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Executive Summary

The Franco-German relationship has always been very prominent in European politics and currently still is. These two states that started out as enemies in post-war Europe, gradually managed to come together and form a partnership. 

This dissertation seeks to examine during which main events in European integration from 1989 till 1999 there was the existence of rivalry or cooperation between French and German political leaders, and whether the overall Franco-German relations during the 1990s was signified by rivalry or cooperation.

After the Second World War tensions between France and Germany were high, but these tensions were soon replaced by a new phenomenon, European integration. The first major Franco-German initiative being the creation of the European Coal and Steel community. 

It is the decade from 1989 till 1999 that this dissertation deals with. This specific decade had great relevance to Franco-German relations. With in 1989 the fall of the Berlin Wall and the reunification of Germany. The beginning of this decade also marked the end of the Cold War era and Europe reshaping itself. Moreover, reunification led to the normalization of Germany, domestically and within the European atmosphere. 

After the German unification, it was economic integration that was at the top of the European agenda during the 1990s. The creation of the European Monetary Union, the Treaty of Maastricht and a single market were all incredibly important achievements in European integration during this time. Germany had also proved herself to be economically strong, which in turn caused a switch in power in the Franco-German relationship. There was a certain amount of Franco-German rivalry when it came to economic integration. However, this rivalry was permitted and kept other member states alert and served as a positive factor in achieving the best possible outcome. It was still due to strong Franco-German collaboration that many economic successes were achieved during the 1990s. 

After the success of economic integration, the European leaders felt it was time to create a Common Foreign and Security Policy. This had been triggered by the ongoing situation in Yugoslavia. However, it seemed this was much harder to achieve due to the loss of sovereignty being much more significant compared to economic monetary unity. France and Germany did realize the importance of a CFSP and made substantial efforts in achieving this. It was seen that the Kosovo crisis during the 1990s made Chirac and Kohl realize Franco-German collaboration was a must when dealing with such a sensitive humanitarian situation. The Franco-German leaders also realized, due to strong US (NATO) involvement, how important common and independent European defense really was. 

These Franco-German relations were also analyzed within a theoretical framework. The main theories that were used were: realism and liber-intergovernmentalism. Both acknowledging the state being a rational actor and that many hegemonic relationships include inter-state bargaining and rivalry. This was also strongly seen within the Franco-German relationship. 
The findings of this dissertation have concluded that the question of rivalry or collaboration was in fact not as black and white as initially thought. Rivalry is not always something negative, but as seen during successes in economic integration, inter-state rivalry could be seen as a positive. With this positive competition being constructive, due to new initiatives and innovative thinking. On the other hand collaboration was incredibly important on issues of European security and defense, due to the often times more sensitive nature of the situation. Therefore, there was the existence of both collaboration and rivalry within the Franco-German tandem, with both states knowing when it was the appropriate time to collaborate and when rivalry was permitted. 
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1.
Introduction

The Franco-German relationship has always been heavily discussed and analysed. This was mostly due to France and Germany being former enemies and eventually creating a collaborative relationship. When looking at post-war Europe, tensions between France and Germany were high. However, these were soon replaced be the new phenomenon of European integration (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

European integration is a process in which decisions are made through policies and represented in treaties and legislation (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). This is only made possible by states voluntarily giving up partial sovereignty through which European sovereignty is created (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). This all has made the existence of the European Union possible. 

This dissertation deals with the decade from1989 until 1999. Starting off with the German unification, which had a great effect on the Franco-German relationship. The fall of the Berlin Wall also marked the end of the Cold War as well as the reshaping into a new Europe. The reunification of Germany also made way for a new capital. Bonn was now replaced by Berlin as Germany’s capital. The reunification started the process of Germany becoming ‘normal’ again. 

The importance of this decade can also be seen when looking at the process of European integration. In 1992 the Single Market was established, and in the same year the Treaty of Maastricht was signed which led to the creation of a single European currency, the euro and the establishment of the Economic and Monetary Union. These major events in the European economic integration, caused for changes in European partnerships as well as the strengthening of these partnerships. This was mainly seen between France and Germany, in which a strong partnership arose.  

During this decade European security was also of high concern, with the armed conflicts in Yugoslavia that began from 1991 and developed into a heated civil war. Creating a Common Foreign and Security Policy was a main priority. It became apparent that Europe needed to able to intervene in her own conflicts without the dependency on NATO. 

It was also due to the significant achievements with regard to European integration in the economic and political arena between 1989 and 1999 that EU enlargement was becoming more prominent. With the EU now also looking to expand to Eastern Europe. 

The process of European integration in relation to Franco-German dynamics is incredibly important. One of the first steps towards European integration is for example the creation of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC). The ECSC was at the same time an effort towards Franco-German reconciliation as it was an effort towards European integration and cooperation (Cole,A., 2001). It is noticeable that certain policies with regard to European integration had a base in Franco-German reconciliation. 

The political leaders of both France and Germany and the decisions made by these leaders are also an important aspect with regard to the Franco-German relationship. Extraordinary partnerships emerged: de Gaulle and Adenauer, Giscard d’Estaing and Schmidt, Mitterrand and Kohl, all incredibly willing to build a strong and unified Europe (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Both states driven by ‘the realisation France can only maintain her international status through the development of Europe’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001), while Germany could only regain international trust by showing her commitment to a Europe and the unification of it.

