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TŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ PƵďůŝĐ CŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ PŽůŝĐǇ ϭϵϱϭ-1967
1
 

 

Abstract  

From its inception the European Community had a civil aim: the need to stimulate a 

European civil consciousness. Viewed as a pre-condition for the popular acceptance of 

increased EuƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ƉƵďůŝĐ 

communication policy 1951-1967. The Community pursued this civil aim through two 

distinct public communication approaches: popularist 1951-1962 and opinion leader led 

1963-1967. We conclude that the way the Community undertook its public communication 

ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĐĂŶŶŽƚ ďĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ Đŝǀŝů Ăŝŵ͘ TŚŝƐ leads us to 

question some of the common views held on the significance of European public 

communication policy 1951-1967. 

 

1. Introduction 

 The establishment of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) marked the 

first concrete step in the European integration process. The competences of the newly-

founded ECSC institutions ʹ the European Court of Justice, the Common Assembly and the 

High Authority ʹ were limited to the coal and steel industry though attendant upon this was 

ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ͛ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ĨŽƌ ƋƵĂůŝĨŝĞĚ ĐŽĂů ĂŶĚ ƐƚĞĞů ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ͕ ŶĂŵĞůǇ ƚŚĞ 

right to free movement and establishment which were themselves combined with certain 

ƐŽĐŝĂů ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ͛ ĨĂŵŝůǇ͘ TŚĞƐĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ 

ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͕ ŚŽůŝĚĂǇƐ͕ ƐŽĐŝĂů ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƐĐŚŽŽůŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ͛ ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ 

(amongst other things). Neunreither
2
 and Olsen

3
 ĂƌŐƵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ͛ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ ǁĞƌĞ 

introduced for pragmatic reasons in order to ensure the smooth running of the common 

coal and steel market and the immediate economic self-interest of the ECSC.   

 This view is too narrow and neglects the fact that the ECSC and later the European 

Economic Community (EEC) never conceived of Europe integration as a purely economic 

undertaking. Alongside economic aims the Community also had civil aims; these two sets of 

aims co-existed in a symbiotic relationship. Hallstein alluded to as much when he argued 

ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƚŚĞ ĚĂŶŐĞƌ ;͙Ϳ ĞǆŝƐƚƐ ;͘͘͘Ϳ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŚĂƚ ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶ ƉƵƌƐƵŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚ ƐŽ ŵƵĐŚ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ĂŶĚ 

perseverance since the end of the second world war may be misinterpreted as being no 
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more than a material, or economic, exercise. [These economic aims] are in all truth essential 

ĂŝŵƐ͕ ďƵƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĂƌĞ ŶŽƚ ƚŚĞ ŽŶůǇ ĂŝŵƐ͛4
. Indeed, the ECSC and EEC were consistently 

concerned with facilitating a European civil consciousness
5
 that would provide the basis for 

a European way of thinking
6
, European citizenship

7
 and with that the acceptance of 

EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ͛ ƌŝŐŚƚƐ 8
 and a sui generis European identity

9
. We argue that the 

Community
10

 realised the importance of a European civil consciousness for European 

integration and attempted to facilitate its emergence through its early public 

communication policy. This fact has too often been overlooked. Accordingly, this analysis 

attempts to rectify this and in doing so corrects four distinct but related arguments on the 

nature of the CommuŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĞĂƌůǇ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ͘ TŚĞƐĞ ĨŽƵƌ ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ 

characterized accordingly.  

First, that EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ ǁĂƐ ƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞŶ ďǇ ͚ƉƌŽƉŽŶĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ ĂƌĐĂŶĞ ƉŽůŝĐǇ͛11
 

Žƌ ͚ƐƉŝŶ-ĚŽĐƚŽƌƐ͛12
 ǁŝƚŚ Ă ƉƵƌĞůǇ ͚ƚĞĐŚŶŽĐƌĂƚŝĐ ŵŝŶĚƐĞƚ͛13

 and that the early bureaucrats, 

such as Monnet, Rabier and Schuman, were primarily concerned with stifling debate
14

. They 

intended to avoid the reporting of European affairs
15

 so that integration could proceed 

through silence
16

. This started ͚Ă ǀŝĐŝŽƵƐ ĐŝƌĐůĞ ŽĨ ;ŶŽŶ-) communŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͛͘17
 Alternately 

expressed, early European public communication policy was nothing other than an 

͚ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽďƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ͛18
, dominated by a distant anti-democratic technocratic or a 

hypocritically democratic
19

 elite and that statements such as ͚NŽƵƐ ƐŽŵŵĞƐ ůĞƐ ƐĞƌǀŝƚĞƵƌƐ ĚĞ 

ůĂ ŐƌĂŶĚĞ ŝĚĠĞ ĚĞ ů͛UŶŝƚĠ EƵƌŽƉĠĞŶ ƐŝĐ͛20
 were only used as rhetorical flourishes.   

Second, ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĞĂƌůǇ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ǁĂƐ ĚŽŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ ďǇ 

a concern for persuading elite multipliers of the benefits of European integration. 

Featherstone
21

 argues ƚŚĂƚ MŽŶŶĞƚ͛Ɛ ͚ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ EC“C ĐůĞĂƌůǇ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ ŚŝƐ 

ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ŽŶ ƉĞƌƐƵĂĚŝŶŐ ĞůŝƚĞƐ͕ ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĞ ŵĂƐƐ ƉƵďůŝĐƐ͛͘ Petersson and Hellström insist 

that the Community addressed, predominantly elite, ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞƐ͛22
 and Terra emphasises that 

ƚŚĞ ͚ƐƉŚĞƌĞ ŽĨ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ͛ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ PƌĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ IŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ “ĞƌǀŝĐĞ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞĚ ŽĨ ͚ĚŝƐƐĞŵŝŶĂƚŝŶŐ 

ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŵŽŶŐƐƚ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ ͚ŵƵůƚŝƉůŝĞƌƐ͛ ĚƌĂǁŶ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů͕ ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ͕ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ 

ĂŶĚ ŵĞĚŝĂ ĞůŝƚĞƐ͛23
.  

