
decisive bend in the direction of more encom- 
passing human communities. hlodem technology 
which has created the possibility of world destruc- 
tion, is also laying the foundation for a world civil- 
ization and creating the possibility of a world com- 
munity of man. If accomplished, it would be in a 
sense the realization of a Christian vision. 
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One of the awakening exTeriences for people 
ivorking in foreign affairs is the discovery that cer- 
tain foreign policy problems are insoluble. I dis- 
covered this fifteen years ago on the German Desk 
during the Berlin blockade. A soluble problem is 
one which is amenable to reason, to reasonable 
seltlement, perhaps by mutual agreement, or by 
unilateral action which removes the problem, with 
the interests of the contending parties properly re- 
spected. There are many soluble problems in for- 
eign &airs, but there are also insoluble ones- 
history is the birthplace and graveyard of them. 
An insoluble problem is one in which reason is 
unable to bridge clashes of interest, where inter- 
ests are so irreconcilable that no device of compro- 
mise or adjustment is conceivable. The Berlin and 

German problem is at present one example of an 
insoluble problem. 

Now problems do not remain insoluble forever. 
Time and change are healers, and they may remove 
insoluble problems or make them soluble. For one 
thing, national interests may change as can the ap- 
praisal of a particular position. If the Soviets ever 
became convinced that their hold on East Germany 
was contrary to their national security interest and 
a liability to them, the German problem would be- 
come read$ soluble. I t  does not now seem likely 
that this change will soon occur. 

If the problems in foreign affairs are insoluble, 
how shall we proceed? IVe have first to learn to 
live with the problems. We have to accept the 
shortcomings of reason and accept the unrenson- 
able structure of the historic process. \Ve have also 
to keep Qing to solve the problems and to widen 
the area \vhere reasonable settlement prevails, and 
\ve have to seek to maintain both moral principle 
and national interest in this effort. If at the same 
time as we seek to maintain national interest, we 
are able to serve as well the interests of the larger 
communi9 of man, we w d l  be doing almost a super- 
human job, and perhaps even a Christian work. 

WESTERN INTERESTS AND THE NEW EUROPE 
Can Our Assumptions about Europe's Future  Stand Close Scrutiny? 

Lionel Gelber 

There is need for a fresh look at some basic 
European policies which most of the \Vestem Ponv- 
ers have, until recently, agreed on. hfost utterances 
by Western statesmen, most comments in print and 
on the air have assumed, for instance, that the 
reunification of Germany and British entry into 
the Common hlarket would further the interests of 
the West. On these two focal issues the attentive 
public has, in general, heard only one side of the 
case. The principal reason is obvious. Dissent ob- 
tains fewer outlets when opinion media and policy- 
makers see eye to eye. 

The cold war has done much to determine the 
poshvar world. But it is not cold war exigencies 
alone that have been reshaping Western Europe 
itself. There has been a genuine belief in tlie value 

JIr. Gelber'a most recent book is .dnzcrica In 
Britain's Place. He is a former special assistant to 
the Prime Minister of Canada. 
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of a more formalized unity behveen the Atlantic 
peoples, and in the more formalized unity of their 
European sector as a preliminary stage. But what 
if an integrated Europe actually made the IVest 
less cohesive? This was a possibility that few were 
willing at first to face, 

Specific incongruities could, as a matter of fact, 
be detected throughout. A political union will, for 
esample, have to be organized before \Vestern Eu- 
rope can get the most out of the Common hfarket. 
Such a union will register a welcome advance if 
i t  does not split the \Vest as a whole. Such a split, 
it has been argued, can be forestalled by the entry 
of Britain's into any European union. Yet what if 
i t  is better for the free world-and not just for 
Europe alone-that a separate role for Britain be 
perpetuated? 

It has been bard to raise that question or to 
elicit from mentors of the thinking public any ac- 
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h o w l e d p e n t  that it exists. No less ignored has 
been a direct conflict that lurks behveen projects 
for the unifkation of Il'estem Europe and schemes 
for tlie reunification of the former German Reich. 
The reunion of the two Germanies might heal one 
sort of rift; it may, simultaneously, create others 
more serious, It has been widely assumed that both 
the reunification of Germany and the admission of 
Britain into the Common hlarket are desirable. I t  
sliould not be assumed. 