In understanding European integration and decisions made by leaders, the different theories of International Relations are important. With regard to European integration from a Franco-German perspective the main theories that will be discussed are realism and (liberal)-intergovernmentalism. In researching the Franco-German power relations and in understanding this hegemonic relationship and the effect it had on European integration, these two theories are most applicable. The theory of realism is viewed by many as a pessimistic theory (Burchill, S., 2001). Realists see the world as dangerous and insecure, and describe the international political stage ”as how it is, rather than how one might like it to be”(Burchill, S., 2001). According to realists the international environment is characterized by interstate rivalry, conflict and suspicion (Burchill, S., 2001). When it comes to liberal intergovernmentalism it is Andrew Moravcsik that assumes states are rational actors (Moravcsik, A., 1998). Moravcsik saw that through analysing certain main events in European integration certain conclusions could be drawn and that states often times put economic interests above political interests (Moravcsik, A., 1998). Also, important choices made in Europe were according to Moravcsik based on preferences of national governments instead of those of supranational organizations (Moravcsik, A., 1998)

The findings of the dissertation are solely based on desk research. Due to the nature of this dissertation, it is incredibly important the sources are as reliable as possible. Therefore no internet sources were used, and all research was conducted from books. Another reason for this was the limited amount of time. 

This dissertation includes the various topics as stated above: Franco-German dynamics on intergovernmental level, the European integration process and its main events and related theories and French and German political leaders and their intergovernmental relations. Therefore, the main research question of this report is: European Integration from 1989 till 1999: The Intergovernmental Relation between French and German Political Leaders, Rivalry or Collaboration? 
Furthermore, this dissertation is divided in four sub-topics followed by a conclusion answering the main research question. These sub-topics are the main events in Franco-German relations with regard to European integration starting with a historical overview (Chapter 2) and continuing into the beginning of the research decade (1989) with the fall of the Berlin wall and the renewal of French fears and rising Franco-German tensions (Chapter 3). Then making its way to what is considered the most important event of this decade and of European integration: the creation of an Economic and Monetary Union (Chapter 4). Followed by the next step in European integration, the formation of a Common Foreign and Security Policy (Chapter 5). 

This dissertation seeks to examine during which main events in European integration from 1989 till 1999 there was the existence of rivalry or cooperation between French and German political leaders, and whether the overall Franco-German relations during the 1990s were signified by rivalry or cooperation. An outline will be given of these events and what might have characterized these as Franco-German rivalry or cooperation. The ECSC, a single European currency, an Economic Monetary Union and a Common Foreign and Security Policy have been created partially or largely through this Franco-German relationship. 
This dissertation will examine if these often times successful communities, unions and policies were created on the basis of cooperation or rivalry by answering the central question: European Integration from 1989 till 1999: The Intergovernmental Relation between French and German Political Leaders, Rivalry or Collaboration?

2.
Post-war overview of Franco-German relations
In the wake of the Second World War, Europe came out wounded, partially destroyed, decayed and enraged. There were grave consequences from the war on the international position of France and Germany. Germany lost its sovereignty and was divided into two independent states, Federal Republic of Germany and the German Democratic Republic. The Federal Republic of Germany was divided into three zones between the western Allies: the United States, the United Kingdom and even France. The German Democratic Republic was occupied by the Soviet Union. Informally the two independent states were referred to as “West-Germany” and “East-Germany”. Every zone could be autonomously ruled by each of the four countries (Cole, A., 2001).

2.1
Post-war Franco-German relations

France, which was defeated by (Nazi-) Germany within three weeks in 1940, only had a partial say on new post-war Europe. For France, who not long ago played an important role when it came to world politics, this was hard to accept (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). It was France’s main goal in this post-war time to confine Germany’s power, so any possible threats against France’s security would be diminished (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). However, because France’s international position was reduced, this would not be a simple goal to achieve. It was France and the United States that also had different opinions on how this occupied Germany should be treated (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

It was French general Charles de Gaulle, who preferred strict political action towards Germany (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). De Gaulle felt a type of “second Versailles” would be appropriate. General de Gaulle wanted a long lasting occupation of the Saarland, high retribution payments and supervision on Germany’s industrial production (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). It was Jean Monnet who drafted up a post-war plan similar to that of the First World War, with the intent to punish Germany. The emphasis lay on the limitation of Germany’s capacity to produce coal and steel, essential materials used for warfare (Cole, A., 2001). It was in 1947 that France and the United Kingdom signed the Treaty of Dunkirk. This treaty stated that the two countries had an alliance of mutual assistance in case of renewed German aggression (Urwin, D., 1995). 

It seemed that de Gaulle’s main priority was protecting France, in this case from Germany. One could say de Gaulle took a realist approach in this post-war time towards Germany. This could be seen from France only wanting to protect its own interests and national security and only being interested in self-gain. This realist idea that power was the means to political action fostered the idea that as long as Germany had no power it could not make political moves. This theory of realism was extremely dominant during this post-war time (Bache, E. & George, S., 2006). A possible reason for the dominance of realism could be that many countries were still in fear of a war, therefore national security and self-interest took priority over anything else. 