 

Third, that the importance of an effective public communication policy only became 

recognized by the Community as either a response to the Maastricht crisis (1992/1993) or 
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the Santer Commission resignation crisis (1999). Thus, Brüggemann ĂƌŐƵĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ 

policy became really important for the first time with the ratification problems attached to 

ƚŚĞ MĂĂƐƚƌŝĐŚƚ TƌĞĂƚǇ ϭϵϵϮ͛ 24
. Bee notes that the idea of promoting Europe through 

information and communication campaigns emerged only at the beginning of the 1990s.
25

 

And Valentini and Nesti add that the importance of information and communication policy 

ƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ MĂĂƐƚƌŝĐŚƚ ĐƌŝƐŝƐ ďƵƚ ďĞĐĂŵĞ ͚Ă ďŝŶĚŝŶŐ ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂů ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ͛26
 from 2005. 

In a similar vein Meyer
27

 argues that the disastrous handling of media attention during the 

ƌĞƐŝŐŶĂƚŝŽŶ ĐƌŝƐŝƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ “ĂŶƚĞƌ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ĂĐƚĞĚ ĂƐ Ă ͚ǁĂŬĞ-ƵƉ͛ ĐĂůů ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĂƐ 

regards the importance of media relations. 

 

Fourth, that the Community had in the first two decades of European integration 

neither a systematic or organised public communication policy nor a regard for 

communicating and explaining itself to a general European public. Nesti argues that in the 

ϭϵϱϬƐ ĂŶĚ ϭϵϲϬƐ͕ ͚ŶŽ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ĂĐƚ ǁĂƐ ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ͕ ŽĐĐĂƐŝŽŶĂů ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ 

indeed targeted at a selectĞĚ ĞůŝƚĞ ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ;͙Ϳ ǁŚŝůĞ ůĞĂǀŝŶŐ ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ ŐĞŶĞƌĂů ƉƵďůŝĐ͛28
. 

Terra misleadingly ĐůĂŝŵƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŽŶůǇ ƐŝŶĐĞ ƚŚĞ ϭϵϳϬƐ͕ ͚ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐ ;͙Ϳ ŚĂǀĞ 

emphasised the need to transmit ͞ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͟ to the general public in each 

member statĞ͛ 29
, whilst Petersson and Hellström

30
 see the beginning of a public 

communication policy which addressed a general European public as late as the 1980s.  

 

 We argue that all these four arguments fail to recognise that the Community had a 

persistent concern from the 1950s for a public communication policy addressed at an 

inclusive general European public exemplified in both a popularist approach to public 

communication policy 1951-1962 and an opinion leader approach 1963-1967
31

 and, 

consequently, that it realized the importance of a public communication policy which 

included media relations as a vehicle for its civil aims. A further point of difference from 

these four arguments needs to be briefly noted concerning the historiography adopted in 

this paper. First, we rely heavily on primary sources and archive material and second we 

treat speeches as having, to borrow from J. L. Austin, both an illocutionary (performative) 

sincerity and a clear perlocutionary (persuasive) intention. For example Rey believed that 

Commission officials should speak as prophets, Rabier describes himsĞůĨ ĂƐ Ă ͚ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĂƌǇ͛ 
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and Baisnée
32

 argues that those who worked for the European institutions at the very 

ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐ ǁĞƌĞ ͚ŵŝůŝƚĂŶƚƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƉŝŽŶĞĞƌƐ͛ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ĐĂƵƐĞ ʹ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ͚ƉƌŽƉŚĞƚƐ͕͛ 

͚ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĂƌŝĞƐ͛, ͚ŵŝůŝƚĂŶƚƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ͚ƉŝŽŶĞĞƌƐ͛ ǁŚŽ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ͕ ŝŶ ƉĂƌƚ, the use of speeches, sought to 

state the benefits of an economically integrated and civil Europe and to persuade a 

European public of them. Such speeches were taken very seriously, carefully crafted
33

 and 

consistently deployed the same essential civil narrative. Indeed CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĞƌƐ ͚ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ 

regarded as prime movers in an identity-ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ĞŶƚĞƌƉƌŝƐĞ͛34
. As such the narratives 

and representations
35

 that are used in speeches (and other primary sources) are important 

in understanding the meaning of a civil and integrated Europe. Consequently, we do not 

accept the view that these speeches can be disregarded as mere political rhetoric 

insincerely made for ulterior motives. 

  

 In this paper we wish tŽ ƐŚŽǁ ĨŽƵƌ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ͘ FŝƌƐƚ͕ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ƉƵďůŝĐ 

communication policy had an explicit civil aim. It wished to stimulate a European civil 

consciousness in a public conceived of as European and inclusive (see section 2). Second, 

that the Community realised the value of public communication in attempting to achieve 

ƚŚŝƐ Đŝǀŝů Ăŝŵ͘ TŚŝƌĚ͕ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚŝƐ Đŝǀŝů Ăŝŵ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ƉƵďůŝĐ 

communication policy efforts 1951-1967. Fourth, that throughout this period the 

Community adopted two different approaches to public communication and the 

achievement of its civil aims ʹ first a popularist approach (1951-1962) and second an 

opinion leader approach (1963-1967)(see section 3).  

