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In this lecture I want to take a further look at the foreign policy problems of the 

enlarged European Community: I shall be concerned mainly with Europe’s relations 

with Asia and with the Soviet bloc. In Asia, the most urgent problem for the 

Community is probably Japan. The Japanese are, with the Americans, the only 

advanced industrial nation in the non-Communist world which is not in the enlarged 

Community. Being more dependent on foreign trade than the United States, Japan is 

likely to feel the element of discrimination, which is built into the Community system, 

even more keenly. Being less important as a market for Europe, being much less 

significant as a financial power, and, finally, having no military relationship with 

Europe, its bargaining position is much weaker than that of the Americans. Indeed, so 

far it has been the Americans who have been chiefly instrumental in reminding 

Europe that it has some obligations towards Japan. The European Community’s 

illusion of living in a private world of its own, while the international system was 

something which others, notably the Americans, were supposed to look after, was 

especially marked in its attitude towards the Japanese. Of late, the Americans have 

been telling the Europeans more and more insistently that Japan—and by that they 

mean Japanese export trade—is another burden that they will no longer carry alone. 

The Community, they insist, must recognise that it has a duty to make its contribution.  

 

Part of the trouble has been that the nature of Europe’s obligation in this matter has 

been obscured by Japan’s membership of the American system of alliances. Western 

Europe is also part of that system, but that does not of itself create a working 

relationship between the two. The Americans have adopted towards the Japanese very 

much of a tutelary role, and the Europeans have been more than content to let it be so. 

The Community has obligations to Japan as a highly efficient fellow member of the 

international trading system. It cannot opt out of these without risking a great deal 

more than the loss of Japanese economic good will; what is important is its capacity, 

derived from its extraordinary productive potential, to choose freely among a number 

of options, of which the military is only one. To put the matter in stark terms, it is in 

Western Europe’s interest just as much as the United States’ that Japan should not feel 

isolated, and so much at variance with the other centres of power in the international 

system that it is seriously tempted to discard the Western alliance and build its own 

nuclear weapons.  

 

Short of nuclear weapons, there are the dangers of Japanese reactions to a breakup of 

the world-wide economic and financial system. If it became apparent that the system 

was being fragmented into a number of more or less autonomous blocs of countries—

a West European bloc, a United States dollar blot, each with its own collection of 

satellites, plus the existing Soviet bloc—then the Japanese could hardly refrain from 

trying to establish a comparable organisation of their own, based in Asia and possibly 

with offshoots in Africa. It is very doubtful whether we would be happier with a Japan 
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which felt that it had been driven into a corner, and needed to mobilise all its 

resources, political as well as economic, in order to organise its survival against the 

hostility of the Western world.  

 

Yet it has to be recognised that the European Community faces at the present stage 

certain special problems in managing its external economic relations with a major 

industrial power like Japan. Simply belonging to the European Community represents 

an implicit commitment on the part of the member states to accept a more rapid and 

radical change in their social and economic environment than before. They know that 

giving free play to the movement of goods, people and money within the group makes 

it inevitable that there will be major alterations in the social landscape of Europe ten 

or twenty years hence. That is why the more vulnerable countries are so anxious to 

build in safeguards and insurances which will make the actual process of change less 

painful, and which, more significantly, make it clear from the start that the costs of 

adjustment to the accelerated pace of change are to be treated as a collective burden to 

be borne by the Community as a whole. In this situation the Japanese industrial 

phenomenon looks like a further demand for even more rapid change and adjustment, 

with far fewer safeguards.  