However, many did not agree with de Gaulle’s approach with regard to Germany. It was mainly the United States that viewed this type of politics as dangerous. It was in fact the measures taken after the First World War that left a weak Germany and led the country into the rise of Nazism (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

Another important part of the reshaping of post-war Europe and Franco-German relations was the Marshall Plan. The Marshall Plan, also known as the European Recovery Program (ERP), named after George C. Marshall, was an American offer of economic aid to Europe (Stirk, P. & Willis, D., 1991). This aid was offered to both East and West Europe however, only Western European states accepted. The ERP was set up primarily for the recovery of the European states. Another motive behind the Marshall Plan was to create an economic barrier between the mainly Soviet East of Europe and the more democratic West of Europe (Judt, T., 2005). As well as the idea of an economic barrier against the East, the Marshall Plan also forced the Western European countries to work together (Judt, T., 2005). The US realized more than ever that Germany served a greater purpose within the Western European framework. This German entity was becoming more important in a defence of West Europe against the expansionist Soviet Union (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). One could say the Marshall plan forced Western European states to work together and created the possible realization of the importance of Germany within a Western European framework, which brought France and Germany closer together. 

2.2
The effect of the Cold War on Europe and the first steps towards European integration

The Cold War had a drastic effect on Paris. The hope that France might have had, in forming an alliance with the Soviet Union against Germany had disappeared (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Washington and Moscow ruled the European political atmosphere, since it was the US that could offer the needed counter-pressure against the Soviet Union. France had little choice but to cooperate with the US in the decisions being made with regard to European policy (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). France had to come to terms with the fact, that there were more benefits tied with having a democratic and economic strong Germany, something the US and the United Kingdom long realized (Cole, A., 2001).

Germany was also strongly in favour of cooperation with the Western superpowers (U.S., U.K., France). Germany obviously wanted to redeem itself from Nazi-crimes during World War Two, and regain international respect (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). For Germany it seemed that reconciling with its archenemy, France, would be the way to regain its dignity and kind-heartedness (Marsh,D., 1995). Moreover, it would be in Germany’s best interest to have a dependence on the international trade, through which the country would benefit from more economic cooperation and from which the rebuilding of the country would be quickened (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). This willingness for cooperation could be seen as Germany taking an intergovernmentalist approach towards integration. Another possible conclusion that can be drawn from de Gaulle’s actions, such as containing and dividing Germany, is that France took a more realist stance in its politics. 

The realization for both France and Germany set in that it was in their national interest and of European integration, to establish Franco-German cooperation (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). The Franco-German bilateral relations were based on economic interdependency, the Cold War and the strong influence the US had on Europe. The creation of a stronger Germany, would lead to a stronger Europe (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). It became clearer that France was making a substantial effort towards this Franco-German relationship. It was France that put forth two proposals with regard to European integration with an emphasis on Franco-German reconciliation (ECSC and Pleven Plan) (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

Robert Schuman put the next piece towards European integration and Franco-German reconciliation in place. Schuman became French foreign affairs minister in 1948, and believed that the reconciliation of France and Germany would serve in France’s best interest during this post-war time. Schuman felt that any revival of German power would then benefit Europe as a whole and in particular France (Cole, A., 2001). In 1950 the Schuman Plan was created. This plan was aimed to make decisions regarding the French and German coal- and steel production. 

Through this plan the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was created. The ECSC would create a single market in coal and steel. With this single market other European countries, including France, would have access to German coal and steel. It would also mean Germany could increase its energy production (Cole,A., 2001). Each country that would be a member of the European Coal and Steel Community would have access to each other’s markets. There would be no tariff barriers between these countries, only one common tariff for all countries outside the ECSC. The decision-making procedure would be led by a High authority with supranational power, comprising of commissioners from the member states. This meant there would be no direct control from any national government (Cole,A., 2001). According to Schuman this plan would kill two birds with one stone; France would feel more secure because Germany could no longer make autonomous decisions over these essential raw materials and Germany felt it was another step closer towards European integration (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). However, this plan did benefit France at large. Once more it could be seen that France was worried about its security towards Germany, and felt it needed to contain Germany. As discussed previously it seemed that the French was striving towards European integration however, it also seemed that because of the ECSC she was trying protect herself and maximise the benefits of such a policy. Although French and German motives on the ECSC might have differed, the creation of the ECSC was seen as the first successful event in European integration. 

Even though, the corner stone towards European integration had been placed, with the creation of the ECSC and also the creation of several other communities that eventually led to the EEC, 1950’s International Relations was still mainly dominated by realism (Bache, E., George, S., 2006). However, the creation of these communities did question how long this dominance would exist. 

Another important event was the 1951 Pleven Plan that was supposed to lead to the creation of the European Defence Community. It was argued that the ECSC was clearly in the national interest of both France and Germany, whilst many questioned France’s national interest when it came to the Pleven Plan (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). The Pleven Plan was in favour of joining national military forces under a supranational European structure, a European Army. This would be a French solution to the problem of German rearmament. German troops would only be able to  be rearmed as part of the European Army. The French expected to indirectly be in control of German rearmament (Cole,A., 2001). France also saw the ECSC and the EDC were closely linked together. With the ECSC regulating Germany’s production in raw materials and the EDC was proposed to regulate German rearmament (Cole,A., 2001).

