in
the 1920s and 1930s, the crisis caused European pfoducers to seék‘some form of
accommodation wfth their German counterparts. Their concerns were.
‘understandable enough: although in 1947 only 26 million tons'of steel were
"produced,the.industry Qou]d have 41}m111ion tons of capacity by 1951. What
’wou1d happen once Germany had returned to world markets? An agreement to
limit outputs seemed called for.20 In September 1949 the steel commitfée.of
the OEEC proposed the introduction of coordinated planning of production and
exports. This bresumed the resumption, in soﬁe form, of the friend]y
re]ationsﬁips _maintaineqv between the Qars by” the 1leading members. of the
international steel cartel, Germany, France, Be]giuﬁ, and Luxembourg.2l This
~was something the steelmén of the‘Rdhr had only dreamt of since VE-Day.

The Internationale Roheiseh Gemeinschaft (after 1933 »officié11y the

Internationale Roheisenexportgemeinschaft), although a red flag to USA

policy-makers after World War II, was considered by Eurdpean industria]ists‘
and statesmeh.a1ike to have been bhe of>the few real achievements of interwar
fbreign»and commercial po1icy.22‘ The International Steel Cartel (ISC) was
anchored in an agreement between French and Ruhr industria]ists concerning
sales in South Germany and»fhe Saar but soon grew into a general understanding
among all West European steel producers to- share world export markets. The
1926 agreement is due part of the credit for ushering in the Franéo—German
détente of the 1Qte 1920s. Although neither the thaw nor the steel caffe]
itself éurvived”thé ravages of the depression, the ISC was revived in 1933.
This time it worked, stabilizing steel export 'prices and .enabling moSf
producers to operate at a profit despite a persistenf lag in demand on foreign

markets. By- 1939 the ISC controlled over-eighty-five percent of the world
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traqe in steel, all ﬁroducing nations with the exception of Sweden and Japan

being affi]iatedlwith it. Complementary AQreements in the Western Eufopean

coal trade a]sd crobped up during the 1930s.23 These provided at Teast some

basis for Hope ‘that international agreements ‘like ‘thOSe‘ in steel could:
gradually be extended,throughout industry and'éventually culminate in pacts

between national producer associations. This became a majér'goé]lof "economic

appeasers" in thé months after the September 1938 Munich Conference, and
although this policy proved hopelessly inadequate as a means of avertinngar,

the good re]étions‘pfe?ai]ing within West European heavy industry survived
both battles and 6ccupation.24 This was a'reality that post-1945 political

conditions could mask but‘not fundamentally change. |

| Fkance.provided the key to the revival of traditional arrangements in:
West Europe heavy industry. Nothing could have been done in this respect.
pfior to 1947, if only because business travel to and from the British Zone
was all but impossible.25 A change in atmosphere first éccurred with the June
1947 ,Marsha11 Plan aﬁnouncement, which» pointedly mentidned 'the need for a .
German cbntribution to European reconstruction. The Ruhr soon took up the
cue;_ In August a formér steel association executive naﬁed Fritz Hellwig
produced a ‘lengthy po]icy ;tatement‘entitled~"Lorraine Steel insteqd of Ruhr
Steel?" which, although an ‘attack - on French policy, . proé]aimed a German
readiness to make substantial éoncessidns in order to restore traditiona];
friendships in heavy industry.26 ‘In December 1947 - Robert Pferdmenges,'the
Cologne banker who served as Adenauer's personal economic advisor, sweetened
&the deal: he approached-the de Wendel interests with an offer of nothing Tess
than a 50 percént participatioh in the Ruhr steel indu§try. The French did
not rise to the bait.27  Hermann’ Pﬁﬁder,‘ the former head of the

prdto-goyernmeht’set up by the Anglo-Americans known as the Economic Counci1,
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~delivered his famous "Word to France" in order to convince the French of the

seriousness of German intentions to make amends. Noting that the Marshall

Plan had smoothed the way to a new type -of 'European cooperation, Pﬁnder’
acknowlédged.the justice of France's historic gkie?ances and admitted that any
attempt to redress them with mere words would fail. He p]eaded'on1y that
Frenchmen temporarily suspend judgments -to enable Germans: to prove by deeds
that they could be “good neighbofs and eVentua]]y evén'friends‘ih an organizea
Europe."28 In an _effort to head off the impending dismantlement of the

August-Thxssen-Hﬁtte Van‘,offer like that of Pferdmenges was again made 1in

-Octobér 1949, this time as the sb-ca]]ed Lehr Plan. Named after the ﬁayor of -

Dusseldorf, - who also sat on the supekvisory bOaEd of -the Vekeinigte '

Stahlwerke, it contained a detailed, carefully constructed scenariovfor'the

French takeover of this, the largest pre-war German heavy industry Konzern.29

French . readiness to consider such offers grew as the restoration of

Gerhan power épproached. If with the announcement.of the Marshall Plan the

~makers of French policy resigned themseTves_ to an eventual cooperative

arraﬁgement with a revived West Germany, both timing and terms sti]lvremained
to be wbrked out. The proposal to create an internationa] Ruhr Authority
(IRA), an. issue discussed and .debated fnterminab]y at the 1948 London
tripartite conferences over the future of Germany, was the first important
French initiative to foresee some such accommodatﬁbn with the neighbor to thé
east. Although IRA was to make provision for a measure of eventual Gefman
represéntétion, the specifics of the arrangemenf are unimportant since, in
spité of all the ‘trouble that went into its making, the orgahiéation‘ was
stillborn. This dismal failure did not prevent France from:desfring a closer
re]ationshib‘ wi th Germany; Such a wfsh 1ncreasing1y pervaded French

po1icy-making after January 1948. It was then that Foreign Minister Georges
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Bidault instructed French Military Governor Koenig that "German recovery in
the cadre of Europe should take place as rapid]j as ppssib]e."31 The desire

for reconciliation is equally evident in numerous position papers produced

over the year by the Quai's central Europeaﬁ desk and in business circles as

- well.32 The first actual initiatives also date from 1948. In mid-September

"major French industrialists" met at Essen with German counterparts to arrive

~at ways and means to establish "closer financial and economic ties."33 On 3

February 1949, the President of the Meta1lge§ellschaft; Richard Mefton,
learned to his pleasant surprise from a Mr. Marx of the Germén section of ther

Quai that both Foreign Minister Robert Schuman and French High Commissioner

',André Frangois-Ponqet were keen to establish "lasting and completely

forthright cooperation with Germany."34 This was more than a mere wish. In

mid-éummef 1949 Monnet directed. the Plan to produce a series of comparative
studies of the French. and German economies for possible use in "future
cdbperétive projects." Significantly, he also requested thé ministries of the
Federal Republic, whiéh eagerly complied, tb supply the plan wfth' raw
data--;statistics concefning population, Tand usé} industrial outputs, Tevels

of capacity utilization, energy ° consumption, cost of 1iving and

:transportation. The studies were :SUpposed to focus on practices of dual

pricing, comparisons of real wages, and a number of other issues in the fields
of transport, energy and tariffs.35

The first joint economic conference at the ministerial level took place

on 29 August 1949 in Tibingen, when'Foreign,Minister Schuman and French High

Commissioner Frangois-Poncet met with the West German Minister -for the
Marshall P]an,'Kar1 Albrecht. The most interesting proposal to emerge. from
the encounter was Albrecht's suggestion for a new agreement along the Tines of’

the 1921 Wiesbaden Accord between German Foreign Minister Walter Rathenau and
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French Minister for Reconstruction Louis Loucheur, whiéh called for the French
to-'assist “in raising Ruhr cda] éutputs and the Germans to guarantee cdal;
deliveries in exchange for French grain. Although never ratified, this deal
represented"the most serious post—Worid War 1 attempt to work out a
Franéo-German economic settlement. In addition to a new Wiesbaden Accord,
-Albrecht proposed joint énefgy planning and the canalisation of the Moselle.
Schuman fesponded enthusiastically to all these ideas and suggested in
conclusion that.discussions be continued between the responsib1e West German
Ministries and the -Fr»‘énch Plan.36 | |
Stil1 another important meeting, this one between French and German’
parliamentarians, took place on 26 and 27 November 1949 in Bernkastel ét the
behest,‘ it appears, of the French Socialist André Philip. The dreaded
impending steel glut was the main issue at hand. Philip sought to persuade
the Germans to support his attempt to work a new international steel cafte],
negotiafions‘ for Which had then already started, into the framework of a
general heavy industry settlement for Western Europe. Although not about to
drop Frenéh insistence on the need for a special Allied office to superVise
Ruhr(heavy industry, Philip did propose that an addi tional new internatiéné]
steel authdrity bé set up to administer the nationa] industries of all the
‘nations of Western Europe, including France. This was the first official hint
that the French might be wi]]iﬁg to cede a measure‘of sovekéign power in the
interests of reconc%]iation -with Germany. The resbonsibi]ites of the new
organization, Philip went on, would extend ;o overall investment policy as
we]] as the allocation of coal, ore, ’andr other raw materials used 1in
steé]-making. Philip further pointed out the desirability of providing for
~union - representation at the seat of the  new -authority, a sugge;fion

well-received by Carlo Schmidt, the SPD representative in attendance, and
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accepted as éound by Gilinther Henle. A CDU. Bundestag delegate, Henle was
chairman' of ’the Board at the Kilockner Konzern and one of the few
politically-minded 'among leading steel industrialists. While hardly
enthusiastic about possible power-sharing arrangements with the SPD, Henle
recognized that its support for a proposal like Philip's would be essential,
as dtherwise".;.the value of‘any treaty wou1d>have to be devalued by forty
percent."37 As a seqﬁeli to the conference Philp barnstormed the Ruhr fh
Januéry 1950, triggering an immense outpouring of entHusiasm for his ideas.

