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N DECEMBER 28, 1948, the establishment of an Interna.
tional Authority for the Ruhr was announced by the
State Department. This is somewhat of a misnomer for the
Ruhr accord is not a corporate entity or an "Authority" in
any accepted understanding of the term. Instead, the plan
calls for a Council. It does not go to the substance of the
problem of the concentration of German industrial power,
nor does it provide any decision on the disputed ownership
of the industries or a method of permanent control. The
Ruhr Council is one of those temporary expedients to which
men resort in order to reconcile involved political entanglements with practical difficulties of administration.
While superficial, the Ruhr agreement may have considerable bearing on future thinking, and Ambassador Douglas,
who represented the United States, and the representatives
of Great Britain, France, and the Benelux countries who
collaborated, deserve credit for reaching even a temporary
accord in so difficult a problem.
The program has wide political, economic and social implications for the future. It broadens the control of the
Ruhr's industries, bringing in France and the Benelux
countries to share with the occupying powers (Britain and
the United States) in the allocation of coal, coke and steel
among Germany and other European powers. While the establishment of the Authority or Council, as it may more prop-
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erly be called, may add to the practical operating difficulties
of the two occupying powers by slowing up decisions and
diffusing authority, the arrangement does recognize that the
ownership and development of the vast potential power of
the Ruhr is a matter of interest to Europe as a whole as well
as to Germany and the two occupying powers. It is also an
important step towards the permanent security of France.
If we once recognize that the German problem is in fact a
European problem and that the Ruhr must service all of
the European countries as well as Germany, we have made
important ideological progress.
But the German owners of the Ruhr naturally fear that
control by Germany's trade rivals may be used to deprive
her of legitimate expansion of industry and may make it difficult for Germany to compete effectively with other nations.
A controlling majority of members could also use this same
power to curb trade rivals other than Germany. In assuming
power over German industry, the nations in control should
not use it to restrict German development or to bolster up
their own economies at the expense of the Germans or any
other minority group. Unless the highest statesmanship prevails, the Ruhr accord can be only a truce. Germany would
in such case await more favorable times for economic and
military resurgence.
As General Clay intended, the administration of the Ruhr
must be in the hands of the German people. International
control should be directed solely towards preventing rearma.
ment and towards integrating the economic power of the Ruhr
with the newly federated and cooperative Europe which we
hope will arise from the ashes of nationalism.
The importance of the International Council for the
Ruhr is not its achievement, but the stimulation of thought
and planning on the part of all who seek a just and lasting
solution of the European problem. If carried out with statesmanship and wisdom the control of Ruhr heavy industry
may offer the German people, as well as France, a way out
of the terrible and seemingly hopeless confusion and perplexity in which they find themselves. It may open a road to
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peace, prosperity, and expanded culture for the small but
great continent of Europe, which is still, despite its devasta.
tion, the center and hope of civilization.
Many of the solutions proposed to curb German economic
and military power have been discarded as impracticable or
as mere postponements of a German recovery. How can the
fears, the involvements, and the very practical difficulties be
worked out with some hope of success? It has been properly
pointed out that the problem is not so much to satisfy the
Germans as to promote world peace. But we must recognize
that a solution which leaves the German people bitter and
utterly hostile has little chance of permanency. Richard B.
Scandrett, Jr., President of the Survey Graphic, a close student of European affairs, suggests that a political internation.
alization of the Ruhr, rather than an economic separation,
may prove the best answer. We have something of a precedent in Danzig, a bone of contention between Poland and
Germany, internationalized by the Treaty of Versailles. This
ancient commercial city, inhabited largely by Germans and
surrounded by Polish countryside, was governed in theory
by a High Commissioner appointed by the League of Na.
tions. But there was much friction and the National Socialists gained practical control several years before Hitler
marched into Poland. While political internationalization of
the Ruhr under the United Nations would be comparatively
simple, it is doubtful if it would be practical or lasting. The
Ruhr is the economic heart of Germany and political separation might prove a greater tactical mistake than Bismarck's
lack of statesmanship in separating Alsace Lorraine from
France. The establishment of a corporate International Authority to control steel, coal and power is probably the most

logical and hopeful of all proposals and the Ruhr Council
is at least a step towards such a solution.