 

2. A European civil consciousness  

 TŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝon of an inclusive European public was grounded in the 

federal possibilities attendant upon the Schuman Declaration (1950) which had 

ƵŶŚĞƐŝƚĂƚŝŶŐůǇ ĂŶĚ ƵŶĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐůǇ ĞŶĚŽƌƐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ǀŝĞǁ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ EC“C ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ ͚ĨŝƌƐƚ ƐƚĞƉ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 

ĨĞĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞ͛͘36
 It was an understanding that did not restrict itself to economic and 

corresponding social policy competences which, if followed literally, would only cover a 

European public that comprised of workers (and their families), trade unions and employers. 

On the contrary, the Community was concerned with the idea of an inclusive European 

ƉƵďůŝĐ ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞĚ ŽĨ Ăůů EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶƐ ĂŶĚ ŶŽƚ ŽŶĞ ƐŝŵƉůǇ ĐŽŶĐĞŝǀĞĚ ŽĨ ĂƐ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ͚ŚŽŵŽ 

ŽĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐƵƐ ĂŶĚ ŚŽŵŽ ĨĂďĞƌ͛37
. This inclusive conception of the European public was 
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envisioned through press articles, TV, radio, cinema, pamphlets, brochures and most 

notably in speeches given by High Authority (1952-1957) and Commission officials (1958-

1967). Walter Hallstein, President of the EEC Commission 1958-ϭϵϲϳ͕ ƵƐĞĚ ƚĞƌŵƐ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ͚Ă 

new sociĞƚǇ͛38͕ Ă ͚EƵƌŽƉĞ ŽĨ ĨƌĞĞ ĂŶĚ ĞƋƵĂů ŵĞŶ͛39
, ͚ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ͛40͕ ͚ŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛41͕ ͚ĞǀĞƌǇ 

ŵĂŶ͛42͕ ͚ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ43͕ ͚ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ĂŶĚ ƉĞŽƉůĞƐ͛44
. Specifically, he 

ŚŽƉĞĚ ;ŵĂŶǇ ǇĞĂƌƐ ďĞĨŽƌĞ ͚ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐŚŝƉ͛ ďĞĐĂŵĞ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽĨĨŝĐŝĂů EU ĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞ ƚŚƌŽƵŐh the 

MĂĂƐƚƌŝĐŚƚ TƌĞĂƚǇͿ ƚŚĂƚ ŽŶĞ ĚĂǇ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ƐĂǇ ͚͟CŝǀŝƐ EƵƌŽƉĂĞƵƐ ƐƵŵ͟ ʹ ͞I Ăŵ Ă 

ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞ͛͟45
. Jean Monnet, President of the High Authority 1952-1955, and his 

successor René Mayer, President of the High Authority 1955-1958, used similar terms 

ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ Ă ͚EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ĐŝǀŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ͛46
, ͚EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶƐ͛47͕ ͚ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ͛48

, and ͚ŵĞŶ ĂŶĚ ǁŽŵĞŶ͛49
. In 

other words, the Community envisioned the European Community as a ͚ŚƵŵĂŶ 

CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛50
 and Ă ĨĞĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ͚ŝŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ĐŽƌƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐůǇ ŝŵĂŐŝŶĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ 

European public as consisting of citizens, democratically active, participative in and 

supportive of such a European federation. To this end the Community also articulated a 

belief in the need for an active European civil society and distanced itself from being a 

technocratic and remote entity
51

. Accordingly, the Community expressed on several 

occasions that it hoped to involve European citizens actively in the process of Community-

building
52͘ IŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ ǁŽƌĚƐ͕ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ǁĂƐ ĂǁĂƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƚŽ create a living, breathing 

[democratic] Community of man it [was] not enough to put words down on paper it is not 

ĞŶŽƵŐŚ ƚŽ ĂĨĨŝǆ ƐĞĂůƐ͛53
 and that in order for a solidary European public to emerge a specific 

civil aim needed to be achieved, namely the stimulation of a European civil consciousness 

amongst the European public.  

 The Community articulated the belief that the stimulation and development of a 

European civil consciousness would act as a solidarising force on a neonate European public 

in which there was to be developed an understanding of the workings of the Community, its 

objectives, its ethical and pacific values and its commitment to the principles of democracy, 

freedom, the rule of law, human dignity and the equality of man
54

. Moreover, the 

Community hoped that a European civil consciousness would lead to a new European way 

of thinking and acting
55

 based on mutuality of interests, common bonds, collective 

association and a common heritage. Alternatively expressed, an ideal inclusive European 

public was perceived of as Ă ͚ƐŽůŝĚĂƌǇ ƐƉŚĞƌĞ͛ ǁŚŝĐŚ ͚ƵŶŝƚĞƐ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ĚŝƐƉĞƌƐĞĚ ďǇ ĐůĂƐƐ͕ 

ƌĂĐĞ͕ ƌĞůŝŐŝŽŶ͕ Žƌ ĞƚŚŶŝĐŝƚǇ͛56
. Correspondingly, such an ideal European public united 
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through such a European civil consciousness was envisaged as being able to reconcile the 

simultaneity of holding both national and European interests together in a non-

contradictory manner. This view was particularly expressed in speeches given by High 

Authority and Commission officials. For example, Mayer
57

, in an address at the New York 

Council on Foreign Relations, said: ͚Tonight I address you as a European. It is not to say that I 

have ceased being a Frenchman ʹ indeed that would be quite impossible ʹ but rather I am a 