In tlic problem of German reunification there 
is a paradox. It xvould be a disaster for the l17est 
i f  this goal \vere achieved under a Soviet mantle; 
but the Ii'est \vould lose, not gain, if it managed 
to reunite the two Germanies under its own aus- 
pices. The Soiiet Union keeps East Germany tight 
in its clutcl~cs; hloscow can therefore rule out any 
reunification behceen the tmvo Germanies until the 
Bonn Republic is, if not Communized, at least dis- 
posed to scvcr its ties ~ i t h  the \Vest-until an all- 
Gemmnn Reich can, as a minimum, be neutralized. 
The \\?est has been courting Bonn in order to head 
off so drastic a shift in the ponyer balance. But 
the Kremlin, \vliilc eager to det:ich the Bonn Re- 
public from the \Vest, may well wonder whether 
it  should encourage the reappearance of another 
strong German Reicli on any grounds. 

No other elrent could so dishearten Soviet cap- 
t ive states, or the Russian people themseh~es-re- 
currcnt \Gctims of that German power which has 
been even cruclcr to\vards others than the power 
of Russia. In the Orient, Russia now has to cope 
nidi the Chinese tllreat. The advent of a strength- 
cncd, reunified Gemiany on her European frontiers 
\vould sliarpen anxieties when, on her Asian fron- 
tiers, she is trying to keep her o t n  Chinese ally at 

\\'lint these various considerations might suggest 
is 110\v the vexed German issue may yet be han- 
dled. ll'e are not obliged to rescue the Soviet Union 
Iron1 die corner into ivhich it has been pinned by 
the countervailing strategy of the IVest. Yet no 
rapprocliement betuTeen ri\.al camps, no settlement 
behvccn Russia and tlie \Yest, will be worth much 
if either camp feels less secure than before. Only 
tlirougli the German statirs quo can an existing 
equilibriuni-attained at so p a v e  a risk and sup- 
plying one foundation for a dc'tcntc-be preserved. 
I n  i t ,  in n structure of ponw that rests upon it, 
botli ciinips I i a i ~  ;I deep, if unadmitted, interest. 

hlodifications of tliat statirs qrro xvould be ad- 
\.isilblc. One that a1lon.s for a land corridor behveen 

bay. 

the BOM Republic and the beleaguered city of 
Berlin should have been insisted upon when zonal 
occupation borders were f is t  negotiated by the war- 
time High Command. A bargain will now have to 
be struck. Soon or late, the division of Germany, 
i f  the cold war is to be safely dissipated, w i l l  have 
to be accepted. 

But what if the cold war were again intensified 
-would the U'est rediscover an interest in the re- 
union of the Germanies? It would not. The Bonn 
Republic is a pillar of NATO but the Germanies 
would have to be neutralized before Russia made 
their reunification possible. The West has predi- 
cated the defense of its crucial European sector 
upon access to the territory of the Bonn Republic 
and to the use of Bundesbiirgers as troops. The 
neutralization of Germany would rob the West of 
these incalculable advantages. The situation in 
which the West thus finds itself is an odd one. 
I t  hopes that, by pursuing German reunification as 
an objective, it can bank on the adherence of the 
Bonn Republic. It should hope no less, if a stra- 
tegic setback is not to be invited, that its pro- 
claimed objective remains unfulfilled. 

The springs of ambivalence should be evident. 
The division of Germany, though based on the 
e.\perience of two Ivorld wars, is deemed chiefly a 
cold war phenomenon; it is assumed that, with the 
termination of the cold war, a reunion of the Ger- 
manies will be perfectly feasible. What therefore 
Bonn asks its allies in the I17est is that they do 
not foreclose on that eventuality-that, while barred 
today, the road should be kept open for reunifica- 
tion tomorrow. This policy may, however, prove 
less realistic than it sounds. If Russia is opposed 
to German national ambitions, the priority these 
have been assigned on the IVestern agenda could 
prolong the cold war. 

The necessities of the cold \var explain the pri- 
ority that German ambitions have been accorded. 
Those necessities may not last forever. The Bonn 
Republic was set up as a bastion of the West 
against the poshvar Russian threat to Western so- 
ciety. But should that threat recede, should a 
dc'tctitc of one sort or another be arranged, neither 
of the rival camps might take German claims so 
seriously. 

Policy makers in the West have, however, been 
proceeding on quite another tack. It has been their 
view that nith the passage of time the Russian 
attitude \vi11 alter; that the resurrection of a greater 
Gemiany would ves hloscow less as the Commu- 
nist regime matures, evolves or tends to be sup- 
planted. But while this is a convenient rationaliza- 



tion at  the moment, it is not a view that can sum- 
mon to its support either history or logic. Russian 
national interest comes first and it \dl persist. That 
is what has been overriding a common ideology 
in the quarrel between the Soviet Union and Com- 
munist China on the h i a n  frontiers of Russia. On 
her European frontiers this will also prevail. 