AN INTERNATIONAL AUTHORITY
The two areas of Europe in which an International Authority is so obviously essential are the Danube Basin and
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the Ruhr. Jealousy, poverty, disorganization and racial and
political hatreds among the numerous nations bordering the
Danube have made commerce and transport on one of the
most vital and historic of Europe's trade routes almost impossible. As long ago as August 10, 1945, President Truman
pointed out that the selfish control of the waterways of
Europe is one of the most persistent causes of war. He pro-

posed that regulations for navigation be provided by international authorities "to develop the use of waterways and
assure equal treatment on them for all nations".

The Ruhr is in "all German" territory but its industries
create fear and unrest in Europe and make difficult a lasting
peace for the German people. The collaboration of Germany's neighbors is essential in safeguarding an enterprise
so fraught with danger to their very existence.
In the United States we think of an Authority as a corporate entity which usually issues its own securities in order
to finance and extend its business operations. The Port of
New York Authority, one of the most important, was created
by the states of New York and New Jersey to develop their
common enterprises--the waterfront and facilities of New
York harbor. It builds and operates bridges, tunnels, ware-

Fair, and the United Nations sites and has been consulted
on municipal and governmental problems in Washington and
from Portland, Oregon, to the Ruhr. When the Army asked
him to survey the Ruhr and make recommendations for its
effective operation, he quite understandably suggesteu control by an International Authority which would parallel the
corporate entities rather than a temporary body such as the
Council now under consideration.
Asked by Citizens Conference on International Economic
Union for his present views on the usefulness of an International Authority for the Ruhr, Mr. Moses said:
"I believe more than ever in the Authority and see no
other solution which makes sense.
"In establishing such an Authority, you will have to con-

sider not only the future of German industry and the
ultimate control of the assets of the Authority by the
Germans, but also the immediate source of funds to make

the thing work. Obviously through one agency or another,
the United States is going to have to make most of the
basic loan and therefore must have a leading part in the
operations of the Authority until it gets on its feet, dem-

onstrates its ability to revive German industry, and begins
paying at least some of its debts."

houses, terminals, and airports. Its securities have a ready

market and its operations have been profitable as well as
useful.

For a practical illustration of how such an Authority might
function and preserve the right of local German management we have only to look at our own General Motors. The
parent company may be compared with an Authority, under

The Tennessee Valley Authority is perhaps the most spectacular of such developments. Created and controlled by
Congress it has reclaimed a huge river valley, improved navigation, provided flood control, dams, lakes and power which
is sold to consumers in several states. Its financing came from
the United States government but it operates as a separate
corporate entity and its operations are no longer a drain upon

would be organized as effective operating units under German
management, as Chevrolet, Pontiac, Oldsmobile, Buick and
Cadillac, are subsidiaries of General Motors.
Obviously, as Mr. Moses points out, the Authority would

the treasury.

have to be financed in the beginning largely by the United

The Triborough Bridge Authority is associated with the
name of Robert Moses who heads it. This is a corporate
agency of the City of New York whose function is to finance,
build and operate bridges and tunnels. Mr. Moses has done
outstanding work in developing parks, parkways, the World's
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international control--and the various mines and industries

States. But an investment in setting up such an entity and
restoring the productive capacity of the Ruhr would not only
be of great social significance, it would represent one of the
few sizeable advances of United States taxpayers' money in
Europe which would stand a good chance of repayment.
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FRANCE AND THE