 

It is no use arguing that having already accepted a much accelerated rate of change —

reflecting, in effect, Europe’s decision to make a positive and collective response to 

the second industrial revolution—the Europeans should not baulk at this additional 

demand for industrial adaptation. For the fact is that what I have called the 

‘Community method’ is a particular style of adaptation. It is a style that can only be 

practised effectively by a group of nations at a very similar level of economic 

development, with common social and political objectives, and a ready means of 

understanding each other and coping with national variations. It seems to me that 

some of the arguments which suggested that the United States was a very doubtful 

practitioner of the ‘Community method’ apply with even greater force to Japan. True, 

the Japanese feel altogether more exposed and vulnerable than the United States. But 

there is one condition which it would be especially difficult for Japan to fulfil: that is, 

to establish a society which is in practice as permeable to outside pressures and 

influences as the Western European countries are today. And there are quite 

exceptional problems of adaptation that will have to be faced by the Japanese, 

working in the context of a highly traditionalist society—especially so in regard to the 

structure of authority—and of a fantastic pace of economic advance which causes 

changes in the conditions of living that are normally spread over a generation to be 

squeezed into less than a decade.  

 

 

National Identity  
What I am arguing is that these factors, as well as others like the keen Japanese sense 

of separate national identity, make it extremely difficult to contemplate those wide-

ranging bargains on domestic affairs, involving common solutions to common social 

and economic problems, which are the characteristic stuff of the European 

Community. One alternative is the method used by the Americans to deal with the 

difficulties caused by excessive Japanese competitive power in certain industrial 

sectors. They concede the general principle of most-favoured-nation treatment for all 

Japanese goods, give them a free run of the market on equal terms with other 

countries—but then blackmail the Japanese into imposing ‘voluntary’ export 
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restrictions on their own exports of products like textiles and steel, in an effort to limit 

the damage done to particular American industries. This seems to be a way of 

maximising the resentment on both sides. What is lacking is any principle of 

reciprocity, leading to a fair exchange of benefits as well as of restrictions. Japan, too, 

has social and political problems which are aggravated by the pressures coming from 

its trading partners. Where the European Community might make a distinctive 

contribution would be in approaching these matters as joint problems, to be tackled 

jointly. It will not be easy, but a start has to be made somewhere in treating Japan’s 

domestic economic problems as matters of normal international concern.  

 

Next I want to turn to a quite different aspect of the European Community’s relations 

with Asia: that which concerns the poor, underdeveloped majority of that continent, 

rather than the exceptional thrusting minority of the relatively rich on the islands of 

Japan. This aspect of European policy has been given a curious archaic twist because 

of the particular time and incidental circumstances of the signing of the Treaty of 

Rome. One has to remember that at that time, in the late Fifties, France was in the 

final stages of its last colonial war, in Algeria; that the other Mediterranean countries 

which France had ruled were still regarded as permanent client states of the French; 

and that in black Africa the French were determined to hang onto everything they had. 

Belgium, too, was obsessed by its interests in the Congo, and even the Italians saw 

themselves with a special role of some significance in Somalia. Fifteen years later the 

theory and the procedures of the European Community are still influenced by those 

out-of-date notions—in particular, by the idea of Eurafrica, and of the Mediterranean 

as a European lake, in which neither the United States nor Russia has any business to 

be in the long run. If one thinks of a British parallel, it is as if our policies towards the 

Third World were still guided by the objectives of the Fifties, when much of Africa 

was still ruled from Whitehall, and when it was thought to be absolutely vital that 

Britain should maintain its colonial position in the military bases of Singapore, Aden 

and Cyprus.  

 

The result of the Community’s geographical obsession with the area to the south of it 

has been that the interests of the Asians, and most particularly of the Indian sub-

continent, have hardly figured at all in its policies towards the underdeveloped world. 

However, in the meanwhile, within the Community itself there has been a gradual 

shift in the balance of economic power —a shift from south to north, reflected in the 

economic ascendancy of Germany— which has had its counterpart in the actual 

distribution of European aid. The Germans give more economic aid to India than to 

any other nation; so does Britain. With the entry of the three new North European 

members of the Community it is a safe bet that the reorientation of the Community 

away from the development of a southern satellite region will continue. One has to 

remember that it was at one stage very much an open question whether the 

Community would become a Mediterranean centred group, as France desired, with 

some northern appendages—or whether, as has now happened, its centre of gravity 

would shift decisively northwards. General de Gaulle never concealed his preference 

for Spain over Britain as a potential partner in the Community.  