In fhe meantime, negotiations for a new international steel cartel
proceeded laboriously. This is not surprising: it had taken over a year to A
work out the:Saar-arrangemeﬁt in which the’1926 agreement was anchored.38 And

the Adenauer governmént in Bonn, only recently installed in its offices, still

had to tread softly. Yet pressing probTems with the regard to the Saar were

begging for a solution.: These'were caused by the 11 February 195O tariff
agreement with France. The Ruhr was highly dissatisfied with it because the
French refused to allow Bonn to extend the German tariff around their anekof
Occupation, leaving open a “géping hole in the west" through which goods cbu]d
flow onfo German markets. To stem this, Ruhr stée] producers demanded ffeight
rate reductions from the BundesbahnAand "private understandings" with French

iron and sfeeT over South German markets, any more binding form of agreement

being strictly forbidden.39 In early March 1950 a delegation from the Socié&té

Commerciale.de Fonte headed by a M. Lequipé cdme to Bochum to seek additional

concessions from the Germans claiming to possess a special mandate from his

_organization to discuss a general export agreemeht; Suspecting him of being

interested only in immediate advantages, the Ruhr refused tov talk. M.
Lequipé, who could make no further brogress, in concluding discussions

reiterated that French producers---and specifically the Société des Produits
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Sidérurgique (--the general industry cartel)---were determined, indeed had
resolved unanimously, to "pursue an export understanding with Germany." He
prdmised to . take all necessary measUres to "promote the idea of such an
agreement amohg‘the"mémbership of the SCF."40

Another meeting took place between M.4Lequib€ and Ruhr produceré on 18
March but it was limited to export arrangements for the Halberger Hiitte,
Brebach/Saar. A third round began on 14 Apfi]land was sti}] under way when
the 9 May qnnounceﬁent intervened.4l Whether in- the épsence of the Schuman -
- Plan proposal these talks might'evehtua]]y"havé resulted in the‘COncTusion of
vanother 1926-1ike arrangement is a matter for conjectUre. Certain it is,
‘however;‘ that .any such deal would "have needed the approval of US 'High
Commissioner John J. McCloy. ‘ ‘

In respect to him, Ruhr industrialists had détected more than mere
Q]immers of.hopé. Although a faithful servant of American national policy,
McClpy had '1et it be :known that he personally had little use for ~either
dismantlemenf or decartelization. He told the Stafe Department in September .
1949, for instance, that "As far as I can see the dismantlement process has
Tittle value to us, if any, and fits abfasfve character -is so. great that it
affects us as well as the British...we are risking some of our main objectives
by cohtfnuing with it so long aftér“hostjlities have ceased...we might give a
- solid support to the entire fkamework of the new 90vefnment by a modffication
of this policy and at the same time attain certain advantages thqt [wil1] move
us ahead consfderab]y."42 The powerful future managinQ_directOr of Thyssen,'
'Hans-Gﬁnther Sohl, who was then one of the three liquidators of‘Vereihfgte
Stahlwerke, recalls in~hisrmemoirs that McC]qy's sentiments were reflected in '
the UK/US Steel Control Group, whose American members "...William J.M. Ke]]y; :

Mr. Tokish, and Henning B. Dieter were of IriSh, Hungarian, and German-origins
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respectively. = They tried to get into- c}osé contact with us as soon as

" possible, 1eavin§ no doubt about their critical views concerning

decartelization, and .were, always cobperative...“43 ‘In,=0ctbber 1949 Sohl

reported to Mayor Lehr that McCTby had nearly overcome the resistance of High

Commissioners Frangois-Poncet and Robertson to settling the dismantlement

issue "on German terms." On 23 February 1950 Sohl excitedly wrote Lehr that
the US‘High Commissioner now fully recognized German's need for a continuous
wide-strip rolling m111 at the August-Thyssen-Hiitte in Duiéburg—HamBorn. Men -
from‘MCC10y's staff had even advised him, Sohl went"on,'to have Bonn.prepdre |
an officia] study to show that production incﬁeaﬁes at the proposed

installation would not force German outputs above the Allied-authorized 11.1

- million ton Tevel.44 Soh1's news was good indeed: the contihubus_wide-strip,

rolling mill was the steel industry Wunderwaffe of the era. The erection of -
oné»of'these mammoth new plants would bhing the Ruhr's réturn to greét power
stétus-on world steel markets. |
Yet it was anything but certain that this wou]d occur. As 6f 9 May 1950
the fate of the Ruhr still hung in the balance. While the Schuman Plan
proposal did result in a temporary halt to dismant]emenfs, the decartelization
policy went on, its Aexecution here]y stalled »By US-UK disagreement. The
Adenauer government, while commited to a Ruhr restoration, had no direct
authority in the matter. This was 1n'the hands of Allied-created trusfeeship:
organizations, whose activities mirrored the contradfcfion and confusion in US
and: UK Ruhr po]icyf New investment such as at fhe propoéed massive ATH
installation required the approva1 of Military Security'Boards for coal. and

steel upon whi ch France, which was publically commited to opposing all new -

-plant construction, exercised a veto power.
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The process set in motion by the Schuman Plan announcement would enab]é,
the heavy 1ndustny'comp1ex of the Ruhr to slip the noose p]aéed around jts
neck in 1945.45 This was noﬁ easy, but in spite of chafing and binding---not
to mention momenté of gagging constriction---it succeeded, if not in winning a
pardon, at least in having‘its sentence suspended and was later released for
time served; The purported crime, never Comp]etely‘forgotten, merely faded in
memory over the passage of time. |

The process itsg]f must first of all be properly understood. It included
discussigns among -the Six but extended far beydﬁq the bffiéia] sessions held
in Paris, encompassing negotiations between the government of the'>Fédera1 :
Repub]ié»and the Allied High Commission-as well as between Ruhf pkoducers;fj
West German industry ‘as a whole, and the unions. The latter never actually -

ended but rather were institutionalized. The adoption of the extraordinary -

se]f-he]p measure known as the Investitionshilfegesetz (Investment Aid Law)
through which West German industry as a whole subsidiZEd the modernization of

coal ahq, stée] was one by-product -of this process. The establishment of

co-determination (Mitbesfimmugg)Abn a.permanent basis in coal and steel was
another. - Institutioné]izatjon took place internationally as well, with the
forging of new 1inks bétween national ministries and producer associations to
repface those ynecessary bridges of commercé. and contact blown away during
Nor]d‘war 11. Directly and indirectly, the Schumah Plan brought the final
economic chapter of the occupation to . an >ehd on terms extraordinarily
favorable to the Ruhr, creafing powerful new bonds that Secured its power>in
Germany and Germany's in Europe.