Germany had its own ideas on the EDC. Chancellor Adenauer felt the EDC provided a ‘supranational solution that would enhance German sovereignty’ (Cole,A., 2001, p. 8). However, the EDC resulted in failure when ‘the proposal was defeated by an alliance of de Gaullists, left-wing socialists and Communists’ (Cole,A., 2001, p. 9). With regard to the question of German rearmament, which was at the top of the agenda due to the EDC, this was eventually achieved in 1955 when a completely sovereign Federal Republic entered the newly established Western European Union and NATO (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

Due to the failure of the European Army, the drive to achieve economic integration (see Chapter 4) was even greater. In 1957 the Treaty of Rome was signed, with Germany and France playing a big role, however the influence of the smaller players was evidently present (Cole,A., 2001). The Treaty of Rome lead to the creation of the European Economic Community (EEC), which was said to be ‘a compromise between German interest in market liberation, and French interest in support for agriculture’ (Pedersen, 1998, p. 80). The Treaty foresaw the creation of a common market between the six signing members as well as one common external tariff barrier and no internal tariff barriers (Cole,A., 2001).  Moreover, the Treaty also granted support for the French agriculture, which was in crisis at the time. One could say that after the ECSC the creation of the Treaty of Rome was another important Franco-German initiative or even compromise which benefited European integration.  

2.3
French president Charles de Gaulle and Chancellor Konrad Adenauer

General de Gaulle had a great influence on French and European politics. Even though de Gaulle was not always consistent in his decision-making with regard to European integration and his seemingly realist approach, he was an advocate for a ‘United States of Europe’ (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). De Gaulle was however apprehensive about handing over a certain amount of national sovereignty to Brussels. This explained why General de Gaulle was so against ECSC and even the EEC that was less supranational in its nature (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996).

Moreover, it became clear during de Gaulle’s time as president, that France wanted to reclaim its prominent role on the international political stage (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). De Gaulle proposed a ‘directorate’ over the affairs of the West comprising of France, the United Kingdom and the United States (Cole,A., 2001). Charles de Gaulle also proposed a memorandum on the leadership of NATO by France, the UK and the US. This memorandum was however rejected by the US president. It could be seen as though De Gaulle felt it needed to regain power, and with that power came political action. The idea of a directorate and trying to regain its power position on the international political stage supported the seemingly (neo-)realist approach that de Gaulle could possibly have taken. It should be noted that the involvement of Germany was nowhere to be found in these proposals. 

However, de Gaulle saw how the UK and the US felt no immediate need to place France back into its former prominent role, and therefore de Gaulle turned to Germany. De Gaulle saw France leading Europe in an alliance with Germany and close intergovernmental cooperation would be the basis for this (Cole,A., 2001). Even though de Gaulle was not an advocate of the EEC, it did have great benefits for France (Cole, A., 2001). The German support towards France’s agriculture, which had formerly been established in the Common Agricultural Policy, was extremely important. It is also notable how de Gaulle’s stance towards Germany during the first years of his term was very benevolent (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Even though it can be speculated that de Gaulle still had its suspicions towards the Germans, de Gaulle was able to develop a constructive relationship with chancellor Adenauer (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). This was mostly due to a close personal relationship, because both shared mutual antipathy towards the British and were both catholic conservatives (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). The relationship between the two heads of state is even more interesting when looking at their views on European integration. Adenauer, unlike de Gaulle, was a passionate advocate in regard to European integration in its supranational nature, and had no problem handing over partial sovereignty to Brussels (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

In the early 1960’s de Gaulle brought forth the Fouchet Plan. De Gaulle proposed a new ‘Union of States’ that would be an intergovernmental reform of the EEC (Cole,A., 2001). De Gaulle feared a loss of power due to supranational decision-making. This plan would give Germany joint management of the EEC (Cole,A., 2001). The plan was first rejected by the smaller countries involved and later also Germany rejected the plan. It was becoming clear that the priorities of both leaders were not identical, even though there were many points the two agreed on (Cole,A., 2001). Adenauer’s main priority was to restore trust and create new bilateral relationships, mainly with the US and France. Adenauer knew that to regain German prosperity and for lasting European peace, Franco-German reconciliation was a must (Cole,A., 2001). Although Adenauer was more integrationist and Atlanticist than de Gaulle, both knew positive Franco-German relations was at the centre of European cooperation (Cole,A., 2001). It was however the question what would be more important to France, its power position or a ‘United States of Europe’?

In 1963 the Elysée Treaty was signed, also referred to as the friendship Treaty. This Treaty was set up to strengthen and expand Franco-German cooperation. The Elysée Treaty marked Franco-German cooperation from there on out, putting past rivalry and tyranny behind them. The Treaty mainly had symbolic value, between two former enemies (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

It seemed as though de Gaulle was making a strong effort towards a closer relation with Germany. However, de Gaulle’s decision-making took an unexpected turn. With the EEC wanting to become more efficient, more members wanted to change the decision-making process from unanimous voting to qualified majority voting. De Gaulle was against this change, and to show this de Gaulle decided to no longer send French delegates (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). This resulted in a standstill of EEC decision-making. It could be questioned how the International Relation theory of neo-functionalism could still be applicable because of this standstill caused by de Gaulle. An important aspect of neo-functionalism is how integration progresses due to “spillover” pressures (Bache, E., George, S., 2006). This idea of spillover is that once national governments take the first steps towards integration this will become an independently running process; it would take on a life of its own (Bache, E., George, S., 2006). However, with a standstill from a national government this spillover would not take place and so one could conclude that integration would also come to a standstill. One could say that de Gaulle made this theory obsolete. 