FƌĞŶĐŚŵĂŶ ĂŶĚ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ŵŽƌĞ͛͘ A ƉŽŝŶƚ ĞŶĚŽƌƐĞĚ ďǇ HĂůůƐƚĞŝŶ ǁŚŽ ĂƌŐƵĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ŶŽ ŽŶĞ ŝs 

ĂƐŬĞĚ ƚŽ ĚŝƐŽǁŶ ŚŝƐ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛ ďƵƚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ ͚Ă ĚŽƵďůĞ ĂůůĞŐŝĂŶĐĞ ŝƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶƐ͕ 

ƐŽ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ŶĞǁ EƵƌŽƉĞ ŵĂǇ ďĞ ďƵŝůƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ŝƚƐ ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ͛58
. Accordingly, an 

inclusive European public with a European civil consciousness could and should be 

comfortable with the multiple attachments and loyalties associated with having both 

national and European citizenship. In other words, a European civil consciousness would 

ĞŶĂďůĞ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƚŽ ͚think and act as multiply situated selǀĞƐ͛59
. In turn, such a 

self aware European public capable of understanding itself in its own universalising solidary 

terms would ultimately be able to bestow political legitimacy on a federal Europe. As such 

the Community understood European civil consciousness as a civil aim that was 

ƐǇŵďŝŽƚŝĐĂůůǇ ůŝŶŬĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ĂŶĚ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů ĂŝŵƐ͘ 

 

 HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ͚ŝĚĞĂů͛ ŝŶĐůƵƐŝǀĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĂĐƚƵĂů EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ 

public were poles apart. Whereas the Community had hoped (and believed) that a European 

civil consciousness would spread quickly amongst the European public
60

, Rabier admitted 

that the Community had been naïve to think this could be achieved quickly
61

 and did not 

realise how difficult it was for Europeans to see the benefits of the Community for their 

ĚĂŝůǇ ůŝǀĞƐ͘ TŚĞ ƌĞĂƐŽŶ ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ ůĂǇ ŵĂŝŶůǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚ ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů ĂŶĚ 

ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ͘ HĂůůƐƚĞŝŶ͕ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ ďĞůŝĞǀĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƚŚĞ ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ;͙Ϳ ĨĞĞůƐ 

somewhat lost when confronted with an edifice whose structure appears to him 

complicated; he easily imagines that Europe is a matter exclusively for technicians, 

economists and a few political figures upon whom it is difficult for him to exercise any 

influence. This opinion is obviously erroneous, but it has the advantage of showing us where 

ǁĞ ŵƵƐƚ ĂƉƉůǇ ŽƵƌ ĞĨĨŽƌƚ͛62͘ BĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚ ŝƌƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ͚ŵĂŶ 

ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƐƚƌĞĞƚ͕͛ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ ůĂĐŬĞĚ ĐƵƌŝŽƐŝƚǇ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ĂŶĚ ĚŝĚ ŶŽƚ 

seem keen on learning more about it.
63
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 The challenge the Community had to face was to bring the Community closer to the 

EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ͕ ƚŽ ƐŚŽǁ ŝƚƐ ƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ EƵƌŽƉĞ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ ũƵƐƚ ĂŶ ͚ĂďƐƚƌĂĐƚ ŝĚĞĂ͛ Žƌ Ă 

merely technical and economic entity but had civil potential. In the hope of facilitating a 

European civil consciousness, the Community turned to public communication policy.
 
 

 

 

3. Stimulating a European civil consciousness through a public communication policy 

Public communication policy 

The Community believed that it ͚ǁŝůů ŽŶůǇ Đome to true realization [i.e. fulfil its federal 

aims]
64

 if the actions it takes are made public, and explained publicly (...) to the people of 

our Community͛65
. Conforming to this belief the Community developed its own public 

communication policy, namely thĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ƚŽ ŝŶĨŽƌŵ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ 

about the benefits (materially and affectively) that it could gain from the Community and 

ƚŚĞƌĞďǇ ƚŽ ĞǀŽŬĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ĂŶĚ ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐƐ͘ AƐ ƐƵĐŚ͕ ƉƵďůŝĐ 

communication was understood by the Community as being helpful in building a 

relationship between the Community and the European public and as essential to successful 

European integration. 

 Institutionally, it was the Information Service of the High Authority (which became 

the Press and Information Service in 1955 and eventually the Common Press and 

Information Service of the European Communities in 1958) which publicly communicated on 

behalf of the Community.  

 However, it needs to be noted that the ECSC had no explicit public communication 

policy mandate. Article 5 of the Treaty of Paris (1951), which refers to informing the public, 

reads: ͚The Community shall accomplish its mission, under the conditions provided for in the 

ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ TƌĞĂƚǇ ;͙Ϳ͘ TŽ ƚŚŝƐ ĞŶĚ͕ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ǁŝůů ;͙Ϳ ĞŶůighten and facilitate the action of 

the interested parties by collecting information, organizing consultations and defining 

ŐĞŶĞƌĂů ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ͛͘ Such a wide ranging and ĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐ ͚ďƌŝĞĨ͛ ŐĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ HŝŐŚ AƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ 

sufficient scope to ensure that its public communication policy efforts were unrestrained by 

matters of competence. According to Jacques-René Rabier, Director of the Press and 

Information Service 1955-1973, and Jacqueline Lastenouse, founder of the Jean Monnet 

programmes in the university sector, and Paul Collowald, a senior official in the 
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Commission's spokesperson's group 1959-1972, the Community frequently tried to take a 

wider approach to public communication policy than that prescribed in the Treaties in order 

to reach a wider European public
66

. Correspondingly, the ECSC
67

 ŶŽƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ 

ƉƵďůŝĐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ͚ŚĂĚ ůŽŶŐ ĐĞĂƐĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĐŽŶĨŝŶĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĂĚŵŝƚƚĞĚůǇ ŵŽƐƚ 

important fields of economic and social information work and of daily press releases, and 

was bringing all appropriate technical sources to bear in an endeavour to reach the various 

ĐŝƌĐůĞƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĂŬĞ ƵƉ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ͛͘68
 Indeed, Monnet thought that in order for 

the High Authority to fulfil its legal obligation of consulting with interested parties it needed 

to develop a public communication policy directed at all interested parties
69

 and that meant 

in practice the requirement to address a European public comprised of 160 million people
70

 

ĂŶĚ ƚŽ ƚĂƌŐĞƚ ͚Ăůů ůĞǀĞůƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ͛71
. He believed that only if the European public was 

informed about the Community, could a European civil consciousness emerge amongst this 

public. Accordingly, the Community attempted to explicitly and systematically address an 

inclusive European public through its policy efforts 1951-1967. In order to meet the 

challenges of adequately addressing such a large European public the Community adopted 

two distinct public communication approaches: a popularist approach 1951-1962 and an 

opinion leader approach 1963-1967.  

 

The popularist approach 1951-1962 

The Information Service of the High Authority was created in 1952 and then became the 

Press and Information Service in 1955. Structurally, it was divided into two divisions. The 

first was responsible for public communication policy addressed at the trade union sector 

(as requested by the trade union sector itself
72

) and the second was concerned with 

ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ ͚ŝŶ ŝƚƐ ǁŝĚĞƐƚ ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ͛73
 to which end they 

used a popularist approach to public communication policy.  

 

 The popularist approach (1951-1962) had three characteristics: first having a mass 

public as a target and using the mass media to reach this mass public; second, ensuring that 

the information disseminated was straightforward and widely comprehensible through the 

deliberate use of simple language and third, fostering direct relationships between the 

Community and the European public through visits to the Community institutions and its 

representation offices in the member states.  
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With regard to the first characteristic, the Community defined its target mass public 

as all Europeans, meaning all citizens of member states, youth and to some extent 

children
74

. Accordingly, the budget allocated to the second division of the Information 

Service was consistently higher than the budget for the specialized public communication 

policy addressed to trade unions: 

 

Insert table 1 

 

It was this budgetary priority that enabled the Community to build, what we would call 

today a multi-platformed approach to communications. Indeed, it developed a routinised 

and consistent use of the mass media (as well as its own publications) which was based 

ƵƉŽŶ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ďĞůŝĞĨ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƉƵďůŝĐ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ŬĞƉƚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 

political significance of the Community͛75
 via all aspects of the mass-media ʹ Press, TV radio 

ĂŶĚ ĐŝŶĞŵĂ͛76
. It was Monnet in particular who realized that it was important for the 

Community to develop relationships with news agencies and journalists in order to 

manipulate their views
77

. Monnet was not secretive
78

 rather he wanted positive publicity for 

European integration and in this was instrumental in his dealings with the press. As such it is 

incorrect to say that he wanted to avoid press reporting on Community affairs. Monnet 

feared that reports in the press could seriously misrepresent ongoing decision-making 

processes and could risk the success of European integration.  Consequently, he used to 

invite journalists to the High Authority in an attempt to explain why decisions had been 

taken. According to Rabier, Monnet wished to establish a relationship of trust between him 

and the journalists
79

. How successful Monnet was is impossible to determine, nevertheless 

ƉƌĞƐƐ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ ƐƚĞĂĚŝůǇ͘ IŶ ϭϵϱϱ ƚŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ 

accredited journalists was formed. The number of accredited journalists increased from 23 

in 1956 to about 100 in the 1960s and to 813 in 1999. With the creation of the Joint Press 

and Information Service in 1958 the Community believed it was necessary to create the post 

of a spokesperson. This spokesperson (Giorgia Smoquina 1959-1961 and Beniamino Olivi 

1961-1968) was to ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ŝƚƐ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĞƐƐ͘ WĞĞŬůǇ 

midday meetings on Thursdays with journalists were introduced.  According to Bastin
80

 the 

Thursday press briefing became very important as they ensured a continuous exchange of 
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information between the Community and journalists. Journalists who would attend these 

press briefings had office space at their disposition with phones, fax and stationary. 

Attendance at the mid-day briefing increased from about 400 journalists in the 1960s to 

1400 in 1995.
81

 Further, the Community ensured that information about the Community 

was given to the press agencies in the form of press releases, statements, press kits and 

press conferences, monthly newsletters, special issues or pages dedicated to the European 

Community in national newspapers such as Le Monde or Süddeutsche Zeitung and in 

magazines such as Ihre Freundin (300.000 ex.) and Heimat und Familie (100.000 ex.). 

Further, the representation offices in the member states were used to foster contacts with 

local media.  

 With regard to TV, radio and cinema, the Community released its own cinema 

ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐ͗ ƚŚĞ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ ͚HŝƐƚŽŝƌĞ Ě͛ƵŶ TƌĂŝƚĠ͛ (1954) which was translated in several 

Community languages. In France, it was shown in approximately 500 cinemas reaching an 

audience of two million viewers. According to the ECSC
82

 three other documentaries were 

produced in 1956, two more in 1958
83

 and between 1958 and 1963 at least five more short 

films were produced. High Authority and Commission officials, such as Monnet and 

Hallstein, regularly gave interviews on national and regional TV shows and radio 

programmes
84

.  In addition to the use of mass media, the Community also released its own 

publications mainly in the form of brochures addressed to the general European public.
85

 

These brochures had a two-fold purpose. First, they were supposed to inform the European 

public about the Community and its workings, the institutions and current 

successes/challenges. In short: the status quo. Second, the brochures were seen as a means 

to show the European public where the Community was heading, to talk about its (federal) 

aspirations, its efforts to increase living standards amongst the European population and its 

commitment to secure peace. Only if, so Monnet believed, information was not confined to 

technicalities would the European public be likely to feel part of a common destiny and to 

eventually develop a European civil consciousness. 