Thesebregults OWe a good deal to Monnet's conduct, or (as critics would

‘describe it) misconduct, of the negotations: what he set in motion he proved
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unable to control. This is partly becauee his bargaining position was by no
means eé etreng asAone might haVe expected. It is frue that the Schuman Plan
had immense public appea] undeniable  that the small cadre of technocrats ‘
constituting the Monnet team could argue circles around the slightly stodgy
bureaucrats represent1ng the other parties to the Par1s negotiations,: and

reasonable to assume that in a crisis Monnet could count on American support.
At ﬁhe same fime, he,was>politica11y vu1nerabTe'at home.  Although Monnet .
" could ‘reckon  with support from the French coal industry, which was
'nafionaliZed and at the mercy-of the Plan, the more powerful steel industry,

dominated by the ma?tres'de forge of Lorraine, was another matter.46 Although

lthe largest benefic%ary of Plan investment funds, they had come to detrust,
even te despise, Monnet himself and spearheaded opposition to the Schuman Plan
proposal, which in fdct_soonithorouéh]y pervaded French3ihdustry. Nof cou]d
Monnet draw on reserves of(éupport from within the financial and economic
bureaucracies, whose immobility he mocked and whose power he habitually sought
either to undermine or cireumvent. 47

Monnet fully intended to dominate the Paris negotiations, conc]ude a
treaty in short order, and be installed as head of a coal-steel difectorate'
with far-reaching powers - of 1intervention into the . West European industrial
economy;v It Qas not his purboée, as hiS'Memoirs state quite exp]icitly;.fo
superintend the_customary type of international cdnference_in:which de]egafes
“seek acceptab]e compromises between diverée national viewpoints---his
exper1ence at the League of Nations had convinced him of the fut111ty of this.
Instead, d1scuss1on was to take place "within the cadre of the Schuman P]an
1dea," w1thihe, Monnet, acting as concert‘master from whom the others were to
take cues.48 This failed to happen. Beginning at a summit of Europeen

diplomatic accomplishment, the Paris negotiations followed a tedious,
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heandering downhill path only to get bogged down in swamps of bureaucratic
maneuvering in the nationa1.5e1f-interest. |

The 9 May anpouncement was a pub]fc relations coup of historio
proportions: the proposed heavy ﬁndustry pool had.not merely to do, aocording'
to the_.Monnet-drafted» textk whose powerful ‘WOrds Frepch Foreign Minister
Schuman read squeakily into the radio m1crophone w1th the settlement of coal
-~ and steel prob]ems but with the prevent1on of future wars- by building a new
~Europe. The message proved irresistible, at least outside of Britain. In
agreeing to cede a measurekofvsoVeréignty as a condition of-entering the Paris
bnegotiations,‘Frénce, Germany, Ita]y,-Be1gium, and LuXembourg all took a step
from which there could be no retreat, whatever the.praotica1 failures. These
' wou1d be Tlegion. By the:end of Suhmer>1950 at the 1atest it ‘was evident that
Monnet's plans for a Western European coa1 steel pool were in tatters.

Thys=1s because the document de travail, the French b1uepr1nt for the

proposed‘ new organization, was completely unsu1tab1e as a bas1s for
negotiations.49 It ref]ects not -only an- obsess1on w1th the Ruhr Problem but a
comp]ete’fai]ure to take account of the 1nterests of the other negot1at1ng
~ parties: while demandinglthat they cede sovereign powers to a proposed High
Authority,. Monnet failed to provide adequate reotraints on their use. WWOrse
yet, this tranéfer was to occur'in'fhe:name of a "greatef good," which it was
po1itica}fy diffiou1t to oppose, »thus compounding fears of interventionism
with those of demagogy. The concerns of fhe negotiating pakties were not
unreasonable. - | .
The proposed new organization, the High Authority, was to take the form
“of a board of directors dominated by its chairmon and subject to the minimal
~institutional restraints of a court of appeal and a kind of parliament with

power only to interpellate. Three separate committees composed of producers,
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consumers, and labor were tb advise the High Authority upon réquest’and new
regional organizations of producers were to provide the High Authérity wifh
information and carry out its orders. Article 19 defines the powers to be
assigned the High Authority by the governments of the negotiating parties.
" These are to include ‘whatever fs necessary either to breate a "special market"

(marché unique) or "pool production.” Thus the High Authority is to be -

empowered to direct the elimination of "all privileges of exit or entry, tax
equiva]ents{ and all quantitative restrictions on the circulation of coal and
steel within the area of the mehber states." This would - include “a]]y
subventions or aids to industfy," "all means of differentiation between
foreign and doméstié markets in transportafion rates as well as coal and steel

prices," and all "restrictive practices."

 Article 17 déécribes the principles guiding the -implementation of this
vast array of new powers.’ These were exa1ted yet Vague and ffequeht1y
contradictory. Whatever was :meant, first of all, by assigning the High
Authority the power to assure "identical delivery con@itions 'for coal and
steel at the point 6f departure'From mine or mi112" Were the same coal and -
steel prices to ostain throughodt the community in spite of different cost
~ structures? How, secondly, was the High Authority to e11mfnate the
ﬂ"fa15ification" of competititive conditions, which no two sellers in the same
market and certainly no two governments, could poésib]y'havé been ab1e‘to
define in the saﬁe way? And how was the "equalization of work conditions and
. wages" to be achieved without catastfophic inflation? What evils, finally,
might materialize from the provision for a proposed "transitional period" of
unspecified length during which the High Authority need not be bound by the
above guide]ines?- . |

The articles dealing with the specifics of prices, wages, production,"
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investment, and rules of competition were even less reassuring. It was quite
1ftera11y anyone's guess as to‘how the High Authorfty'would‘achieve the noble
goalé of price policy, as outlined in Article 25. These were the protection
of consumers against discrimination and of producers against "disloyal"
practices, the "assurance” of steady expansion of markets and outputs, and the -
creation of conditions "guaranteging the spontaneous allocation of output at
the highesf‘ level of productivify."‘ As for the wage policy described in
~A‘rt1'c1e 26, the High Authority promised to forbid all reductions as a means of
- adjusting to slumps, eliminate competition when this “exp]oits“ labor, and
fguarantee coal and steel workers the highest standard of living compatib]e
wifh-economic equilibrium." The High Authority further pledged itself to

introducing measures éimed. at "wage equality" through assessments on

productiop. None of ~this made much sense. To believe that the High -

Authority, oﬁ its own, could guarantee the steady expansion of markets and
outputs needed to raise wages -and to rediice prices<simu1taneous1y required a .
boundjng leap of faith. ‘

- And articles 28 through 30 ‘hinted ominously at a far-reaching
appropriation of power at the expense of producers. The High Authority Was to
be authorized to impose manufacturing programs on firms, steer investments,
recohmend changes in customs duties, banking rules, and transportation duties,

'aﬁd fine wrongdoiné producers.
On 8 August 1950 the German foreign office representative to the Paris

negotiétiOns' reported that "...the French document de travail has’ become

outmoded in every single point as a result of thefrecentvnegotiations and
remains only of historical value."50 This was only a slight exaggeration.
Over the next two years, even months after the - Treaty of Paris had been

concluded, the Dutch, Be1giéns, Luxemburgers and Italians would combine with
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the Germans not to e]iminate the coal-steel pool but to make it work;
Parallel to this, producers would resume cartel-like discussions in ordef to
sequre~£heir influence within the new European Coal and Stéé]’Community which,

although traces of its origins in the document dé travail -are detéctab]e,

. would bear the stamp not so much of Monnet's ideas and methods as of German,

~and West European, industrial tradition.

Initial German .reactions to the 9 May Schuman Plan announcement were not

necessarily those of. surprise and -astonishment. Minister for the Marshall

‘ Plan Karl Albrecht’sent out a circular on the fifteenth of the month to the

. effect that "...the prbpdsition of the French Foreign Minister was anything .

but-spontanebus'and certéin]y the prodU§t~of long-term planning." It noted
that Schuman had expressed similar ideas for Frénéo-German cooperdtfoh at
their ear]fer’ meeting;‘ then as at present emphasizing the need for "equal
cqnditfonsf especially as regards: manufacturing costs, "harmonization of

outputs,” and market sharing.5l
The Schuman Plan proposal also came as-no surprise to the business

manager of the steel producers' association, the Stahlvereinigung. His wary

resﬁonse_was'anything but evidence of a new “"European spirit." The 9 May
radio announcement, as he described it, Qas fui] of Jandmines:>its "eQua]
protection" provisions a pretéxt for forcing ;the Ruhrv to consume moYe_
low—grade Freﬁch ore, the "double pricing" ban both an excuse for imposing
uneconomical increases in Ruhr energy costs andra lever with which to pry -
séarce‘scrap odt of the Ruhr at artificially low prices. 'St111 worée;_fhe
"common production” époken of by Schuman could be invoked to suppress "the

greater dynamism which, even .after World War II our works manifest by

' comparisdn to. the French." ~Concretely, this would mean denial of permission

to construct a continuous wide-strip rolling mill in the Ruhr on the grounds
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that France would soon dispose of two such units and Belgium and Luxembourg
one apiece.52 The document nonetheless concludes on a strong positive note of
support fof the 9 May announcement. How, its author asks, cou]d' either

freight rates or prices .be “equaTized" except by means of international

" producer agreements? It was. quite unnecessary to draw the obvious conclusion:

if the Americans wanted to have a workable coal and steel community in Western

Europe, they would have to be prepared to countenance the restoration, in one

- form or other, of the international steel cartel and its -ancillary

arrangements in coal. |

This fact,,fogethér with a belief thaf time worked on Germany's side,
governed thé Federa]»Repub11c's conduct of the Parié negotiations. The chief
negotiator, Walter Hallstein, was to be placatory: kow-qu to the Schuman Pian
idea, 1ét the«secondary coa1-stee1'powers do- most of the talking, and not
press any point that might jeopérdize the proceedings, Adenauer and Monnet
inéidentai]y having a]réady agreed\iﬁ May to exclude issues érising from the
occupation from discussidhé surrounding the -coal-steel pdo1.53 As to the
shape and scope of the future heavy industry authority, the Germans were
guided by the idea, put rather inelegantly by fhe busfness manager of the