Moreover, de Gaulle decided to no longer be part of NATO. Finally the French president also decided to tighten its relations with the Soviet Union (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). De Gaulle vouched for renewed Franco-Russian relations. With the new German chancellor Erhard in power, the need for Franco-German cooperation simmered down (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Erhard did not feel as strong as Adenauer about Franco-German relations at the core of the European Community (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). With these actions it seemed de Gaulle was trying to create a distance between the French and the Germans, possibly rekindling renewed rivalry and pausing further cooperation. 

2.4
Kohl and Mitterand: 1983 until 1989

In 1981 socialist Françoise Mitterrand was elected president of France. Many feared the election of this new president would bring an end to the successful Franco-German relationship (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). A reason for this was the fact that Mitterrand had already questioned the necessity of a strong Franco-German bond (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

It was also seen there was a shift in the Franco-German power balance. With Germany emerging out of its weak state as a loser in the Second World War, and becoming the drive behind the European economy (Cole,A., 2001). The economic interdependence was now in the German advantage with having created bilateral relations with other EC states. Germany obtained a security role within NATO which might not have even been possible if France had not excluded itself (Cole,A., 2001). 

The realist idea of a unitary actor in this post-war time seemed to be becoming less plausible. Even from the 1960s and 1970s this notion was gradually making its way into International Relation theory. During the presidency of Mitterrand and Kohl this realist assumption of a unitary actor could hardly be seen, due to for example the cooperation on economic level. It could be said there was progress being made with regard to European integration with at the base cooperation and the acknowledgment that a state was not a single unified actor. 

After 1983 the Franco-German cooperation with regard to European integration was extremely positive (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996).  This had its roots in Mitterrand taking a step back from his Keynesian policies. Due to the strong Franco-German economic interdependence Mitterrand decided to change its politics, one that joined German economic and monetary politics. France’s main priority became fighting inflation and protecting the position of the French Franc (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). This resulted in economic convergence between France and Germany. This economic success in West-Europe led to important steps towards European integration (see Chapter 4). 

There were certain events that further established Franco-German cooperation with regard to political and economic integration between Kohl and Mitterrand during the 1980s and 1990s (Cole,A., 2001). This included the Fontainebleu summit (1984), with the achievement of the British budgetary contribution in a resolution (Cole,A., 2001). Under Franco-German leadership an IGC  (1985) was convened in which the main focus would be European integration. Due to Kohl and Mitterrand’s close cooperation on European integration issues, the Single European Act and eventually the Maastricht Treaty were created (see Chapter 4).

Both Kohl and Mitterrand believed in a unified Europe however, their beliefs were not identical. Kohl felt a strong political relation with France and a close security partnership with the US and NATO was essential (Cole,A., 2001). Mitterrand agreed with certain aspects in de Gaulle’s politics, and Mitterrand’s approach towards the economy was also different than that of Kohl. Mitterrand acknowledged the fact that cooperation was necessary, but mutual trust was something both states lacked (Cole, A., 2001). 

2.5
Conclusion

World War Two left Europe in a state of destruction with great decline in her influence in the world. A destroyed Europe made way for a new phenomenon: European integration. This created a new atmosphere in International Relations, with the main figures being the US, the UK, France and Germany. 

This process of European integration was partially motivated by the fact that a war between European states could no longer be possible, France and Germany taking the leadership role upon themselves. The ECSC showed the first big step towards European integration and paved the way to further economic integration, which was also lead in a Franco-German partnership. Integration in the field of foreign security and defence was still something that seemed more difficult to achieve (Pleven Plan). 

Even though, French and German ideas in mainly the political and economic arena bared great differences, both states acknowledged that a partnership was essential in achieving successful European integration policies. It was seen in these early but important stages of Franco-German relations that the dynamics between political leaders reflected on progress in the area of integration. With majorly successful partnerships between de Gaulle and Adenauer, Kohl and Mitterrand, all committed to creating a stronger and unified Europe. 

One could see France’s initial attitude towards Germany as rivalry, in containing German power France could ensure Germany would not be stronger than France. In spite of the possibility of France fostering feelings of rivalry towards Germany, it was undeniable both states were the main actors in the process of European integration, and this could not have been done without the cooperation between both France and Germany and its leaders. 

3.
The fall of the Berlin wall, the renewal of French fears and the Franco-German relationship in a theoretical framework

The post-war relation between France and Germany and its political leaders as seen in chapter two is a fluctuating one. On the one side having Germany and its economic supremacy and strive towards European integration and on the other side France’s political influence within Europe and strive towards becoming Europe’s foremost power. During this post-war time Germany was divided and deprived of a power status but also willing to move forward and redeem herself. The division of post-war Germany and the ongoing Cold War had mainly benefited the interests of the French. The unification of Germany would stand to be a great test for Franco-German relations (Cole, A., 2001). 