0 

On a stake in the Gemian status quo Russia has 
no monopoly. The \Vest also lias such a stake. Nor 
is that so only from the strategic angle. The Euro- 
pean Communities, together with NATO, are what 
have bound the Bonn Republic to the IVest; and 
it is not the \Vestem orientation of the Common 
hlarket that a Gaullist Europe would recast but  
the power structure of the West itself. This \Vestern 
orientation of the Common hlarket is, however, 
what would exclude any new German Reich from 
it. The reunification of the Germanies with Russian 
consent is improbable; equally improbable Ivould 
be Soviet permission for the East German economy 
to abandon the East. If consent were ever given, 
hloscow would stipulate that the \.Vest German 
economy-in other words, the German segment of 
the Common Market-be detached from the \\‘est. 
Yet even if a new German Reich could be formed 
in conjunction with the Illest, the Common Market 
would be thrust askew. 

A greater Germany must, by its superior poten- 
tial, dominate the European Economic Community 
and, by estension, any political union that stems 
from it. That is not an outcome which France or 
the smaller countries of \Vestern Europe, recalling 
the German past, could greet with joy. And to the 
Gaullist resurgence, the subordination of France to 
a greater Germany would be an ironic sequel. 

But if that is what might happen, \vhy is Paris 
so rash? Here, as Ivith the \Vest as a whole, there 
may be profit in the advocacy rather than in the 
attainment of German reunification. Yet East-Ii’est 
competition is not all that has put tlie Bonn Re- 
public in the driver’s seat; rifts \vitliin the \Irestem 
Alliance have also enhanced its bargaining capa- 
city. For Gaullist France, by arraying her European 
partners behind her in a Third Force, has dreamt 
of vying with the United States for the leadership 
of the \Vest. Paris has therefore echoed Washing- 
ton in endorsing that reudcat ion of the Germanies 
(ni th  the proviso that Poland retain the Oder- 
Neisse lands) by which France herself wvould be 
submerged. But London, too, has had a share in 
that game. It  moved closer to Bonn when it wanted 
BOM to back it against Paris and so keep up the 

pressure for British entry into the Common hlarket. 
British entry into the Common hiarket is, however, 
a goal that will be in abeyance under a Labour Gov- 
ernment; pet British Labour cannot discourage Ger- 
man national aspirations without inflicting a blow 
on Social Democratic counterparts in the Bonn Re- 
public. If, nevertheless, the cold war abates, otti- 
tudes that derive from it can hardly be the same. 
What Russia does tolvard the West in general will 
determine what the IVest does about the Bonn Re- 
public in particular. 

Little may change if the Germans are a special 
case-an esception to normal rules. And they \vi11 
be so regarded if conceptions of IVestern inter- 
ests also rest on a false moral base. The idea of a 
greater Germany has been endorsed by the West 
not only as a matter of cold war espediency; any- 
thing else, i t  is held, would be unjust. There is 
therefore another aspect of the German problem 
that must be clarified before the )Vest can acquiesce 
in tlie German status 7cio without qualms. 

Large segments of the thinking public are quick 
nowadays to condemn racism and to set store by 
the right of self-determination. But that right is 
mocked when, as between the wars, it is invoked 
on behalf of German nationalism and not on be- 
half of its victims. I t  has always been irrational to 
rate the claims of others for self-determination be- 
low German ones. And today the \\’est cannot do 
that without pushing Soviet captive states back 
into the arms of their Russian overlord. 

In all this, moreover, there has also been a touch 
of the grotesque as far as the Bonn Republic it- 
self is concerned. \Vest Germans, apart from Ber- 
liners, \vere rumored in the days of Chancellor 
Adenauer to be less than avid for reunion with 
East Germans; \\.‘est German politicians were said 
to be angling for the votes of refugees from lost 
German territories \vhen reunification was harped 
upon. But as neivcomers are absorbed in tlie \Vest 
Gemnn economy, the habit of appealing to thcm 
as a group may decline. And even among tlieni, it 
would be awk\vard, after all that \vas done in the 
name of Germanic racial superiority, to cry up the 
element of race. hlany \Yarned against the perils 
of pan-Germanism long before Hitler again made 
these manifest. It is sad, nonetheless, that East 
Germans alone should have to pay for a reassertion 
of pan-Germanism for Lvhich both segments of the 
former Reich bear the blame. It is sadder still 
when others must also pay for it-those non-Ger- 
mans in Eastern Europe who, but for German 
antics, might never have been subjected to the 
rigors of Communist rule. 
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This is not to contend that Germans have no 

others have equal rights. Any equilibrium in West- 
em Europe would be destroyed by the reappearance 
of greater Germany; behind the Iron Curtain there 
would be despair if peoples who yearn to shake 
off the nussian yoke see another German yoke in 
the offing. Only in the German status quo has an 
ineluctable compromise between German rights and 
the rights of other Europeans ever been visible. The 
case for such a compromise will, however, be diffi- 
cult for many in the \.Vest to discern until a more 
valid scale of priorities, moral and political, is urged 
upon them. 