Stahlvereinigung, that "The more we succeed 'in organizing economic supporf

structures, the;greater will be the .chances of the [Schuman Plan's] political
realization. At the same time, political hopes will be dashed if the coal and
steel union is not properly constructed or is overly ambitious."54 In a word:

he wanted to immobilize any Monnet-headed coal-steel directorate and set up an

.organization that could be dominated by 'industry. Thus, he 'suggests, a

college of industrialists should be empowered to run-the new High Authority,

which would become executor rather than formulator of .policy, under the

supervision of the participating governments. An organization so constituted,
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he‘éonc1udes; wdu]d bé a worthy shccessor to the Lnternatidna1 Steel Cartels
of 1926‘and 1933. |

This by no means represented the Qiews of only the smoke-stack barons:
there existed a solidarity of fact between industry, ministries, and

governmqnt' which, by the time the Schuman Plan negotiétions had * been

" concluded, embraced the coal ‘and steel unions and much of social democracy as

well---a situation very unlike the one in France. This similarity of views
was not always evident. Germany was still under occupafion: any mention of
cartels was tab06 and all assertions of national interest, however legitimate,
had to be muted. It was in the nature of Hallstein's task as chief
intermediary with the French to speak from time to time "with forked tongue"
lest negotiations co]]apSeQ Adenauer had to do this too--- c make pub]ic~
COmmitments to imposing: economic po]icies harmful to Ruhr -interests that he
never intended to keep. He.coqu act without being embafrassed‘thanks to a
knaék’for maintaining an olympian distance from the hard, and often nasty;
elbowing fof advantage that 1ncréasing]y‘ dominated coal-steel discussions:

this put him in a position to plead 'ignorahce to unpleasant developments

' without being dishonest. Adenauer was largely "in the dark" about-the Paris

proceédings.  On 31 Jdune 1951, long after the formal goverhmenta] sessions. had

- been concluded but while ministerial-level discussions weré still under way,

he worriedly inquired of Minister of Economics Erhard whether it might still
not be too late to organize a delegation "...as exceptionally well-trained as
the [men- of] the French P]ah, which works re]ent]eé$1y on the Schuman Plan

negqtiatiohs."55 Tinged with bitter irony since Adenauer distrusted Erhard's

" free market views and had deliberately given him no role in the Paris

negotiations, the Minister of Economics' reply included a lengthy description

of thevhuge,»cumbefsome, but powerful institutional machinery that had been
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grinding out pd]icy for the coa]isteel'pool over the past year. First of all,

| Erhard said, a special Schuman Plan Desk (Schuman- P1an Referat). had been set

up in his mihistry,;which received support from the Ministky of Transport, the

Iron and Steel Office (Faéhste]]e Eisen und Stahl), and the Foreign Office

(Auéwﬁrtiges Amt). Scarcely veiling a sneer, he e]éboratéd that "In iron and

steel ‘there is a Wirtschaftsvereinigung"---as if Adenauer had never heard of
such a thing-;-fwith a pOwerfu]_statfstica] section of 250 persons. It keepsv
current output and sales data for all producing nations and is at our
disposal. The coordination bétween it and our ministry through the

Fachstelle Eisen und Stahl is working well. Dr. Mondon, a -well-known

.industriaTist; heads the Fa;hste]]e and is-also a steel trustee. Our’Ministry
is similarly connected with the coal 1ndustry‘ thrqugh the Déupsche
Koh]enbergbauTeitung (ﬁKBL), which has . its -own excellent statistical
sectiop."56 Erhard .mighf. have mentioned stf11 - further Tlayers of

policy-making,. for instance - the active "Coordinating  Committee"

(Koordinierungsausschuss) -to which belonged a wide variety of prominent
economic figures éuch as the banker Hermann Abs,,K]Bckner managing direbtor
Henle, the 1eadiﬁg German industrial statistician Dr. Rolf Wagenfﬁhf;'General
Director Dr. Wilhelm Roé]en, the SPD economist and.party leader Dr. Ernst
N61ting, and many"othefs. It directed several subcommittees composed of
equa]jy prominent representatives organized to deal with wages and social

policy, iron and ’stee1, and coal. .Conste]]étidns of academic ‘advisory
committees surrounded these powerful bodies.57

Although not a rea1'>equiva]ént to the constitutional draft which the

French provided in the) form of the document de travail, the basic -German

working paper for the first session of Paris conference, which opened on 20

June, contains the outline of an alternative scheme. Its first component was
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a High Authority too weak to ihterfere with either the restoration of the Ruhr

or its traditional methods of operation and position in West European heavy -

industry. The‘High Authority's powers were to be hemmed in by a Councii of
Minfsters (which the Dutch had by then already proposed), a High Court with
broad poWers of review; and a General Assembly able to set up special
committees of itsAown; Further, the High Authority's socia]tresponsibilities
as out1iﬁed in Article 17 of the French draft---commitments to mafntain full
employment and equa1i;e wages---were to bé dropped, “and the principle of
promoting méximum ecohomic efficiency to serve as first maxim of policy. Yet
even in this respect the High Authority's powers were to be éhérply curtailed.

It was to be forbidden to set prices and establish manufacturing programs and

“allowed to engage in long-term production planning on the sole condition that
"recent new projects built in the wrong places" (meaning outside of the

Federal Repub]ic)<'be subjected. to compulsory review. The High Authority's

power to finance new investments was also to be narrowly circumscribed, that

to enforce terms of "fair competition' not formally abolished but legally and .

bureaucratically reduced to innocuousness.58

The German paper, secondly, assigns the powers strippedkfrom the High

AUthority to producer associationsywithodt overtly mentioning the dicey matter

of cartels. The French document, in calling for the organization of “regional

groups," inadvertently provided an opening that made this possible. Monnét,

who intended that théy‘serve mainly és transmission belts for High Authokity

directives,! was deliberately vague >about their composition, apart from -

specifying that they should be set up on a trahsnationa] basis, a stipulation
included to threaten the Ruhr with the formation of a more powerful
Franco-Be]go—Luxembourgeoisé bloc. The German working’ paper, choosing to

overlook this ‘possible ddnger, speciously accepts the French proposal in
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principle whi]e'introducing its own very different specific wording to the
effect that the groups be "created on a geographical basis without regard to
national frontiers." The Germans, in other words, assigned primacy to the

economics of location, which favored them, rather than the politics of

~ federalization as intended by Monnet. They also went into far greater detail

than he in describing the legal character, organization, and responsibi]itiesl

- of the regional "groups. They were, first of a11; not to~be‘pure1x private

associations which could be attacked as being cartels but semi-official bodies

(ﬁffentliCh?rechtlicher Krperschaften) which, while 'se]ffgoVerning; would
discharge responsibi]ites on behalf of the coal-steel pool. The German paper,
finé]]y, opposes outright any division of the Ruhr into two or more
subdivisions---which the French were known to have in mind---as this.would, it
emphasizes, destroy a model of technical efficiency, prevent large-scale
rationalization of plant, and- impair the operﬁtion of numerous scientific aﬁd
technical coal and steel organizations,59 , |

Neither the French nor the Germans seriously expected to harmonize their

discordant designs for the ECSC at the Paris negotiations but hoped instead,

egch for reasons of théir,own; to obscure them in fang]es of abstruse and
convoluted EUfo-verbiage. Adenauer's"bverriding' aim was to end the
océupation, Hé welcomed all diversions from memories of the war, cértain‘that'
time, history, and’éven nature itself wefe on Gérmany's side. Mbnnet wanted
to commit the Federal  Repub1ic in the name of Europe to an arrangement -
concerning the Ruhr whféh he, and he aioné, could- control. Hié ohening

remarks to the heads of delegation on 20 June .hinted as much: the marché

unique free of barriers to commerce in coal and steel was, he emphasized, to

- be regarded only as an ultimate goal; until then "transitional arrangements"’

would prevail.60 Through them, he hoped, the Ruhr would pass from control of
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“the occupation’governhenfs to that of the ECSC.