3.1
The idea of a unified Germany and the International reaction

The unification of Germany was a topic that was often spoken of. Since de Gaulle was French president, the French had officially supported the goal of German unification (Cole, A., 2001). During the Cold War years French leaders had no problem vocalising support towards the German unification, knowing this would be impossible as long as the United States and the Soviet Union stood against each other in Europe (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). The eventual German unification was already recognized in the Berlin agreement (1971) and signed by the power countries occupying Germany. However, no one expected the unification to progress as rapidly as it did (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

Once confronted with the reality that the possibility of German unification was near, it was Mitterrand who took the effort of trying to prolong unification (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Any announcement that led to believe German unification was near would receive a strong French reaction. It was clear from the way Mitterrand reacted to this reality of unification, that there was still a great amount of distrust and fear towards Germany (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). This could be fear for renewed German aggression, but more likely it could also be fear for loss of power. The French might have been afraid once there would be a unified Germany, this Germany would be stronger than France and gain more (economic) power. It was possible the French still fostered a strong realist approach. This loss of power was something that was seen as very dangerous. 

3.2
The fall of the Berlin wall and the consequences for Franco-German relations

The Berlin wall fell on 9 November 1989. From this moment chancellor Helmut Kohl seized the opportunity for possible unification of Germany (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Kohl put forth the Ten Point Plan (1989), which was an action plan through which a confederation of both East and West Germany would be created. The plan was not received well among other countries, mainly France (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Kohl had not discussed the Ten Point Plan with any of its traditional allies. It was a complete personal initiative (Cole, A., 2001). Many French felt Germany was becoming too arrogant and too confident in her efforts for a unified Germany (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

In response to the Ten Point Plan, Mitterrand made public visits to Russia, Poland and East Germany. The goal of these visits was to clarify France’s stance on the German unification, and that Mitterrand felt Europe should continue the way it is, without a unified Germany (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Mitterrand and Gorbachev jointly declared that it was too early for re-altering European borders and this ‘would have a destabilising effect’ (Cole, A., 2001, p.19). The reason for this statement was due to the ambiguity of Kohl’s plan with regard to the Oder-Neisse border between Germany and Poland and that there might be a possibility Germany might have demands on partial Polish territory (Cole, A., 2001). During Mitterrand’s visits to Poland and East Germany the president ‘praised the East German identity in a television broadcast’ (Cole, A., 2001, p. 19). This obviously caused some irritation in Bonn, these visits were probably seen as attempts to avoid the German unification all together (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). This had however, little affect on the process of unification. 

Even though many European leaders dismissed the idea of German unification, it was the United States that showed great support. The US stated that German unification would happen within NATO, which proved that unification was no longer, an abstract idea but a concrete plan (Cole, A., 2001). With this the US showed it was willing to align itself and cooperate with a unified Germany (Cole, A., 2001).

In the time after the fall of the Berlin Wall there was a mutual Franco-German irritation. This irritation mainly stemmed from the incapability to react adequately to the massive changes at hand and the fact that France could only pinpoint the negative effects unification would have on the country (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). It has even been said that because of this tense atmosphere at such a pivotal time in history, the Franco-German relationship was only a mere one (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Another possibility for this irritation could be that both states had different political views, and did not agree on certain crucial points. France was against a unified Germany, whilst for Germany this was an incredibly important step. One could say France had a realist idea of protecting its power and securing its own needs. On the other side Germany had a more intergovernmentalist approach. Germany was not as concerned with power politics, but kept itself occupied with a unified Germany and preventing any political problems coming from East Germany. Moreover, Kohl was trying to establish a unified German currency. The priorities of both states were in completely different places, this could be a possible reason behind this mutual irritation. 

It is notable that many authors, who write about German unification, emphasise the fact that the speed of this process was remarkable (Cole, A., 2001). Many people during this time did not know, nor expect the speed in which this unification progressed. Even in West Germany this was unexpected, this was clear from the fact that there was no thought out political agenda with regard to the question of reunification (Marsh, D., 1994). During the elections in East Germany in 1990 it also became apparent a majority of the Eastern German population was for a speedy unification (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). French public opinion did not agree with Mitterrand. This was clear from a large majority of the French public being very positive towards the goal of German unification (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). This also made Mitterrand realize that German unification was inevitable.

Many of France’s fears lay in the fact it was afraid to lose economic power. France saw itself as much more powerful than it actually was, and this unification brought the reality of that very close (Cole, A., 2001). Mitterrand realized the potential economic and political power (new) Germany could hold, making the rivalry between the two even stronger (Cole, A., 2001). Preventing Germany from becoming strong in the future and becoming a possible threat to France had always been an important goal in France’s foreign and European politics (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). France also saw itself as the main actor in the Franco-German tandem. However, Mitterrand realized that a unified Germany would lead to a stronger German position within the Franco-German tandem (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). And this could possibly take away from France’s power. 

Another fear that Mitterrand had was that Kohl might want to align himself in Eastern Europe. Mitterrand felt Kohl was not dependent on this Franco-German relationship anymore, and could also rely on the East or even the US at the possible expense of the European Community (Cole, A., 2001). This was a clear example of the French fear of not being needed anymore. According to the French, Germany had many options for expanding, especially since the Community had taken on many different nations across Europe. This fear became even stronger when the US announced it would reduce her troops in Europe (and Germany). France felt the US would not be as committed to the security of West Europe at the end of the Cold War. It was now France, which needed Germany. According to France, Germany was no longer in the position to have to prove its commitment to Europe (Cole, A., 2001). Mitterrand was afraid Germany would feel it no longer needed the support of the European Community and would fall back into its old ways, taking with it Central and Eastern Europe (Cole, A., 2001). Mitterrand’s seemingly realist idea of maximising its power was now in jeopardy. The fears Mitterrand had could be seen as a reflection on its realist political stance, with at the centre securing its own (economic) interests and branching out into national security and maximising what it could gain. It was possible Mitterrand felt the realist ideas it fostered would be in danger because of this German unification. 