RUHR

The two major fears and obstacles to peace and recovery
in Europe are the cold war between Russia and the United
States, and the instability of France, the natural leader of
Europe. Under French sponsorship a European federation
could be brought about; without her leadership and participation a European federation is not possible of achievement.
A strong France exerting liberal leadership might accomplish
much towards fleeing Europe from its fear of the two great
powers now contending for ideological and economic mastery. There are 200,000,000 people in western and central
Europe excluding the British Isles. They have common interests as well as common soil. Only disunity and lack of outstanding leadership keeps Europe impotent.
France was not extensively destroyed. Economically and
agriculturally she is sound. It is monetary and political instability which prevents her from achieving sound prosperity
and exerting a healing power over a stricken and divided
Europe.
France always has been a leader in the crusade against
tyranny and for freedom and equality everywhere. Rousseau's doctrine that "there are no longer any Frenchmen,

Germans, Spaniards or Englishmen, there are only Europeans", comes back to stir us as it did two centuries ago.
If Napoleon had created the United States of Europe which
he regarded as necessary, there would have been no World
War I or II. He said he wanted to unite the peoples of
Europe "all into one strong, national body .... Then there

would be no more vicissitudes to fear, for there would be
only one set of laws, one kind of opinion, one view, one
interest, the interest of mankind." Instead he became a dictator, though he maintained a French point of view, and left
a heritage of civil law as well as a burning desire for freedom
among the peoples of Europe.
In 1930, Aristide Briand submitted to the League of Nations a plan for organizing a European Federal Union. Many
members of the French Assembly have recently expressed
themselves in favor of a federation of Europe composed of
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peoples, not of governments. Edouard Herriot and Leon Blum
are among the present leaders of France who have always
favored a broad policy of European cooperation. France is
now working for a customs union with Italy and looks forward
to a merger of that union with Benelux. If France can rise to
leadership of Europe as she did in 1789, a new Europe may be
aborning despite the physical devastation, the worthless and
inexchangeable currencies, the breakdown of transportation,
the trade barriers, the differences of language, religion, race

and philosophy.
Thrice invaded and laid low by her powerful neighbor, it
is not strange that France strives first for her national security
and does not sufficiently recognize her obligation for European leadership. To build up Europe, Germany must be revived as a land of prosperous and useful people and that
takes more courage and statesmanship than France has yet
been able to assert.

Despite the legitimate fear of German resurgence and the
redevelopment of German industry in the Ruhr, there is
probably greater realization in France that the future of
Europe is tied to French and German cooperation and understanding than there has ever been before. France and
Germany can destroy each other and Europe, or they can
build up their common economic and cultural life and that
of Europe as well.
General DeGaulle is mistrusted and feared as a reactionary
influence by the western democracies and, of course, by Russia.
Yet we must recognize that his star may be in the ascendent
if the moderate center, now the main hope of liberalism,
proves too weak to curb inflation, restore a sound monetary
system, and unite the country. It is at least hopeful that in
approaching the German problem General DeGaulle does not
speak like a hopeless reactionary or a "man on horseback" but
with appreciation of a broad and cooperative German and
European program. On November 17, 1948, General DeGaulle
while deploring building up a strong centralized Reich, said:
"In what direction will this Reich that you will have remade with your own hands, turn? And moreover, why remake it? There was another, there still is another solution,
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possible repetition. This can be best done by entrusting

a French solution, a truly European solution to the German question. What should have been done, what still
can be done is to orient Germany, after all the misfortunes
she has experienced, toward moderation, toward cooperation. In this orientation she would have found her real
role and her real greatness. This could have been done,

an international authority, a kind o[ international governing body, with a real control over the management of the
Ruhr mines and industries, over the orientation of their
production towards peaceful ends.

"Thus the conditions indispensable for the integration of

and it still can be done.
"It can be done not by giving Germany the form and the

Germany into the European community, where she will
be welcome only if the proper safeguards are obtained,

spirit of a Reich, but by encouraging her once more to as-

sume her traditional form of a Federation of States which
could take their place in a European Union .... "

On December 19th with a still more cooperative view,
General DeGaulle declared:
"The fate of Germany affects that of the whole world, not
only because of the general importance of Germany in the

I
I

present situation but also because of the enormous threat
from the East upon the German frontiers.
"The German problem therefore, must be solved on a
wider plane, and it should be considered within the structure of Europe and of a European Union and of the

nations that desire to defend our civilization. It is possible
to integrate a German federation of states into a Euro-

pean union that would enclose it and go beyond it to open
to the Germans a wider sphere in the service of Europe ....