The Belgian coal deal, the most important dTp]bmaticAaccbmp]ishment of

~ the summer mohths,:provides a meésure of “the vast gap existing between the -

_high purposes enumerated in the document de travail«and the'grubby realities

of the politics ‘of national self-interest. ‘Belgian steel producers, who

‘controlled the nation's mineé, were hbstf]e]y indifferent to the 9 May 1950

proposal: high-cost exporters, they hoped to lock in gains made in the late
1940s at the .expense of the Ruhr by means of new cartg] arrangements limiting A
future German foreign sales. Though too weak to stay out of the Schuman Plan
negotiations,' aé the price for rémaining in theh the Belgians demanded a
tonndge subsidy on coal outputlto be paid by low-cost mines ---meaning the
Ruhy---to theiF>own ihefficfent ones. Though the subsidy wa§ justified on the
grounds. that ~the pits' sorry étate stemmed from §ome' but - accursed if
unspec{fied geo1ogic§1 aff]iCtion, the source of the prob]em,-was the’

decades-long practice of pfofit-hi]kihg. The Belgians, whose per cépita

income was by a substantial margin the highest of tﬁe Six, were financially

fh]]ygcapab1e,of so]vihg problems created by their own miSmanagemént.\ Why,

Bonn wondered, should we still poor Germans be called upon. called to foot the
bi11? If geological disadvantages were to belofféet, should not compensationl
be sought for the low-grade Sangitter ore fields put into,operat%on by the
fbrmer Hermann Gdring Works?. In the end, the Germans swallowed hard but '
agreed to pay a lévy of two percent on turnover—-#even though -this meant
keeping a competitor in business, raising steel costs in” the Ruhr, and

draining profit§ from the mines---because they preférred a "price protection
arrangement" to be administered by existing Belgian and German cartels to
possible future High Authority intervention into the priéing field.6l Monnet

readily accepted this regulatory scheme- in order to keep the negotiations
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progressing and to weaken the Ruhr. The fact that it violated most of the

principles set forth in the document de travail was evidently unimportant to

him by compariéon.
Three events of September 1950 forced the latent Franco-German- conflict

into the open, causing the Paris negotiations, which all parties expected to

arrive at an'uneventfu1 conclusion by October, to be prolonged ‘another six

months. On 21 September, first of all, Regulations I-III, about which the
Germans had learned several "days earlier, were published to Law 27, the
successor to the US—UK‘ Taws 56/75v governing- decartelization.: Thev new law
itself, pub]ished~_back_ on 20 May 1950 after many months of re-draffing,
differed from its predecessor in one important respect; it made‘provision to
indemnify former holders of Ruhr assets. Regulétions I - .IIT destroyed the
illusion that, as McC]oy apparently had wished, such restitution wdu]d quietly
set in motion a process of re—concentration:"théy_orderéd the immediate break
up of the six largest Konzerhe, a cut in ties between the coa]kand steel

indhstries,~ and the organization of no less than 54 separate mining

companies.62 While the Ruhr tried to recover from this shock, the French were

sent ree1ihg by a different one. On 12'September'1950 Secretary okatate Dean

Acheson casually mentioned to Schuman .at an informal gathering of- foreign

ministers in New York that the United States was prepared to arm no less than

“ten West German divisions, a number reduced to five when publicly announced

eight days later. The reduction made 1ittle difference: -Acheson's
pkonodncement threatened. to destroy the Paris negotiations at a single
stroke.63 was this, the French public would ask, where the European

initiative named after their French Foreign Minister was to lead---to a new

Wehrmacht stationed along the Rhine? In order to save the Paris negotiations

Monnet declared by fiat on 28 Septémber that the future High Authority would
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have, and indeed exercise, the power to break up cartels.64 This was'worse'

news yet. Law 27 would lapse at the end of the occupation: Monnet, in the

name of the High Authority, was asserting the right to forbid reconcentration

indefinitely.

III

The critical phase in the coal-steel negotations was now to begin, and it
would not be over until March 1951, a peridd of months:during which fhey
verged-oﬁ collapse. US High Commissioner McC]by eventualTy'saved the Schuman
PTan by shoving' deconcentrqtion “under Law 27 down Chancellor Adenauer's
throat, but Tittle of Monnet's original design could be salvaged. The‘Tﬁeaty
of Paris, initié]éd on 15 April 1951, settled only a few of the issuesAraiSed
in the 6rigina1 French draft. A so-called interim Committee, German-dominated
and composed of ministefia]'buréauérats; would design the stfuctures and work
" out the operating procédures of the High Authorify itself in the months
between the treaty> signing and the June 1952 ~insté11ation of the High
Authority_in its Luxembourg offices. Bdt the- Ruhr Problem would largely be
solved in another~manner—4-through_a new social compact binding German coal
and steel to the unions and the rest of ihdustry and through a new alliance
strucfure governing Western European producers. These grew out of the
succession ofAconfrontationé'that began in October. |

The ;Germans fired” the opening- §a1vq. | The French should have been
"prepared for it. After listening with "Qisib]e‘ satisf&ctiohé to McC]oyfs
report on the results of the New York fdfeigﬁ'miniSters' cohference, where

Schuman had been forced to accept arming the Federal Republic, Adenauer

informed the assembled High'Commissioners with uncharacteristic bluntness that

" the fegu]ations just pub1ished to Law 27 jeopardized the success of the
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Schuman Plan and might necessitate the recall of tne German delegation from -
.Paris.65 The threat was not faken seriously. Nor was the»resignation'a few
days ‘1ater of managing director Paul Reusch of Gutehoffnungshiitte from an
imporfant Schuman Plan coordinating committee, eppakent]y since his personal
assertiveness was‘known to have nadelhim unpopular in the Ruhr.55 Robert
Lehr's speech to fhe "Munich .Export Club" on the first of the monih provided -
the first unmistakable evidence of a new Ruhr toughness It wes from the
French standpoint troub]esome enough that the speech was w1de1y -publicized,
but worse yet that Lehr, as Minister of the Inter1or-des1gnate, could be
presumed to have spoken'on behal f of the government. Germany, Lehr said,
could no 1enger accept ‘the 11.1 million ton 1level of authorized steel
production still formally in effect---this must be fmmediate]y raised to a
minimum ~of 16 million tons, the; alternative being continued ~economic
dependence on the Allies. Future European indusiria] growth, he emphas1zed
must be allowed to occur natura]]y, in the Ruhr, which enJoyed the best factor
.endowment, regard]ess of whether this would niean curta111ng French investment
plans. Lehr asserted that Germany would not a]]ow the French to use ‘the
Schuman Plan as a means to penpetuate fheir tenborary, wer-gained industrial
advantage, "recommendingF that they ‘specialize ~in - lines of prodnction»
~ complementary to the Ruhr. Apart from the desirability of reéuscitating the
- 1926 agreement, -which Lehr's speech broadly ’hinted at, he later ~privafe1y
_revived the 1idea"...of ~an association between French and German heavy
industry, anchored in share exchanges...like those proposed a year or so ago
by the Vereinigte Stahlwerke."67 | A

In early November the Federa1 Republic announced its proposal for
imb]ementing .Law 27. Distilled from 'the"many p]annjng -exercises of the

trustee "organizations for coal and steeT, this did not come even remotely
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close to accommodating American or French} decartelization policy. The
operating principles of the Gekman plan, wrote Adenauer to McCloy on the‘third
of‘the mohfh, were to preserve the coal-steel tie to the extent necessary‘to
make ‘the mills se]ffsufficient in céke and as required to dea]’ with the
problem of selling 1ow-grédé fuel; to introduce organizational changes only
~when' strictly neéessary; and to get over the whole busines§ as quickly as
possible.68 An Adenauer memorandum ‘of the fo]]oﬁing day spelled out the
reorgaﬁization in more specific terms. In coal, firsf of all, '"regionél
associations"--—meaningl carfe]s--- could be allowed, new mining‘ companies
'shouldAbe so organized as to be efficient and tompetitive,\and the "technica1 
and economic" ties between the pits and the steel,: chgmiéa],’ energy and
transpoftation ihdustries must be “given consideration,” by which was meant -
that big Ruhr mills in- the Tlocalities of Duisbufg—Hamban, .Oberhauséh,‘
'Ge]senkirchen,"Bochum, ‘and Dortmund ought be allowed tor>keep their coal
" properties. In  diron and steel, nine "cdre companies"

(Stahlkerngesellschaften) set up under Law 56/75 were to \remain in being,

another seventeen specialized, mainly non-Ruhr factories were to be left
a16né, and a third group of six producers wdd]d be dealt with later by the
Federal Government in collaboration with the industry itself. These were all
large units and inc]yded the most important single Ruhr mill,. the
-rAugust4Thyssen-Hﬁtte in DuisburéFHamborn.69