 TŚĞ ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ƉŽƉƵůĂƌŝƐƚ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ƚŝŵĞ ǁĂƐ 

the deployment and systematic use of a simple, straightforward and readily comprehensible 

language in publications. For example brochures utilised a pithy style of writing, cartoons, 

information boxes, simple and clear statistics, diagrams to illustrate historical developments 

and photographs.
86
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Insert Picture 1 with the following description: 

͚PŽƵƌƋƵŽŝ Ğƚ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ͛ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ EC͛Ɛ ďƌŽĐŚƵƌĞ ͚La Communauté Européenne ʹ les 

ĨĂŝƚƐ͕ ůĞƐ ĐŚŝĨĨƌĞƐ͛ ;ϭϵϲϰͿ͘  © European Union.  

 

Photographs and the widespread use of pictorial representations of Europe in pamphlets 

and brochures were especially important since, as Foret says, ƚŚĞǇ ͚ƉĂŝŶƚĞĚ Ă ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů 

panorama within which each player has a given place and is provided with an understanding 

ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƐŚŽǁƐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛87
. Overall these 

ƉŽƉƵůĂƌŝƐƚ ƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇ ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝǌĞĚ Ă ͚UŶŝƚĞĚ EƵƌŽƉĞ͕͛ ͚EƵƌŽƉĞ ƚŽ ƵŶŝƚĞ its 

ƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚƐ͕͛  ͚UŶŝƚŝŶŐ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞ͕͛ ͚ĂŶ ĞǀĞƌ ĐůŽƐĞƌ ƵŶŝŽŶ͕͛ ͚ĐůŽƐĞƌ ƵŶŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͕͛ 

͚ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ͕͛ ͚ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞ͕͛ ͚ƉĞĂĐĞ͛, ͚ƌĞĐŽŶĐŝůŝĂƚŝŽŶ͛ ĂŶĚ ĞǀĞŶ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ Ă 

͚ŶĞǁ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ǁĂǇ ŽĨ ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ͛͘  

 

Insert Picture 2 with the following description: 

Picture from the EC͛Ɛ ďƌŽĐŚƵƌĞ ͚The Common Market at work ;ϭϵϲϬͿ͛. © European Union. 

 

 The third characteristic of the popularist approach to public communication (1951-

ϭϵϲϮͿ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ ƚŽ ĨŽƐƚĞƌ Ă ĚŝƌĞĐƚ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ the European 

public and the Community institutions through fairs, exhibitions, workshops and visits.  The 

fairs and exhibitions included the Parisian book fair (1958), the Universal Exhibition in 

BƌƵƐƐĞůƐ ;ϭϵϱϴͿ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ͚GƌƺŶĞ WŽĐŚĞ͛ ŝŶ BĞƌůŝŶ ;ϭϵϲϬͿ ĂŵŽŶgst many others. Further, the 

Community organised travelling exhibitions, one of which toured for a year in Germany. The 

CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƐĂǁ ĨĂŝƌƐ ĂŶĚ ĞǆŚŝďŝƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƐ ŽĐĐĂƐŝŽŶƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĂĚĞ ͚ŝƚ ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ƚŽ ƌĞĂĐŚ Ă ůĂƌŐĞ 

number of people, often from the least informĞĚ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ;͘͘͘Ϳ͛88
. The 

Community also encouraged public visits to the European institutions and organized 

seminars and conferences all of which were seen as occasions to inform the public about 

the European Community.
89

 According to the EEC
90

 in 1960 about 150 groups with a total of 

over 5000 people were received in Brussels, Luxembourg and Strasbourg. In addition to 

fairs, exhibitions, workshops and visits, the Community increasingly acknowledged the 

importance of representation offices in the member states (in West Germany, Italy and 
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FƌĂŶĐĞ Ăƚ ĨŝƌƐƚͿ ŝŶ ŚĞůƉŝŶŐ ƚŽ ͚ĚĞĐĞŶƚƌĂůŝǌĞ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ĂŶĚ ƚŽ ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ ĚŝƌĞĐƚ 

ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚƐ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ Ăƚ ůĂƌŐĞ͛91
. 

 

 

From the popularist approach to opinion leaders (1962/1963) 

In the year 1962 the Gallup Institute undertook the first Community-wide opinion poll
92

. It 

revealed that public levels of information about Europe were low.
93

 Three survey questions 

were concerned with the level of information that the public had about the Community. The 

first asked people to name one of the European institutions, the second to name a topic of 

current debate and the third, to name an achievement of the European Community. In 

terms of European averages, 18 per cent of those polled were able to answer all three 

questions, 24 per cent were able to answer two of the three questions, 24 per cent provided 

an answer to only one of the questions and 32 per cent could not answer any of the 

questions and two per cent gave an inexact or vague answer. The same survey also revealed 

that that only 11 per cent of the European population surveyed thought often about the 

ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ŽĨ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƵŶŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ Ϯϵ ƉĞƌ ĐĞŶƚ ǁŚŽ ĂŶƐǁĞƌĞĚ ͚ƌĂƌĞůǇ͛ ĂŶĚ Ϯϳ ƉĞƌ 

ĐĞŶƚ ǁŚŽ ĂŶƐǁĞƌĞĚ ͚ŶĞǀĞƌ͛94͘ “ƵĐŚ ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ ƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚ CŽƉƉĠ͛Ɛ95
 prescience when he said of 

the European public: ͚TŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ŽďƐƚĂĐůĞ ůŝĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ͛ ƚŽ ǁŚŝĐŚ 

ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ƐŽŵĞ ǇĞĂƌƐ ůĂƚĞƌ ĂĚĚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ͚EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƐŚŽǁƐ ůŝƚƚůĞ ƉĂƐƐŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ 

ůŝƚƚůĞ ĐƵƌŝŽƐŝƚǇ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͛96
 although information was widely disseminated via 

the mass media.  