"What objection could there be to making the Ruhr fit

ambitions for conquest."

On December 2, 1948, Mr. Henri Bonnet, Ambassador of
France to the United States, following the resolution of the
National Assembly, issued a warning against the decision of
the Bi-Zonal Authorities granting German management
eater authority in the Ruhr. Mr. Bonnet said:
"Millions of human beings were killed on the battlefield
during the last war, many other millions slaughtered in
concentration camps, in gas chambers, or before firing

squads. It is not only a right but a duty to protect not only
the neighbors of Germany but the whole world against a
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world peace."

The solution which France seeks is not a temporary council
for allocation of coke, coal and steel but an International
Authority with corporate power and control which will integrate the industry of the Ruhr with the States of Europe.
The first essentials for the success of any Ruhr or German
settlement are that France be reasonably satisfied; that her
security be protected; and that she cooperate fully with the
effort for German and European rehabilitation. With the
coal and industries of Silesia in the hands of Poland, the industrial area of the Saar a part of France, the potential military power of the Ruhr safeguarded for all of Europe by an
International Authority, the fear which prevents the German

people from enjoying the full fruit of their skill and industry
and geographical position, will be largely dispelled.

directly into a European Union with a special and international status, so that while not losing its German char-

acter it could be devoted to the good of Europe? It is not
our fault that the Ruhr problem exists, but it will be our
fault if the Ruhr is not removed from the grasp of German

will be fulfilled. In France no one doubts that these aims
are in accord with the interests of the United States and of

OWNERS OF RUHR INDUSTRIES

I
!

Who are the present owners of the Ruhr? No one wants
to face the complexities of determining ultimate ownership
and meanwhile the Bi-Zonal Authorities carry on. Sometime
the problem must be faced and what a mess there will be to
unravel. There are the small and middle-sized German industrialists who oppose both socialization and cartelization.
There are the remnants of the Vereinigte Stahlwerke, the
big steel trust which the Nazis were supposed to nationalize
but turned back to the big industrialists. There are the claims
of the industrial barons who backed Hitler and made it possible for national socialism to succeed--the Krupps, the Thys-
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sens, the Stinnes, the Flicks, and the Kloeckners. Hitler in

1943 by decree (the Lex Krupp) set up the Krupp industries
as an industrial kingdom. Division of interest among members of the Krupp family is complicated. The Krupp's fortunes were confiscated by the Nuremburg tribunal but proceedings are pending to modify the decree. One of the Stinnes
concerns is American-owned. The German government, when

there is one, will be a major claimant. Many securities belonging to Nazis or the Third Reich have been confiscated and
taken over by property custodians of the allied nations, in.
cluding Russia. An International Authority should offer a
practical solution not only for the control and integration of
the Ruhr with the rest of Europe, but a workable method for
compensating the owners of the Ruhr mines and factories.
Instead of attempting to physically unscramble ownership in
mines and factories, the bonds of the Authority would be
distributed to claimants.
The British and Germans undoubtedly favor socialization.
The United States opposes socialization largely to escape
political criticism at home, and is for returning the mines
and factories to their German owners when ownership can be
determined. As late as January 9, 1949, Jacob D. Beam,
Chief of the State Department's Division of Central European
Affairs, said:
"We believe that the incentives to efficient operation of the
Ruhr industry would be largely destroyed if the Germans,
who have developed the managerial skill and possess the
trained labor power to operate the industries of the Ruhr,
were precluded, after taking the measures to prevent the
return of former Nazi owners, from determining the fu-

ture pattern of ownership through their duly elected representatives .... "