 

It is not only the original geographical choice made by the Community but also the 

institutional form of its policies towards underdeveloped countries which have caused 

a certain distortion. It has negotiated a series of so-called ‘association agreements’, by 

which a number of countries are able to claim privileges in trade, and also sometimes 
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in aid, as Associated States of the Community. The very language reflects the 

underlying notion of a relatively weak client state being granted certain privileges 

derived from a special historical relationship with a more powerful metropolitan 

centre. It was intended for the comparatively underdeveloped countries of Southern 

Europe and the Mediterranean, and for former colonies in Africa. When the British 

presented the case of their former possessions in the Indian sub-continent, no one 

even contemplated offering them an ‘association agreement’. So, because the 

Community as such seemed to have nothing much else to offer, the Indian Ocean got 

left out. And that has had the further consequence, which has been bad for the 

political development of the Community itself, that the big issues of policy towards 

the Third World have had to be tackled by member countries individually, and not as 

a common endeavour.  

 

Perhaps the arrival of Britain really will make a difference in this case. Certainly it is 

the hope of some important officials in Brussels who think that reform is overdue that 

British membership will widen the horizons of the Community development policy. 

At present there is still the traditional concern with an exchange of trading privileges 

which is the basis of the ‘association agreements’: the underdeveloped country 

concerned is given access on favourable terms to the market of the Community for 

certain of its products, and in return it is expected to grant some preferential treatment 

for the products of the Community. (The exception to this rule is the limited ‘general 

preference’ for exports from all the underdeveloped countries, which has now been 

conceded in principle by all the industrial nations.) In practice, the results of these 

preferential arrangements are extremely provocative ‘to those, like the United States, 

who are discriminated against; and the total value of the additional trade thus gained 

by the Community is not really big enough to be worth struggling for.  

 

I suspect, however, that the whole business is really the confused expression of a 

general principle that has somehow become embedded in the Community’s conduct 

of its international relations. It starts by wanting to have an active international policy 

in the traditional sense. But if its favours to particular nations are not to be distributed 

on the basis of some reciprocity, reflecting a set of continuing relationships between 

the partners to the act, then it is hard to find a basis for choosing to cultivate any one 

country rather than another. It would follow that the Community would have to 

distribute its assistance to developing countries, whether in the form of financial aid 

or commercial favours, on the basis of a general rule applicable to all comers. It 

would not be able to discriminate.  

 

My own view is that this is precisely the kind of approach which is appropriate for the 

European Community of the Seventies. It will not, however, be able to adopt it unless 

it discards some of the underlying political assumptions which continue to provide the 

ideological framework for its policies. Chief of these is the notion, which powerfully 

influenced the origins of the European Community, that it would conduct its external 

relations as if it were a kind of super-state in embryo, building up friendships with 

certain selected countries and not with others. Given that this was the theory, it was 

entirely logical that the Community should construct a network of preferential trade 

agreements, which now cause so much anger in the United States and elsewhere. It 

would in fact require a broader spiritual adjustment if the Community were to rid 

itself entirely of its geographical inhibitions. It is, after all, located in Europe and is 

designed to serve Europeans. Characteristically, as soon as it became clear in early 



 5 

1972 that Britain was joining the Community without the other members of EFTA, 

Brussels set about creating a new European free trade area to look after the interests 

of Britain’s previous EFTA partners that were left outside.  