In the first week of November:Monnet refa]iated_With\a dec1aratioh of
total war agéinst cartels, demanding both new proposa]s‘towfmplement Law 27
~and the inclusion of guarantees against their revival in the treaty draft.70
He also injected the United Stétes,‘whose ro]é up to this point had been to
cast benedi;tions over the Schuman Plan_ idea, direct]y into the coal-steel

pool negotiations.' Monnet could count on poWérfu]_ backing from the - US
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Ambassador in France David- Bruce, to whose staff he -succeeded in héving

attached a young Treasury Official named "Tommy" Tomlinson, a man totally

;devotgd to him-peréona]]y,‘as well as from McCloy to whom he managed to have

seconded from Harvard Law School another devoted fo]]ower, Professor Robert
BAWie. On 20 November 1950 the chief German delegate at the Paris
nego#iationé, Walter Hallstein, was summoned ‘to the offices of the French Plan
on ‘the Rue Marfignac to be giveh a foretaste of the rough-treatment that could
be expected to result from German recalcitrance on the carte] question.
Springiﬁg to the ﬁttack, Monnet's young American stéffmen rudely reminded
Hallstein that the Federal‘deernment-1abored under an illusion if it imagined
that the ,"1auﬁching of the Schuman Plan would autoﬁatical]y entail ihe

immediate end to [Allied economic] controls. American opinion [one of them

| went on] was not afraid to jump in the watér, but hardly would do so without

holding on to a Tifejacket."71 -IRA, the Office of Military Security, the
control groups--- the entire economically reﬁressive apbaratﬂs of the’
occupation---would, ‘Monnet chimed "in, keep operaéing until the Ruhr-Prqb]em
was solved. |

By Christmas Monnet had decided to write off the entire idea of a
coal-steel pool unless the Germans agreed to genufne decartelization, and he
so informed Schuﬁan on the twenty—second.7é At thé same time he had ﬁéason'to
think that such a drastic step might not be necésééry. On\19-Decembér he
reported reaching “fundamental agreement" with the US’~over the four main
decartefizatiqn'issues: Law 27 not merely required decdﬁcentration but forbade
re-concentration by meéhs of financial manipu]ation; the High Commj;sidners'
steel plén, which cai]ed for the break up of large production units, was fair;

a centralized coal-selling syndicate was inconsistent.with the,Schumah Plan

- and must be phased out; and coa1-stee1 ties were to be allowed only. in a few



35

cases.’3 Although over time thfs unanimity would prove to be more apparent
than real, as a result of fhe'paqt both McCloy and his deputy Bowie agreed to

"take the initiative" in discussing Law 27 with the Germans: not only would

the immense power of the United States now be brought to bear against the B

_ Federal Republic but Monnet himself, while pulling strings from behind the

scenes, could pretend to be above the battle. This enabled him to wage
another . simultaneuous campaign more efféctive]y; the one over the
decartelization and deconcentration provisfonsv(Aftic1es 60_and 61) df the
treaty draft.

Why did the United States‘interVenew@t this point and in this manner?

‘Although the Germans were convinced to a man that they had once again fallen

victim to American "cartelphobia," they were wrong. McCloy's skepticism

regarding deconcentration policy had not changed. In any casé,_ McC]oy‘si

deputy Bowié, as well as'Tomlinsoh in Paris, really worked for Monnet, who in

jnstance after ﬁnstance quite ]itera]Ty dictated negotiating strategfes over

the telephone, which they in turn represented as being American policy to the

Germans seated across the table.74 Their willingness to act as Monnet's’

vehicle was not due to a naive belief that together, Americans and‘Erenchmen;

could banish the evils of collusion and conspiracy from fhe industrial economy

of Europe. Tommy Tomlinson's "Observations on the Treaty," penned in November
1950, arelfu11'of doubt concerning the nature of the .emerging coal-steel pool.
Tomlinson did not 1ike the way'the Belgian coal problem was being solved,
wanted ‘to' restfict the Hfgh ‘Authority's use of powers of intervention to

"exceptional circumstances," was worried lest it become a device for stripping

national governments of their power to régu]ate cartels, and did not think it

should be able to influence investment decisionsf- He also could made no sense

of the French proposals- for pricing policy, objected to assigning the High
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Authority the power to set\productidn quotas during periodé bf emergency, and
felt that the provisién in draft article 39 to assign the‘High Authority the
discretionary power fo 'distinguish between "gbod“ and "bad" restrictive
agreements would lend itself to abuse.75 Evidently, Tomlinson, and doubtless
other key American"po]ic&-makers, were prepared to overlook the undesirable
economicﬁfeaturesbof the proposed pool for "po]itica] reasons," above'a11 the

pérceived imperative---felt all thekmore acutely after the outbreak of ‘the
Korean War---of bui]diné a sturdy-anti-communist bloc in Western Europe. The

Schuman Plan negotiations were simply too important to fail. If Monnet.'s

price for keeping them a]ivé was the punishment of the Ruhr for its historical

misdeeds, so be it, at least up to the poiht tﬁat this interfered with higher

considerations of policy. In 1951 American policy would enter a phase of

"Ruhr-bashing" which, though not explicitly diversionary, was neVer intended

‘to stifle the retovery of German heavy industry or biock its restoration; this

was fine, so long as it passed more or less unnoticed.
- If- Monnet could count on US support in the struggles over the

implementation‘of Law .27 and the drafting of articles 60 and 61, German heavy

industry was also acquiring allies for the impending showdown. The first of

them was the unions. | Prominent in the coal and steel trusteeship .-
organizations set up by the Bkitiéh, they had for_years"dogged1y opposed the
restoration of the old Konierne in a well-founded belief that this WOqu»mean

the end of co-determination (Mitbestimmung). The central feature of their own

reorganization.p1ans, for whfch they found very little official support exCept
among the British, was the transfer of the frusteeships',powers to the joint
control of the federal government, the unions, state authorities, and private
shareholders. The Schuman Plan proposal brought no change in this respect:

rather it substantially sfrengthened labor's position. The document de
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travail made provision for a one-third union representation on the High

Authority's so-called édvisory committees (comités consultatifs) and Monnet

had suggested that this fbrmu]a also be carried over to the regional groUps.

~ Thanks largely tdfhim, representatives of bpth coal and steel workers were

included on the German Paris. delegation as well. In brief, the qnibns quite
feasonabiy regarded the planned coa1—§tee1 pool as a welcome extenéion into
the international sphere of the co-determination princib]e‘ whose future
observation seemed doubtful in a Federal Republic run by the CDU. A

‘Between the end of Sepfember and November 1950, however, the uhion

’ position'changéd dramatical]y as the result of Monnet's declaration of all out

war against the cartels. "On 27 October," concludes the author of a recent
book examining the - origins' of - co-determinatioh in  German heavy
industry,“...the leadership of the national union association (Deutsche

Gerwerkschaftsbund) decided to endorse the concept of [reorganization] based

on the maintenance of the coal-steel tie which had been worked out by the
trustee orgénizations...,~the old trusts, and the Federal Government, on the
condition of arsatisfaﬁtory settlement on the co-determination question."76 :
German coal aﬁd steel 1hdustria1ists, recogniiing. almost at once that a
definitive shift in union attitudes had occurred, how knew that they could
codnt on DGB support.in the Tooming confrontatidn wifh'thé French. Yet this
did not encourage a readiness to reach agreement on co-determination:
employers refused all concessions for ‘months until given an ultimatum by

Adenauer who feared a withdrawal of union 5upporf for the Schuman PIan.77 The

famous Co-Determination Law (Mitbestimmuhgsgesetz) for coal and steel was
passed on 10 Apri] 1951, five days before the initialing of the Treaty of
Paris. ' ‘

The Ruhr picked up foreign support at the sessions of the heads of ‘
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de]égations,uwhich~resumed in October 1950. These dealt W1thra‘number-6f
issues left unresolved or deliberately avoided over the summer because theiff
“outcome turned on the cartel problem. Regarding the latter, the Germans had
reason for optimism: the coal and steel industries of each of the
participating nations, France included, were thoroughly regulated by priVate
interests acting with Tlegal sanction. Expedient pronouncements to the
contrary notwithstanding, there could be no questfon of any national
government's destroying, or even tampefing, with these arrahgements. In
Fall, it was the minor coa]-stée] powers, ﬁbt the Ruhr, which openly defied»
Monnet on the cartel question./8 Eventually, he would have to beg Hallstein
to bring them back into Tline. The solidarity of the non-French had two
furthef related consequences as we]]; thé "advisory committees" were reduced
from three bodies representing the iﬁterests of producers, consumers, and
labor respectively to a sfng]e body dominated by heavy industry. Labor
delegates were to be chosen only frbm the coal and steel industriés' and
l!c<'>nsumer's," defined as qbnsuming induétries, to represent tied-in 1ntérests
Such as manufacturers, gas distributors, and electrical utilities as well as
big customers such és the chemical and electrical equipmentlindustries. After
months of comp]efe French failure to make headway, another important component
6f Monnet's overall design, the regional groups, was simply dkopped from‘the
treaty, their role and composition being left thereafter to. the -determination
of the national governments.