An international Authority would centralize Ruhr industries so that they could be efficiently operated without delay.
They would be neither ineffectively dispersed among thousands of unrelated claimants nor cartelized. The owners, when
properly certified, would receive compensation in securities
issued by the Authority. Payment in government securities
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is the accepted method of compensating owners when the
key industries in Britain and other European nations are
socialized.
Tile United States would have to loan money to the Avÿthority to unite the Ruhr industries and modernize them, and
would receive in return securities for its investment. Ultimately the Authority would float its bond issues in the market and would probably be eligible for loans from such institutions as the International Bank.
The Ruhr is one of the richest industrial areas in the world.
Its wealth financed national socialism and the Wehrmacht,
making Hitler's rise to power possible. There is every reason to
believe that this vast storehouse of power, energy and production can be made not only productive but profitable so
that Ruhr securities would eventually have value and mar-

ketability.
An International Authority would give the British and the
Germans the socialization which they seek but, unlike national socialism, would protect the world against a purely
German concentration of industrial might which could again
become the main support for military adventure and another
European shambles.

THE GERMANS AND THE RUHR
The Germans want socialization, but will they accept an
International Authority? They do not want an Authority;
they want their own industrial center turned back to the
German people, and to the German government when there
is one. They do not want any foreign control of internal
affairs. They say with some logic that if the Ruhr is placed
under an International Authority, justice and European security require that Silisean, Czechoslovakian, French and
other large industrial concentrations should also be internationalized.
But the Germans want to get rid of the Russians, the
British, the French and the Americans; the armies of occupation; the foreign civilian authorities; the carpetbaggers; and
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ex-officials who come back to influence business development.
They want the web of restrictions and prohibitions with
which they are surrounded removed. They want their government, their homes and their property returned to the
people of Germany.
The German people must make a choice. If they are unalterably wedded to nationalism, an International Authority
will never be acceptable or permanently possible. But if they
see their salvation in European cooperation and federation,
the Authority is a logical and a bearable step. Barring military
struggle between Russia and the United States, Germany will
be garrisoned and held down until a final settlement is effected. In order to get rid of the foreigner and foreign military and economic control within the next quarter of a century, some permanent arrangement for the security of the
rest of Europe must be made.

In order to secure German cooperation it will be necessary
to convince the Germans that the powers which are to share in
the control of the Ruhr will act honorably; that the control
will be exercised only at the higher levels and for the sole
purpose of fostering European solidarity and prosperity, preventing the rebirth of German military might, and securing
the proper allocation of coal, coke, and steel among Germany
and other European States. Industrial control must not be
used to further selfish trade rivalries, and administration of
Ruhr industries below top levels must be wholly German.
The idea of an Authority is valid only if we assume that
the United States will not recreate the German peril in order
to counter the Russian peril. We must also assume that France
and Britain will remain determined to insist upon a German
settlement which will protect Europe against future wars.
The most logical and effective security that could be devised is the internationalization of the industrial power of the
Ruhr. If Germany can be convinced that her best hope for
prosperity and cultural development lies in peaceful economic integration with the rest of Europe there is high hope
in the International Authority. Joint leadership with France
in a great adventure for a European federation would make
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the internationalization of the Ruhr a keystone in the pattern.
It is even possible that if the Authority is successful other
European industrial areas may ultimately be placed under
international control. A fair distribution of the world's raw
materials and production was the intent of the Atlantic
Charter, a great document, unfortunately now unheeded.

WHAT OF RUSSIA?
Russia fears a strong Europe and has opposed all efforts to
federalize the European nations. She would oppose even more
bitterly any permanent extension of United States and British
control into the Ruhr industries. The antagonism between
Russia and the United States and Britain has been fanned by
stupid and irrational rivalry in a bitter war of propaganda
designed to kindle the flames of distrust and hatred. Russia
has been the chief offender because she is bent on maintaining
a dictatorship and police state control at any cost and is
weak and afraid to let her people know the truth. But the
cold war has brought credit to none of the participants.
There is some hope for a European settlement since the
Russian government is practical and would see no difficulty