The French fears might have slightly been on the dramatic side. The Germans were often amused by these fears (Cole, A., 2001). Kohl felt it had clearly shown commitment to the European Community. Moreover, Adenauer as well as Kohl had made great efforts to redeem Germany and build renewed trust among the other European countries as well as the United States (Cole, A., 2001). Germany had proved her democratic character and her strive towards European integration and a unified Europe (Cole, A., 2001). Germany was also part of the European Community framework and it would be incredibly difficult to conduct independent and unilateral policies when part of this framework (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). The Gulf War (1990/1991) was also a clear example of how Germany was no European great power. The nation was still constitutionally and politically restricted. Despite French fears, Germany felt the Franco-German relationship was of great importance, not only for both countries but also for European integration. 

3.3
Theoretical framework of Franco-German relations with regard to European integration after the fall of the Wall

As previously mentioned in chapter one and chapter two the main theoretical traditions fitting the Franco-German political framework of integration, are realism and liberal-intergovernmentalism. According to both theoretical traditions, the state matters, some states more than others (Cole, A., 2001). Both theories also believe the nation state is a rational actor. In realism stronger states are expected to develop a hegemonic relationship with for example its weaker neighbour (Cole, A., 2001). With a hegemonic relationship is meant, the existence of predominance of one country over another. This could for example be seen in the Franco-German relationship, in which France takes a predominant position towards Germany. According to realists the international political stage can only be ruled by states with equal amounts of power between them (Cole, A., 2001). So, states with a large amount of power for example, are able to come together and dominate the international system, a historical example of this could be the Great Powers after World War Two, United States, United Kingdom, France and the Soviet Union. Realism supports the creation of ‘power alliances and inter-state coalitions’ (Cole, A., 2001, p. 24). An example of such a power alliance or inter-state coalition is the Franco-German relationship (Cole, A., 2001).

The post-war Franco-German relationship developed the way it did, due to the fact it allowed France to exercise a certain amount of power, within the European communities as well as within the Franco-German relationship (Cole, A., 2001). It could be said France and Germany complemented each other in strategic and economic terms. This could for example be seen from the German support towards the Common Agricultural Policy, which largely benefited France. However, it was also the defence of Europe against the Soviet Union that brought France and Germany together (Cole, A., 2001). It was the US that had a particular strategic leadership role when it came to this defence of Europe. 

3.3.1
Franco-German leadership role with regard to European integration

Even though the EEC was an initiative towards European integration, it was also an effort towards Franco-German reconciliation (Cole, A., 2001). A clear example of a policy benefiting mainly Germany and France was CAP. As stated previously, this policy benefited the revival of the German industry as well as protected French farmers (Cole, A., 2001). According to realist theory the Franco-German relationship served as a supervisory board that would protect interests of France and Germany within the European communities (Cole, A., 2001). Within this realist theoretical framework it could be seen that the European Union was created through inter-state bargains and it was France and Germany that divided the main roles (Cole, A., 2001). Due to many decisions being made within the European Community that favoured France and Germany, both were able to take on a joint leadership role within Europe. 

It is said the post-war Franco-German relationship was quiet harmonious (Cole, A., 2001). With Germany having the power to control herself while at the same time accepting France to exercise partial control over Germany (Cole, A., 2001). However, the main question in this chapter is the effect of unification of this Franco-German relationship. Has German unification affected this seemingly harmonious Franco-German relationship? Could it be seen that German unification brought Franco-German partnership into the realm of Franco-German rivalry?

In intergovernmentalism, leading nation states are considered to be very important with regard to European integration. Particularly France and Germany were considered important leading nation-states in this process (Cole, A., 2001). According to Alan Milward, European integration is consistent with the survival of the nation state (Milward A., 1984). It could in fact be seen that  ‘European integration strengthened nation states’ (Milward A., 1984, p. 114). It was European integration that tied Germany to Europe. The recovery of the German economy was also crucial for the recovery of other Western European states (Cole, A., 2001).  According to Andrew Moravscik, who developed the theory of liberal intergovernmentalism, ‘the EC can be analysed as a successful intergovernmental regime designed to manage economic interdependence through negotiated policy coordination’ (Moravscik, A., 1993, p. 473). Moravscik believes, it is through European integration that the power of national leaders becomes stronger. This derives from national leaders receiving negotiating power during for example treaty and policy negotiations, these negotiations are what created the European communities (Moravscik, A., 1993). Moreover, Moravscik argues that there is a hierarchy of power between national governments, some counting more than others (Germany and France counting more) (Cole, A., 2001). 

3.3.2
Franco-German political actors

As seen throughout this dissertation, the political leaders of both France and Germany play a prominent role in looking at the Franco-German relationship. It was first de Gaulle and Adenauer and later Mitterrand and Kohl that had great influence on the process of European integration (Cole, A., 2001). 