The West- European coalesence at the mihister{al 1eve1‘was paralleled at
the private level as well. "Inbearly December,"- reported Theodore H. whife,
then the head of a struggling wire-service»agency'in Paris, "meetings of the
major industrial cartels were AUietly held with represeﬁtatives of German

business. The fruit of these meetings was a setret memorandum by the cartels,
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delivered td each government, in which the Schuman Plan was denounced with
vague but ominous threat of political reprisals.”79 The document in question,-
entitled "Les Fédérations industrielles de 1'Europe de. 1'0uest et le Plan
Schuman," -first ‘circulated in early January 1951. It makes the customaryt
obeisances to the Schuman Plan Idea but warns that Monnet's "super-étatist“
Hesigns will cause economic stagnation, decrease proddction, a;d wreck chances
for economic integration. It also demands a larger role for industry in the
negotiations, as well as the creation of ‘a body wfth the power to override the
 High Authority, - insisting that the >1atter not be allowed to become
"...mistress of the management and destiny of enterprises falling under its
jurisdiction."80  This---the first 'significant agreement between Europe's
national pfoeucer associations since World wer_II--¥was“a giant step towards
Gerhany's return to international respectability. Thanks to Monnet,’ it
happened surprisingly early. In any case, the emergehee of this conseesus ef
businessmen greatly strengthened the hand of the Federal Repub]ie in deaTing
with the Franco-Americans. ' » -

'On 2 January 1951 the Germans tipped their hand. 1In a personal letter to
Monnet, Ha]fstein "recommendedh that the best way out of‘the impasse would be
for the Federal Repeb1ic to sign the coal-steel tfeaty without the propoSedi
articles _60‘ and ‘61, '1eavfng the settlement. of = the decohcentkation and -
decartelization issues up to the High Authority. A couple -of days later Robert'
Pferdmenges, a figure reputedly sympathetic to French concerns, bore the same
message-to'Leroy-Beau1ieu; the chief eConemic advisor to High Commissioner
Frangois-Poncet.82 Shortly thereafter Adenauer himself, inimitably bumbling
yet shrewd,'_broyght the proposal to Leroy-Beau]feu's attention. "The
: ChaneeT]or,"' noted his French interlocutor,- "appeafed to be oh]y vaguely

familiar with the problems raised by the decarte1ization question as well as
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its connection with the Schuman Plan," and seemed to think that while the
Frehch were worried mainly about the maintenance of coal-steel ties, only the‘
Americans,,keai1y :intended to e]iﬁinate the Deutsche Kohlen Verkauf, the
central coaf distribution agency.83. If'Adenauef was dropping a hint here that
the Germans were prepared to give in to the Aﬁéricans on the issue of
Coa]-stee] ties if al]owed to deal directly wjth»the French-On the matter of
coal distribution, Leroy-Beaulieu appears - not  to ‘have‘ caught' it.
Leroy-Béau1ieu did, however, worriedly note that in closing the discussion
~with a warning that German lpub]ic opinion was "undhimous]y behind the
preservation of DKV, the unions as well as the industria]istsf Adenéuer
' appeared to»bé in no mood to give in. .

Hallstein's. initiativé resulted ’frém a 12 December 1950 cabinet
endorsement of a‘ negotiating strategy developed \in the the Ministry of
Economics.  Although there was, Erhard said, no remaining doubt that the
Americans;gif a]]bwed to act on their own, would demand -the break up of the
DKV, he added-encoufaging]y that "...it wi]f be poséib]e to stretch out the

process of winding down the liquidation of the coal wholesa]ing agencies

(Koh]enverkaﬁfskontore)-to‘three to five years and to imagine that oVer such a.
~period‘ conditjbns and viewpoints will change significantly."84 In the
meantimé -he' expected 1astjng éoa] shortages that wou]d require continued
centralized a]]ocatioh through a DKV-like organization, as waS‘the‘case fn
France, Belgium, and elsewhere. Franto—American 1ntran§igénce on lLaw 27,
Erhard stressed, made it -all the more essentia]_that the Schuman Plan be put‘
into operation as'éoon:as pdssib}é. The treaty proposéT'was'sti11 far from

~ adequate and the word fairness (Gleichberechtigung), Erhard comp]ained,

almost never>spoken in Paris: it was bad enough that the proposed text did not

specify that the heavy industry pool -would supercede all Allied-imposed
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controls on coal and steél, worse still that¥it continued to include numerous-
discriminatory provisions. Yet Erhard thought that their elimination, though
" desirable, was not essential: German economic structures and méthods Were
similar to those in the rest of Westérn Europé, the non-French delegations in
Pa;is agregd on most essential points, and Monnet Tlacked support‘iﬁ France.>
There being good reason to be skepticg] of his power to discriminate against
- the Ruhr, He'conc1Uded, the best thing was to stay the course.

The confidence of Ruhr industry was swe11ing as well. On 3 November Soh]n
wrote his- colleague Lehr, who had been recently named ,Ministe} of the
iﬁterior,'that it was now time to demand "equality of treatment;“'éh end to
controls and discrimination, and permission‘to build a continuous wide-stfip.
rb]]ing mill as conditiohs_ for entering the coal-steel pool. On the
twenty-fourth of the monfh"Soh]r informed him ﬁhat on behalf of a ‘tight‘
coa1itionvconsisting of the steel 1ndustry, its trusteeéhip organization, and
the uhion he was ready to exert pressure on the -Federal Government td give
priority to the constfuction of a‘“suber-mi11“ for ATH.86 On the thirtieth he

“won Bonn's po]itica1-ahd financiaf support for _the acquisition of one éﬁch
plant, which had originally been built in the United States for a Czech buyer
but since had been first embargoed, Fhéh purchased for re-sale by a large
French -trading company . Sohl was optimistic fhgt “American and British
objections could now be overcome merely by promisiﬁg\to eprrt its scaréé
product to the UK. 82 By the end of January 1951 he was planning to enter
discussions concerning the acquisition of the Czech mill wjth understandably
‘_Upset representatives of French steel, who had up to then reckoned with an
absence of German exﬁoft competition in the critical growing market for
flat-rolled products until 1956.88

‘Monnet's strategy in response to this apparently ineluctable shift of
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odds in Germany's favor was anything but simple. ,,Firsf, he attacked,
threatening to wreck the Paris negotiations by résigning unless the German
proposal to drop Articles 60 and 61 from the treaty»was immediately buried.
Fdreign' Minister Schuman received a letter to this effect on 22 January
1951.89 A week Tater Hallstein received a "personé] note" containing the same
fhreat,_but adding an amazing stipulation: it was not enough fbr the Germansl’-
themée]ves }to adopt_ the French proposal for the decakte1izati6n and
deconcentratf0n~bkovisions; they mdsf a1sd rally the other delegations around
it.90 The success of the Schuman P1an; in other words, was to hinge on the
- German enlistment of Belgian, Dutch, Luxembourgeoise, and Italian support for
French policy directed against the Ruhr! |

At the same time, Monnet tried to cover his rear by working out a deal
with. the DKV. In his remarks to Leroy-Beaulieu on 17 January.1951 Adenauer
had alluded to‘Germdnrawareness of a fundamental ?ranco-American difference of
opinion over dgcartefization and deconcentration. It -ithed existed.
Deconcéntration héd little meaning in the land of US Steel, Géneral Motors and
Du Pont, but restraint of trade through interference with the Taws of supply
and demand did. The main concern of US policy was ﬁejther to reduce the size
of production' units nor to cut the coa]—steel‘ tie but to destroy the
particular organization through which; it was be]iéved, they could exercise
coordinated control over the marketplace. This:- was the Deutsche Kohlen
Verkauf (DKV). For their part, the French wanted to appropriate é portidn of
the Ruhr coal éupp]y; cared not a whit aboﬁt whether cartels were inherently
good or evil, and feared that the exercise of control over mine output would
be impqssib]e if, as the American§ desired, the central coal allocation agency
wefe taken apaft. Among Freﬁchmen, only Monnet supported the Americah

position, all the while complaining bitterly not only that the Lorraine steel
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industry was undercutting him from behind-the‘scenes but that French officials
gave him no better than Tukewarm support.91 "On 20 January Monnet met with the
DKV‘é Ernst Russel, the foreign trade representative of the old Ruhr.cqa1
carte],rin>én attempt to get a German supply commitment to the Eastern Frénch
mills "on the basisrof a favorable terms of reference."92 On 14 February such
aﬁ agfeement was privately arrived at, assuring Monnet of an adequate coal'
supply énd/the Gérmans that, at least for the time being, the DKV,machfnery
'ﬁou]d not be disassembled.93