right to self-determination. I t  is to contend that 

0 

The existing power balances are the outcome of 
German behavior, and if these presuppose the divi- 
sion of the Germanies, that is what Germans, East 
and \\’est, ndl have to accept. Nor are Germans 
the only ones for whom some less grandiose rank 
may be ordained. Britain, a victor in two world 
wars and a country to which the free world owes 
much, is not in the same category as the vanquished 
Germans. ll’ith less reason but more grace, she 
113s had, nevertheless, to make great adjustments. 

But liow far-reaching an adjustment is it in the 
interest of the \Vest that the British, as distinguished 
from the Germans, should still be ehFected to make? 
The German issue is not the only highly contro- 
vcrsinl fcahire of European reconstruction for which 
a valid scale of priorities is lacking. One is also 
required ~ v h e n  tlie British role (something with 
u+icli the Cerman issue has points of contact) is 
discussed. hImy on both sides of the Atlantic have 
imagined that Britain will be able to join the Com- 
mon h1:irket as soon as President de Gaulle van- 
islies from the scene. But diey might not believe 
this i f  presented n<th a full analysis of what Brit- 
ish membership in the Common hlarket might 
speedil!~ entail. 

The fact is that a recoil from the Europeanization 
of Britain had started some tinie before General 
de Gaulle cast his veto in Janu‘? 1963. And the 
origins of this trend might have been studied with 
more care if the aim of the Establishment had not 
been to commit the nation irrevocably before it 
understood how its status would be transformed; 
to take it  by storm; to Europeanize it, quite liter- 
ally, by fai t  accompli. Opponents as well as pro- 
ponents of British entry resented the rebuff by Gen- 
eral de Gaulle. It seemed a poor way to repay 
a great wartime debt. But it may haveheen a 
better way than it seemed. 

About President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, it 
used to be said that everybody was against him 
except the people. Only the British people appeared 
to be against British entry into the Common Mar- 
ket-except for the Beaverbrook press, a few week- 
lies with limited circulation that did occasionally 
allow an expression of dissent and small bands of 
political schismatics with none of the large re- 
sources, British, European and American, that 
financed the Common hiarket campaign. But things 
were held up in the negotiations at Brussels for 
British entry when the Six tried to drive a harder 
bargain than even the hlacmillan Cabinet (short 
of violating trade agreements with Commonwealth 
countries and of flouting pledges to British agri- 
culture) could approve. Blitz tactics bad been of 
no avail and during 1962, in the respite thus af- 
forded, less compliant elements began quietly to 
make themselves felt. They had been doing so in 
Parliament throughout. For this issue cuts across 
the semed party ranks. 

Signs of breakers ahead were furnished, early, 
by the negative mood of the Labour Party. From 
the outset it had stipulated that terms for British 
membership in the Common hlarket must not col- 
lide with domestic needs or Commonwealth obli- 
gations; far from unanimous, it took over a year, 
during the Common hIarket campaign, to gauge 
undercurrents among the British electorate. When 
Hugh Gaitskell, in the autumn of 1963, expressed 
the majority view of the Labour Party-one that 
Harold Il’ilson inherited-he laid down conditions 
for British enby into the Common hlarket that the 
Sis at Brussels were sure to reject. 

Resistance from Brussels and Paris was not, then, 
the ndiole story. And the removal of resistance 
across the Channel may not suffice when, in the 
years to come, another attempt is made to get 
Britain into “Europe.” During the Common hlarket 
campaign, 1961-63, the emphasis was put on the 
economic phase of British membership; for Britain, 
horvever, the ultimate political effect was what mat- 
tered most. Not that Europeanizers were innocent 
of political designs; the political ascendancy of 
Britain in the new Europe was what, ~ ’ i t l i  the 
blessings of official Washington, they were aiming 
at. But the politics of British entry could not be 
submitted to as much public scrutiny as the eco- 
nomics without umbrage being taken across the 
Channel and without the British people realizing 
what the full toll of Europeanization would be. 