in reversing its philosophy if a plan could be devised which
were in her interests as well as that of European solidarity.
Public opinion, supported and fanned by politicians and
the press, could see little but good in Russia during the war
years when we were partners and in great jeopardy. This atti.
rude has now completely changed, and the politicians and the
press again must accept a large share of responsibility. Danger.
ous as Russia's concepts of "democracy" undoubtedly are, it
is hard to believe that Russia has changed very much since
the war years. It is our interests that have changed. We now
see each other as all black. Yet both are more gray than black
and while we undoubtedly have on our side the ideals of
human rights and individual liberty, our self-righteousness
often obscures the merit of legitimate Russian aspirations and
objectives.
With the cold war Russia has necessarily been left out of
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the western setup just as we have been crossed off in eastern
affairs. If East and West were to compose their differences
and attempt a European settlement, Russia could claim
legitimate interests in the Ruhr as valid as those of Britain
and the United States. An equitable settlement in Berlin and
withdrawal of all occupying powers from Austria would
entitle Russia to the same representation as Britain and the
United States in the control of an International Authority
for the Ruhr.
It would be to the best interests of the European nations
to eliminate all the great powers except France from permanent membership either in an Authority or a federation
of European nations. Britain and the United States have no
right to control the destinies of Europe except to see that it is
free to develop its own cultural, social, economic and political
system. Russia has a vast domain of her own and as a member
of a federated Europe would overshadow the European
nations.

If the great powers were to secure a permanent foothold in
the Ruhr there would be danger that their rivalries might
make effective administration difficult and wreck the possibilities of a successful federation of European peoples.
If a European settlement can be effected, the membership of
Britain, the United States and Russia in the Authority should
be for a limited period of years, and solely for the purpose of
financing the Authority, seeing that it is equitably set up and
that German peace commitments are carried out.

While it is understandable that in the present state of un.
settlement Russia fears any strong neighbor, there are many
reasons why a genuine federation of European peoples should
appeal to her desire for economic rehabilitation and security.
A federation of European peoples would be far less dangerous to Russia than a weak and divided Europe with the
United States, Britain and France in control of the West.
There would be no better or quicker way to get Britain and
the United States out of Europe than to agree on an equitable
European settlement which would include the internationalization of the Ruhr.
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Russia insists on a government monopoly of foreign trade,
but she must have trade and machinery to rehabilitate her
agriculture and her industry. A European federation could
supply her with much that she needs and would make for
prosperity. Such a federation would also be a decisive step
away from war and aggression aimed at Russia or any other
nation. It would be the most effective guarantee of lasting
peace.

But with or without Russia, the internationalization of

the Ruhr holds out the best possibility of a lasting German
and European settlement. The European Recovery Program
has been effective in priming the pump, but other and more
fundamental agencies must keep it running.

CONTROL OF THE RUHR INDUSTRIES
The proposed agreement for the Ruhr Authority, drafted
at the six-power conference and released December 28, pro-

vides that the Authority be operated by a Council in which
the United States, Britain, France, and Germany, when a
permanent government has been established, shall have three
votes each and Holland, Belgium, and Luxembourg one each.
Provision should be made for Russia if a European adjustment is arrived at and German representation should not be
long delayed. In any event, a Council so weighted in favor of
the great powers could not succeed in unifying Europe and
securing the confidence and support of the smaller nations.

A definite limit should be placed upon the life of the temporary Council and plans should be announced for the creation of a permanent Authority and for broadening the representation of nations so that the Ruhr Authority will be the
logical nucleus of a permanent federation of European states.
Two possibilities suggest themselves -- one, that Germany
and France have three votes each and all other European
nations agreeing to join have one each. Or, if this would make
the Council too large and unwieldy, membership might be
confined to the nations contiguous to Germany. The Council
would then consist of Germany, 3 votes; France, 3 votes;
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Benelux (Holland, Belgium and Luxembourg), 3 votes;
Scandinavian nations (Sweden, Norway and Denmark), 3
votes; Poland, 1 vote; Czechoslovakia, 1 vote; Austria, 1 vote;
Switzerland, 1 vote.