 

This has now been formed. France then promptly proposed that another free trade area 

should be set up with the large group of countries in the Mediterranean area, some 

European and some not, which had made special agreements with the Community. It 

seemed to have a certain logic, and here one was, back again with the old French 

vision of a Mediterranean centre of gravity—the Latins to balance the northern 

intruders—and ultimately of a union of Eurafrica. The honest answer to the French on 

this matter is that the EF’TA countries of the north and centre of Europe which are 

outside the Community—Sweden, Norway, Finland, Switzerland and Austria— are a 

different case: they are all advanced industrial societies with high living standards, 

developed social welfare systems and liberal arrangements governing the relationship 

between the state and its citizens. The Community can readily arrive at common 

decisions with them on the basis of common assumptions covering a wide range of 

social and economic policy. Portugal, the one South European member of EFTA, is a 

different case: but then it was always treated as different and special inside EFTA too.  

 

I believe that it would help the Community to be more effective if it recognised 

openly that it is a rich man’s club: European, because the experience of growing up in 

Europe has contributed so much to the similarity of the social and economic problems 

of this group of affluent societies. Acknowledging the material advantage on which 

the Community is founded would not be a reason for being less generous in its 

dealings with poorer countries: rather the contrary. The formulation of a common 

development policy towards the Third World, as I shall try to show in a later lecture, 

offers an especially promising field for the further progress of European integration. It 

is a field in which the conventional assumptions of Western nation states about old-

style power relationships based on gifts and favours urgently need to be discarded. 

The Community—which is the purest expression in the international system of what 

François Duchene has called ‘civilian power’, as opposed to traditional 

military/political power—is exceptionally well-placed to demonstrate how to do it.  

 

 

Eastern Europe  
The third area which I want to ‘discuss, in this abbreviated survey of the 

Community’s external relations, is Eastern Europe. Here the Community has so far 

been hampered by the relentless hostility of the Soviet Union. The Russians have 

continued to see the European Community as an instrument of the Cold War: a 

device, like Nato, invented by the Americans to mobilise the West European nations 

in a united front against them. They also dislike it for the more practical reason that 

they prefer dealing with Western nations singly, and if possible in competition with 

one another, rather than collectively. But now that the members of the European 

Community are committed to act as a group with a single voice in conducting their 

commercial relations with the rest of the world, the old style of bilateral trade 

agreement, which the Russians have used to conduct their economic relations with the 

individual countries of Western Europe for the past forty or fifty years, will no longer 

he feasible.  
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Paradoxically, some of the East European Communist countries fear this development 

precisely because they think that it may well have the effect of strengthening the 

Russian grip on the management of their relations with the West. Apart from the 

political implications, there is the fundamental economic fact that the Russians simply 

are not international traders. Importing and exporting for them are very marginal 

activities: their foreign trade absorbs at most 2 to 3 per cent of their national product. 

Compare this with a country like Hungary, where foreign trade accounts for more 

than a third. The Hungarians know that if they are to survive they have to persuade -

foreigners to buy a very large part of the things that they produce; and, if they are to 

progress, they must make sure that the amount that they manage to sell abroad 

increases substantially each year. Hungary is the extreme case, but the other 

industrialised countries of Eastern Europe—Czechoslovakia, East Germany and 

Poland—share this anxiety about foreign markets. This is not a small matter in 

determining the style of a nation. The Russian leaders know, or believe they know, 

that in the last resort they would be able to fall back on the resources of their own 

country, and survive even if other nations refused to do business with them. The 

Hungarians and the others know that they are condemned to be active members of the 

international economic system.  

 

Moreover, they are convinced that if they are to succeed as international traders, 

increasing their exports from year to year, they must be able to sell sophisticated 

industrial products of the most advanced design. They are therefore determined not  

only to maintain close scientific contacts with the West, but also more and more to 

involve Western enterprise and capital in their own industrial ventures. The East 

Europeans want partners in the West, because they believe that selling without the 

backing of a close and continuing economic relationship is unlikely to be successful. 

So there is an element of paradox here. They want to run their own exclusive national 

plans, but they want to build foreign enterprise closely into the process of production. 

They can only do that, of course, if the plans of the capitalist foreigner and those of 

the East European government fit together. It may not yet have struck the planners on 

the other side, but the logic of the ‘industrial co-operation agreement’, the favourite 

device for bringing Western enterprise into East European trade, leads to some degree 

of joint decision-making about East European production and economic policy.  