The din of Britain’s great debate was deceptive. 
The British people were learning less from govern- 
ment spokesmen and from opinion media than, on 



so fateful an issue, they were entitled to learn. 
Given time, all the same, a public as politically 
seasoned as the British could not be swept off its 
feet. And, thanks to Brussels and Paris, that is what 
they have been given. 

One foot ir Europe, one 'foot overseas-that was 
the dual fomiula which enabled Britain to play a 
leading part, and there is no substitute for it if 
she is still to play an important one. President de 
Gaulle has frowned upon the federalization of West- 
em Europe; tight political integration will, never- 
theless, be an inescapable outgrowth of economic 
integration. The upshot might be a United States 
of Europe on the American model. But, in such a 
European federation, a British component could be 
no more than a state of the union and in world 
affairs a state of the union could have no indi- 
vidual voice of its own. Both feet in Europe, not 
just one, is what, as a mere outer island province, 
Britain's stance would have to be. 

For so drastic a shift there might be some nar- 
row regional justification. Account must, however, 
also be taken of \\ider considerations. As a state 
of the union Britain would have to turn her back 
on whatever is left of a traditional role-and in that 
role others, too, still have a stake. She is no longer 
pre-eminent; a service is rendered, all the same, by 
the functions that, on a number of fronts, Britain 
still manages to perform. These she would have to 
drop if her status, as a federalized unit, were that 
only of a Virginia or hlanitoba. They cannot possess 
esternal ties of their own. Neither could she. 

I t  would be tragic if she could not. Overseas 
ties-the Commonwealth, Anglo-American friend- 
ship-are, throughout the twentieth century, what 
have sustained Britain in any effective European 
role and in any concurrent role beyond Europe. 
Anglo-American friendship has, for many years, 
been a prime factor in the defense of the West 
and, though General de Gaulle dislikes it, he has, 
by debarring Britain from the new Europe, helped 
it to endure. Then there is the Commonwealth-a 
grouping n-hich serves even now as a bridge be- 
tween the Orient and the Occident, one that it is 
in the interest of the lVest to preserve but one 
which could not be preserved if its British pivot 
were to enter the Common hlarket. 
0 

Points as significant as these were mostlv evaded 
during the Common hlarket campaign. The posi- 
tion of Britain is not the same as that of countries 
belonging to a vast temtorial land mass. Because 
it is unique, i t  cannot be fitted into well-meant but 

rigid socio-economic schemes without irreparable 
political damage. The root fact is that as a mere 
adjunct of continental land-power Britain could not 
play a part of her own. A p,ut of her own is, never- 
theless, what she would have to play if she were 
to retain leverage for acting as a stabilizer in Euro- 
pean affairs. And a desire to have her so act is a 
clue to niuch in the European phase of British 
policy and in the British phase of American policy 
during the Common Market campaign. 

The need for a British stabilizer is not in dispute. 
I l l a t  may be disputed are techniques envisaged to 
maintain one. The Common hlarket might yet rein- 
force all that links the Bonn Republic to the )Vest. 
As they have over the centuries, however, the 
weaker countries of the new Europe are again 
seeking a British counterpoise against domination 
by either of their senior partners-or by a Paris- 
Bonn asis. Then, too, France, even though her own 
security is undenvritten by the United States and 
NATO, has been challenging the American leader- 
ship of the West and making NATO's task more 
arduous. Lf'estern Europe, torn behveen Paris and 
ll'ashington, is a dissatisfied power whose territorial 
ambitions can be fulfilled only at the esTense of 
the lVest. And it is by uncertainties such as these 
that the case for integral participation by Britain 
may be made cogent. 

On its merits, this time-tested approach has much 
to be said for it. Trouble will occur \vhen it  is 
pressed too far. For it would then be one of those 
over-simplified solutions of a complex problem by 
which, as so often in modem eqerience, harm 
rather than good may be wrought. 

Britain can still do more to stabilize the new 
Europe by shunning an all-out merger. The proc- 
esses of European integration \vould deprive Britain 
of the strength she still acquires from overseas con- 
nections and deny her leverage in continental af- 
fairs that, as a stabilizer, she must have. If the 
United States, despite customary Anglo-American 
divergences, did not rely on Britain as a major 
ally, she xvould not have fostered the enby of 
Britain into the new Europe so assiduously. And 
if  such reliance is in the American interest, it is 
in the A4merican interest for residual British power 
to be converted and not undercut. 

German reunification is, then, not the sole in- 
stance of an established policy that may have to 
be reassessed. The Europeanization of Britain is 
another. Both objectives, as presented to the public, 
have seemed plausible enough. Behveen these ob- 
jectives and the interests of the \.Vest there remains, 
however, an innate discrepancy. 
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