The Americans were responsib]e for eXecuting Mbnnet's main thrust against
the. Ruhr, and McCloy delivered it personally on 2 March in the  form of_an'
ultimatum to Adenauef. He began with a-scolding reminder that the Féderal
Rgpub]ic's‘fai]ure to present an adequatevdeégrtelizdtion schedule had delayed
the conclusion of -the Schuman P]anltreaty for over two months, leaving no )
doubt that to his mind  Ruhr industry, whiéh had allied ‘with cartelists
throughout Eukope apd séduced thé German unions, was the real cﬁ]prit. In
order to save the Schuman Plan, McCloy pressed on, the United States and
France had decided to impose their own decarte1izatioﬁ’scheme on the Ruhr,
“implying ‘that it was in the best interests >of the Federal Government to
endorse this lest its authority‘be weakenedAby‘the direct 1nterventioh'of the
otéupation pbwer$.94 On 4 March McC]oy’dictateq terms to fhe Bundeskanzler:
the Deutsche Kohlen Verkauf was to be téken aparf by 1 October 1952;
twenty-four new steel companies-Were to be formed; and the coé]-stee] tie‘was‘
to be limited to ‘eleven companies?_ none of - which could contro]j éver
three-quarters of their own fuel supply. On 14.Mérch 1951 Adenauer forma]]y
accepted these terms.95 A month later, oﬁ 15‘Apr11, the represehﬁatiVes of
| France, Germany, Belgium, the Nether1ands,-Luxemboqu, and Italy initialed the

Treaty of, Paris creating a European Coa1 and Steel Cdmmunity among whose
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pkimary “tasks was to be the  implemention and enforcemenf of the

decartelization and deconcentration measures ordered by the Allied High

Commission under Law 27.

v
Monnet had not finally won his battle against the Ruhr but lost it. For
another two years---until the opening of the common markets in coal and»»
steel---the French control boards, their activfties secretly directed by

Monnet from the Rue de Marignac, wéged a bitter struggle to enforce Law 27 on -

. the terms agreed to by Adenauer. As President of the High Authority, Monnet

cohtinued the campaign;.this timeiopen1y if indirectly under treaty -articles

65 and 66 (60 and 61 in draft). But when Monnet for still -mysterious reasons

resigned as the head of theicoa1—stee1 community ithecember 1953, he had next -

to nothing to show for the months and months of strenuous EXertion.’ It wés
not hére]y that the old cartels and trusts were obviously being recbnstjtuted:
the Ruhr itself had been restored as the center of industrial power in
Germany, and the Federal Republic, not France;:had.becdme the new ecénomic
axis of‘Westefﬁ Europe.. » » .

The Ffench bid failed partly because the Americans were not prebared‘to
let decartelization ana deconbentration jeopardize Gekman‘remérmament;.in the
same month that MéC]oy force-fed Adenauer the terms of sétt]ement under Law 27
he directed Ruhr'coa1 and steei_to administer a schemé of import and expdrt
controls in the name of European security, thus providing an fndefinite sfay
of‘execution for the industry-run regulatory machinery. The United States was
also commited to restdring Ruhr industry to private ownekship, and so Tong as

the principle of restitution was respected only a thin paper uwa11 of

_occupation ‘ordinances could hinder a re-grouping of traditional interests.
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With the .contractual accords of May 1952, which reduced the powers of the High

Commissioners to insignificance, these disappeared.

Asﬂ for the French, their determination to dismembér the great German-
heavy industry complex a]sb became 1n¢reasihg1y questionable. For fear of
interrupfihg, the .coa1 sdpp]y, it “took months for them to agree upon a
satisfactohy plan fbr the breakup of-DKV. As for enforcfng it;'as we]T as the
other pfovisiqns-of‘the aﬁti-concéntration policy, the French deiegates on the
coal and steei- control boards, Qho err a period of months administered

countless tongue-lashings to the still outwardly submissive Germans, ~both

-appear to have acted without the 1inner conviction that is a . necessary

1ngredfent of succeés in unpleasant confrontations. Upon taking office the

coal delegate, Parisdt, actually filed a note to thé effect that his mission

~ was foredoomed to fai]ure;~for which Monnet rebuked him sharply.96" His steel

Counterpart;Q'BUreau, though e]oqdent in denouncing . unfair German trade

practices, would Tater répresent the ~ maitres de forge at international

producer gatherings. |

But Mohngt's bid failed mainly becausé the reaction against it bolstered
the 'position of German heavy‘ fndustry {n ‘ways which, ‘though sometimés
hhpredictable, were on the whole so beneficial not only for the Ruhr but for
the’Federai Republic and even Europe that all but the most fanatical critics

of the coa]-sfeei'comp1ex outside of the East Bloc were gradually disarmed.

Monnet may not have founded that. neo-corporatist pattern of economic and

social relationships known as "Germany, Inc."--- to which much of the credit

for the Wirtschaftswunder is due--- but he did make an important indirect

~contribution to its success. The continued threat of decartelization fused

German management and labor into a strong, single line of defense against

attacks -on jobs, plant, the unified energy grid, and the traditional marketing
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machinery. In so doing Monnet contributed immeasurably to the success of

-co-determination, which his policies  had promoted but German industry had

granted so grudgingly. rThe French seige had a second even more extraordinary
consequence: it - generated spontaneous support for coal and steel throughout
the German business community, much of wh1ch---whether in the Third Re1ch

Weimar, or the Qld Emp1re--—had bridled under heavy 1ndustry dom1nat1on.k The

eloquent expreSSidn of . this was the investment aid  law

’ (Investitionéhi1fegesetz), which was conceived in early 1951 by the president

~of . the Bundesverbend der deutschen Industrie, Fritz Berg, with a view to

overcoming the effects of past underinvestment and fdiscriminatién" to which
heavy industry had fallen victim.97 This measure carriedga messaget Germans
were no more willing to éacritice their coal and ~stee] or entrust their
industriel_ fortunes to> a foreign power than were the French. Yet the
investment aid law---the Federal Repub]ic's*answer to the Monnet Plan---did
not. delay the preCess of Germany's return to international reSpeetabiTity.

On the private as well as the pub]ic plane, Monnet's anti-cartel campaign

- furthered the process of‘"norma1izing" Germany‘stforeign'relations that was

begnn by the Schuman Plan announcement. Nhere Deeember 1956 witnessed the
first Jjoint reaction of Freneh ‘and German producek associations against
Monnet's methods, 1951 would bring the }eappearance of international set]ing
syndicated' for specialized steel products, 1952 the undertaking ot joint
producer‘efforts'to work out proposals for the organizational structure of the
High Authority, 1953 the conc]usiqn of an agreement to form an internationa]
Export Cartel and, mone important yet, the organization of a body called
merely "The Club" where producers frbm the Six ironed out pricing problems in
preparation for- the p]anned opening of the common'market in stee],v In October

1954 the French Patronat and the German BDI would conclude pact of friendship
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every bit as,comprehensive as the one ohce sought by the economic appeasers of
the late 1930's.98 |

At the ministerial level a similar trend towards closer cooperation was -
at work. The unofficial German-led bloc of non-French delegations which

formed during thevParis sessions was re-formed at the beginning of 1952, when

Vthanks to the ratification of the coal-steel treaty by the French Assembly the

previous December, it was once again possible for the bureaucrats to act free
of par]iamehtary interference. Meeting over the first-half of 1952 under the
auspices of a so-ca11ed Interim Committee convoked by the Germans withoat
Monnet's ,knowledge ‘these eivil servants orgaaized the admihistkativer
structures of the High Authority in such a way as to banish for all time the»
purported evils of dirigisme. The Interim Committee, ndt Monnet, is the true:
father of. the Luxemburg Eurocracy. Among its main features was a
decartelization .branch which, though empowered to conduct‘1nvestigations—--a

task pursued zealously by its young.chief, Richard Hamburger, until his tkagic ‘

~ death in an automobile accident---could not act. The real centers of power in

the coal-steel pool were the national governments, whose representatives sat
in the Council bf‘Minister, and heavy industry, which dominated the Advisory
Committee.99 As President of the High Authority Monnet could act decisively
only outside the framework of the Paris Treaty,'his-most impdrtant personal
accomplishment having been to secure an American loan on extremely favorab]e
terms which, being too large for the investment needs of the coal-steel pool,
turned the ECSC into an important international 1ender; ‘ » |

Yet Monnet's work was >hard1y a failure. Monnet, and Monnet alone,

deserves credit for the remarkable coup d'imagination known as .the Schuman

P1an and he, and he alone, had sufficient international stature to push

through its realization. If the European Coal and Steel community itself was
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a disappointment, the unintended benefits that grew out of the negotiations
surrounding it could probably not have been achieved in any othér way. A Ruhy -
restoration did of course take place, but one imbedded in a new context of

public cohtro] and social responsibility which, if:far from perfect, was a

substantial improvement over prewar conditions. This new institutional

arrangement, and the individuals who <created it, inspired a degree of

confidence which, aided by other favorable conditions, set the stage for the
adoption of considerably more far-reaching measures of European economic

integration. Former members of the Interim Committee would soon regather to

" launch the discussions which- eventually culminated in the creation of the

European Economic Community. In the space of astonishinglyvfew yeérs; the néw

organization would complete the work " started by the Schuman Plan: reintegrate

Germany into Eufope while realigning Europé around Germany, a process which,
in spite of countless frustrating delays, deserves gfeat credit for having

brought the peace.énd prosperity of the past generation in Europe.
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