 The results of the Gallup opinion poll were taken as evidence by the Community that 

the popularist approach to public communication had been largely ineffective. Furthermore, 

ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĐŽŵŵunication structures lacked adequate financial and human 

resources
97

 to satisfy the increasing demand for information of specialised groups such as 

ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐƐ͕ ƚĞĂĐŚĞƌƐ͛ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ũŽƵƌŶĂůŝƐƚƐ͕ ƚƌĂĚĞ ƵŶŝŽŶŝƐƚƐ͕ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂůŝƐƚƐ͕ ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ͛ 

leaders and agricultural associations and the third sector
98

. The combination of both the 

disappointing results of the Gallup opinion poll and the lack of resources led to a change in 

ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘ Iƚ ŵĂĚĞ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Ă ƉƵďůŝĐ 

communication policy targeting opinion leaders a necessity. Or as the EEC
99

 ƉƵƚƐ ŝƚ͗ ͚ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ 

leaders] could take over part of the load which the information officials of the Community 

ĐĂŶ ŶŽ ůŽŶŐĞƌ ĐĂƌƌǇ ĂůŽŶĞ͕͛ ƚŽ ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ100
 adds that because it is not possible 
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to address a public of 185 million people directly it is necessary to target the most influential 

opinion leaders ʹ not exclusively but primarily.  However it is important to note that turning 

to opinion leaders was still seen as a way to address a European public at large and to 

enable the Community to continue its efforts to stimulate a European civil consciousness 

amongst a European public.  

 

Opinion leader approach (1963-1967) 

From 1963 the Community turned to opinion leaders with the objective of using them as 

multipliers and subsequently as a means to reach a European public at large. The 

Community understood opinion leaders to include those who had a direct relationship with 

or interest in the Community
101

 and who in many cases identified themselves (especially 

academics and teachers) to the Community when asking for information about its 

institutions and their workings as well as specific policies. Others were identified by the 

Community when it actively looked for people who had a cultural or political vocation, 

politicians, CEOs, trade unionists, professors
102

, public and private managers of large-scale 

information media organisations
103

, national governments and big private organisations 

which had influence in the cultural and educational domains
104

, ͚ŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂů ƉĞƌƐŽŶƐ͛105
, 

leaders in politics, trade union sector, commerce and business sector, media and 

information sector, university information, youth and popular education sector
106

. Primary 

and secondary schools were particularly important for the Community and provided an 

opportunity for teachers to hand out material on European integration
107

. Finally, journalists 

and pro-European civil society associations such as the European Movement were 

ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ ĂƐ ĐŚĂŶŶĞůƐ ƚŽ ŐĞƚ ͚ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ͛ ŽƵƚ͘ In short, opinion leaders 

embraced all those who were regarded by the Community as having the most direct 

influence on the European public when it came to disseminating information and 

influencing behaviour and attitudes.  Notably, these were thosĞ ǁŚŽ ŚĞůĚ ƚŚĞ ͚ƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů͛ 

ĂŶĚ ͚ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů͛ ŬĞǇƐ ŽĨ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ108
, ƉƵďůŝĐ ĨŝŐƵƌĞƐ ůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ĂĐƚ ĂƐ ͚ŵƵůƚŝƉůŝĞƌƐ͛ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ 

intense task of making Europeans aware of, and of informing them as to, developments in 

Europe͛109
. In fact these opinion leaders were regarded as constituting part of what was 

ŬŶŽǁŶ ĂƐ Ă ͚ĞƵƌŽƐƉŚĞƌĞ͛110
 of influential people occupying significant positions in a variety 

of institutions. 
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 FƌŽŵ ϭϵϲϭ ŽŶǁĂƌĚ ƚŚĞ JŽŝŶƚ ͚PƌĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ IŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͛ “ĞƌǀŝĐĞ ;ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ ŝŶ ϭϵϱϴͿ ǁĂƐ 

subdivided into eight units: General Affairs, Fairs and Exhibitions, Publications, Radio TV and 

Cinema, Trade Union, Agriculture, University information, youth and popular education and 

Third Countries. Adopting an opinion leader approach to public communication made it 

necessary to rebalance the budget allocation away from general public activity to opinion 

leader activity. In 1963, 78 per cent of the public communication policy budget was 

allocated to activities addressed at opinion leaders with the remaining 22 per cent reserved 

for public communication activities addressed directly at the European public at large
111

. We 

do not have corresponding figures 1964 ʹ 1967
112

, however the Commission did state that 

between 1963-1967 an opinion leader approach was financially prioritized because, as they 

noted, there was insufficient financial resources to target 185 million people.
113

 

  

Insert Table 2 

What we can see from the above table is that specific public communication tools were 

almost exclusively used to target opinion leaders and other tools to target the European 

public at large. For example, public communication tools to address opinion leaders were 

ďĂƐĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝǀĞ ƵŶŝƚƐ͗ ͛GĞŶĞƌĂů AĨĨĂŝƌƐ͛ ƉƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ University 

information, youth and popular education sector. TŚĞ ͚GĞŶĞƌĂů AĨĨĂŝƌƐ͛ UŶŝƚ ǁĂƐ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ 

for the organisation of conferences, visits to the Community institutions, workshops and 

study trips. However, following increasing scrutiny and concern for cost effectiveness the 

EEC
114

 ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ĨƵŶĚƐ ǁĞƌĞ ƚŽŽ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĂůůŽǁ ƐƉĞĐƚĂĐƵůĂƌ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͛ ĂŶĚ ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐůǇ͕ 

study trips, conferences and visits became almost exclusively reserved for opinion leaders, 

notably from the University sector with 60 per cent of the people on study visits to 

Luxembourg and Brussels in 1964 coming from this sector.
115

 Indeed, in the previous year 

the EEC had prioritised training lecturers in the various milieux on the occasion of their visits 

;ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚ ƚŽ ͚ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ŚƵŶĚƌĞĚ ƐĞƐƐŝŽŶƐ Ă ǇĞĂƌ͛116
) to become opinion 

leaders. However, the Commission had to limit the reimbursement of travel expenses to 

ƚŚŽƐĞ ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ ǁŚŽ ƐŚŽǁĞĚ ͚Ă ĚŝƌĞĐƚ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ǁŝƚŚͬŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĐŽƵůĚ 

be considered ŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ůĞĂĚĞƌƐ͛117
 and that had directly been invited by the Porte-Parole 

ŐƌŽƵƉ͕ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ŽĨĨŝĐĞ Žƌ ƚŚĞ ͚DŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĚƵ “ĞƌǀŝĐĞ͛͘   
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 With regard to publications, the Commission
118

 had to restrict (again for financial 

reasons) the dissemination of brochures and folders to institutions, governmental 

organisations and key multipliers like libraries in Universities or professors and to seek 

collaboration with the media as a multiplier.  The EEC
119

 gives the example of collaboration 

ǁŝƚŚ ͚ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ AƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ PƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ ŽĨ PƵďůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƚŚ ;EƵƌŽƉƌĞƐƐũƵŶŝŽƌͿ͕ 

which represents 240 publications reaching some ƚŚŝƌƚǇ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ƌĞĂĚĞƌƐ ŵŽŶƚŚůǇ͛. With 

regard to the European public at large, the mass media, fairs and exhibitions were the main 

public communication tools used to address this general public.  

 The financial priorities set out above and the re-prioritisation of information tools 

would provide the template for information activities until 1967. After which and following 

the guidelines laid down by Merger Treaty (1967) the public communication policy budget 

was to be increased and the Common Press and Information Service reorganised
120

, which 

was to become DG X. 

 

4. Conclusion 

 We have attempted to show four things. First, the Community had an explicit civil 

aim which consisted of trying to stimulate a European civil consciousness consistently 

through 1951-1967. Concomitantly, ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ EC“C ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ͚ŶŽ ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂů Žƌ 

bureaucratic institution could be further away from the citizens than one dealing with 

regulations on the production and distribution, including prices, of steel and coal and their 

ĚĞƌŝǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ͛121
 are misrepresentative of the stated civil aim of the Community. Second, the 

Community realised the value of public communication for the achievement of this aim: an 

aim which, third, provided the rationale fŽƌ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽlicy 

efforts 1951-1967. Fourth, that throughout this period two different and consecutive 

approaches to public communication are discernible: first a popularist approach (1951-

1962) and second an opinion leader approach (1963-1967) and that both equally attempted 

to stimulate a European civil consciousness.  

 As such those arguments that persist in describing this period of European 

integration in terms of the Community consisting of a secretive elite or elitist bureaucrats 

who had little regard for public communication and the general public, no interest in diverse 

forms of outputs and content and who only ever thought of public communication as a 

marketing tool or a public relations strategy for handling a crisis are somewhat jejune. Such 
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ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ĂƐ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŵŽƐƚůǇ ŝŐŶŽƌĞ ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ Đŝǀŝů ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ͘ This is not to suggest 

that the Commission was successful in stimulating a European civil consciousness - countless 

Eurobarometer findings record its failure. Nor is it to suggest that the Community has spent 

its time effort and resources wisely. Perhaps they did overestimate ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ͛Ɛ 

readiness for a civil Europe and perhaps it was also beyond its ability to facilitate a European 

civil consciousness. Equally it is possible to see public communication as a form of 

compensatory activity
122

 ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ ƚŽ ƌĞĚƌĞƐƐ ƚŚĞ EƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ ƉƵďůŝĐ͛Ɛ ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ ŝŶ 

European integration. Nevertheless, it was also meant to inform, inspire and to persuade. It 

is what was said and intended rather than its success that is important. Simply put: 

European integration needs to be understood as a project that was from the start meant to 

go forward with the European people and not without them or in spite of them, the scale of 

the public communication effort and what was affirmed and promised testify to this.  These 

public communication efforts have continued and involved more and more members of 

staff, from a handful of High Authority officials, to currently about 1200 members of staff in 

ƚŚĞ CŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ DŝƌĞĐƚŽƌĂƚĞ GĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ ĨŽƌ CŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘  Cŝǀŝů EƵƌŽƉĞ ŚĂƐ ŝƚƐ ŽǁŶ 

history, albeit a little appreciated history and yet it has, we would suggest, in equal 

measure, the same importance as the purely economic and political histories of European 

integration. It is a history that merits to be looked at in its own right.  
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