 

The more successful and widespread the joint enterprises are, the more significant this 

factor becomes. Again, for the Russians the issue is marginal. But for the smaller East 

European countries which depend much more on foreign trade and on imported 

technology, the repercussions of successful business collaboration with firms in the 

West could be considerable. Add to this an important development in industrial 

management which has begun to appear in a number of East European countries. 

Hungary will again serve as an illustration, because it has led in the effort to get away 

from the centralisation of management decisions and to make more use of the 

independent initiative of managers of individual enterprises. They are being 

encouraged to go out and sell, to run their state-owned enterprises as if they were 

profit-making businesses, and they have been given more freedom to make direct 

business arrangements with firms in the West. This has not yet got very far, but the 

principle itself has some significance. It relates to the development of what I referred 

to in an earlier lecture as ‘transnational relationships’: that is, arrangements between 

organisations and groups located in different countries which bypass the central 

government. I suggested that the proliferation and variety of these relationships and 
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their increased influence on the way that society is run have provided the 

characteristic economic and social environment for the emergence of the European 

Community. I also argued that the ‘Community method’ could not work, indeed 

would be irrelevant, unless a substructure of such relationships, decentralised and 

transcending national frontiers, already existed. Now it is clear that if the East 

European reformers of the decentralising school are successful in the sphere of 

foreign commerce and investment, they will find that they, too, are involved more and 

more in precisely such trans-national relations.  

 

 

Cultural Influences  
There is no doubt that the Russians will be sensitive, among other things, to the 

extraordinary pull that is still exercised by West European culture on these East 

European countries. After all, the Community contains three nations which have in 

different ways exerted immensely powerful influences on the minds and attitudes of 

the modern East European intelligentsia. They are France, Germany and Britain— 

and they continue to exert an extraordinary spiritual magnetism. This is likely to add 

to the other strains between Russia and the smaller industrialised members of the 

Soviet bloc. If there is some real scope for a Community foreign policy aiming at 

more autonomy for the East European nations in their dealings with the West, it can 

only be because in the end the USSR will be deterred from taking the extreme 

measures which would be necessary in order to maintain strict control over the 

management of every phase of the life of these countries. The Soviet Government 

may, of course, decide in the end that it is worth re-establishing the regional tyranny 

of Eastern Europe which existed in the early Fifties. In that case, the Community’s 

‘civilian, power’ will be worthless. But there is at least a fair chance that the 

Community may be given an opportunity to demonstrate what an enlightened foreign 

economic policy, skilfully pursued, can do to make the division between the two parts 

of Europe progressively less complete and less painful.  

 

I must, however, conclude this exploration of the international relationships of the 

enlarged Community on a note of deeper questioning. What will be the long- term 

effect on the attitudes of Western Europe itself of the frictions and pressures that are 

likely to come upon it in the Seventies and Eighties: the replacement of America’s 

active support by a kind of demanding distrust, the suspicion and probable rivalry of 

Japan, the continued hostility of the Soviet Union even after it has reluctantly 

conceded formal recognition? More important, the West Europeans will be living in a 

world in which the big decisions setting the essential military and strategic framework 

of international relations look like being made in agreement by the two established 

super-powers, Russia and America, with less participation on the part of America’s 

European allies of today. Europe may become a more anxious place, less secure in its 

assumptions about the international order, in which its room for manoeuvre will have 

been reduced, and in consequence probably more aggressive in asserting what it 

recognises as its own separate interests. It may even be driven more rapidly into 

political cohesion by the sense of an unfriendly international environment in which its 

needs will not be readily accorded a high priority. The world of more compact 

regional blocs which seems to be opening up may not be a comfortable place to live 

in. I have concentrated in this lecture on Europe’s opportunities, but the big issue may 

turn out to be how to avoid the mood of ‘Fortress Europe’.  

 