Since the Ruhr Authority would be the logical agency for
uniting the nations of Europe into a federated continent, it
would be desirable to have as many nations as possible represented. Size is not an insuperable objection as the Council
would pass largely upon policy and directives. Management
and administration would have to be centralized in German
hands. Major disputes which affect the life and continuance
of the Authority or the peace of Europe should be referred
to the General Assembly of the United Nations for settlement.

ship -- but with no official standing or special knowledge -- to
seek to implement European recovery and federation when
the chancelleries of the nations have so signally failed. But
groping for a lasting peace and for a formula under which
men of diverse economic and political faiths can live together,
transcends our customary dependence upon political and governmental agencies.
The cold war cannot last forever and some settlement be-

tween Russia and the western world must be arrived at. It is
idle to say that communism and democratic capitalism cannot live in the same world. They must!

CAN EUROPE BE SALVAGED?
There has been a long drop from the Atlantic Charter to
the cold war. Ideals which stirred the minds and hopes of
people of all nations have given way to bitterness and economic and ideological warfare which warps the minds of men.
Expediency has taken the place of principles, and propaganda makes difficult the search for truth.
Yet the world is slowly creeping out of the destruction and
disorganization of the war. Among the definite and forward
steps which the past year has brought are the efforts towards
a customs union between France and Italy; substantial progress towards economic union by Holland, Belgium, and Luxembourg; the closer relationship of the Scandinavian countries; the economic stimulation of many countries through
the European Recovery Program; the joining together of the
three zones of Germany in the June accord and the reorganization of the currency; the growing realization that
France and Germany must work together in harmony for the
preservation of European civilization, culture, and economic
well-being; and above all the unshaken faith of people everywhere in the ultimate success of the United Nations.
It may seem overambitious for an organization of citizens
devoted to peace and international conciliation and friend-
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PUBLICATIONS OF CITIZENS CONFERENCE ON
INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC UNION
WANTED -- AN ECONOMIC UNION OF NATIONS, 1943
FIRST STEPS TOWARD WORLD ECONOMIC PEACE, 1943

by Ernest L. Bogart and Louis H. Pink
THE BRETTON WOODS AGREEMENT AND WHY IT IS NECESSARY, 1944

A TRADE AGENCY FOR ONE WORLD, 1945
by Eliot Grinnell Meats
WHAT THE BRITISH LOAN AND TRADE AGP..EEMENT

MEANS TO YOU, 1946 by Otto Tod Mallery
WE CAN AND MUST TÿJÿDE WITH RUSSIA, 1946

by W.L. White
CONFUSION IN THE PI-IILIPPINES AND THE WAY OUT, 1946

by Louis H. Pink
TRANSPORTATION AND WORLD UNITY, 1946

by Cleveland Rodgers and Ernest L. Bogart
AN ECONOMIC UNITED STATES OF EUROPE -- NOW, 1946

by Louis H. Pink
How INDUSTRY CAN KEEP THE PEACE, 1946

by Eldridge Haynes
How TO CAVÿY OUT PRESIDENT TRUMAN'S PROGRAM
THROUGH THE UNITED NATIONS, 1947

WOOL AND PEACE, 1947
RUSSIAN-AMERICAN TRADE, 1947

by Mikhail V. Condoide
DIVIDED KOREA, 1947
by Robert T Oliver
GEmVmNY AND THE NEW EtmovE, 1948
by Louis H. Pink
AN INTERNATIONAL AUTHORITY FOR THE RUHR, 1949

by Louis H. Pink
The Citizens Conference on International Economic Union is a non-partisan,
Unsubsidized association of individuals and groups. Membership is open to all
persons subscribing to the purposes of the Conference, and is of three classes:
Subscribing, $3; Sponsoring, $5; Organization, $25. Contributions are exempt
from taxation. Checks may be made payable to Ernest L. Bogart, Treasurer.
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