When looking at political leadership, the importance of the nation state comes forward as well. A more powerful nation state will obviously have more resources to the disposal of its leader (Cole, A., 2001). Due to possessing more resources, the leader in turn has a stronger bargaining position than for example smaller/weaker states (Cole, A., 2001). An example of this could be the influence of Kohl towards the German unification. Although, Mitterrand was initially against the German unification, Mitterrand also had to consider the fact that a united and therefore stronger Germany would benefit Europe and with it France (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Moreover, as stated previously, Germany supported the French agriculture and indirectly also the French economy. Even though, Mitterrand was not in favour of how for example the Ten Point Plan came about, Kohl pushed it through. One could say Kohl had a strong bargaining position because of Germany’s strong economy and France and other Western European countries were dependent on this (Cole, A., 2001).

3.4
Conclusion

France saw herself as the leader within the Franco-German tandem, however unification made France realize this leadership role might no longer exist, which caused for much fear. France was concerned with the economic and political power of a unified Germany, and seeing it as a great rival. France also believed Germany might align itself in East Europe. France was now considering whether it was best to have a hegemonic rival within the Community or an uncontainable Germany outside of it, in Central and East Europe. 

Post war Franco-German relations could be seen as harmonious, considering certain struggles, it could be said there was a clear Franco-German partnership. When it came to the German reunification however, it seemed this partnership had transformed into Franco-German rivalry. This could be seen from French actions such as Mitterrand’s visits to East Europe and wanting to revive a Franco-Russian axis. As well as the heightened fear that it could be possible France would loose economic power to Germany. 

When looking at Franco-German relations within the theoretical framework of realism and liberal integovernmentalism, it was clear the two states needed each other. France and Germany were the leaders of European integration and France needed Germany’s economic strength while Germany needed France’s political influence. Through this it seemed both states needed each other to gain what they wanted. 

The years in and around the German unification were more so characterized by rivalry and misconceptions than by partnership and understanding. With strong French fears of economic loss of power, and Germany preoccupied with making this unification a success.

4.
Economic and Monetary Union (EMU): the effect on Franco-German relations and European integration

The announcement of the German unification instilled renewed fears among many Western European states, mainly France. Even though the German unification had been often discussed, the actual idea of unification hit hard. However, unification would happen, mainly France needed to set its fears aside for the sake of European integration. One of the most important events in European integration is the creation of the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) and the signing of the Maastricht Treaty, leading to the creation of the euro. The creation of such a monetary union would mean a loss of sovereignty and with it a loss of power. Would these radical changes within the European economic and political spectrum affect the Franco-German relationship? 

4.1
Historical overview of the EMU

Kohl realized the process of German unification would be most successful, if at the same time the deepening of the European integration process would take place. Kohl had often mentioned European integration and German unification were two sides of the same coin (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Due to the reactions of Germany’s partners in Western Europe with regard to the German unification, Kohl felt it was of the utmost importance to remove the concerns and fears these states had. Kohl felt the best way to do this was to emphasise Germany’s will to remain an active partner within European politics, through which the new Germany would no longer be feared (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). Moreover, a successful economic German unification was also important, this way Germany could remain within the economic framework of the EEC. Through this Kohl wanted to relinquish any suspicions that Germany wanted to expand its sphere of influence. It was even said Kohl felt so strongly about strengthening European integration that he would support almost every French initiative for Europe (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996).  

The German unification largely took place on the international stage, with negotiations between the Four occupying powers about the terms of unification (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). In the ‘Two plus Four’ negotiations a Treaty resulted, which paved the way to official unification on October 3, 1990. The ‘Two plus Four’ negotiations were about the Oder-Neisse border between Germany and Poland (Chapter 3). During these negotiations, the Eastern border of Germany with Poland was officially established. 

It was the EMU that marked extensive Franco-German cooperation after the fall of the Wall. Even though the ideas for an EMU dated back to before the fall of the Wall, it was only after the fall that it became a Franco-German and also European priority (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). France was mainly set on the EMU, due to the fact the dominant position of the German Mark within the European economy would be moderated and Mitterrand hoped this would strengthen the French economic position (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). 

On the German side it was mainly Kohl that was strongly in favour of the EMU. This was mainly because Kohl felt the developments with regard to the EMU would lead to a greater acceptance of the German unification (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). However, the Bundesbank had great objections, this largely came from not wanting to give up the strong German Mark. Even though there was some objection Kohl managed to gain the support of the Bundesbank, which paved a clear path towards the EMU. 

The origins of the EMU project had its roots in the Treaty of Rome. However, during the establishment of this treaty the Community’s main focus was on a customs union and the CAP. There were only limited monetary and exchange rate policies (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). During this time there was not much need for these policies. 

However, from the 1960s and 1970s there was a change in the European economic atmosphere. The 1960s marked a time of international recession. The devaluation of several European currencies took place, which arose fears of monetary instability (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Due to these events, the Community decided for a new approach and set up a plan for the creation of the EMU in stages. It was decided the monetary union would be set up in three stages, which was established in the Delors Report (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It was during this time however, that it did not come further than setting up the guidelines for the first stage. 

It was the collapse of the Bretton Wood system and the oil crisis in the 1970s that led in particular French and German leaders of states to make new moves towards monetary stability (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It was the European Monetary System (EMS) that was established. The EMS included a European Currency Unit (ECU), in which national currencies were bundled together with an Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM) in which these currencies would move within a tight margin (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). The idea of the EMS was for central banks to cooperate more closely and for the improvement of monetary policies. It was the EMS that was the forerunner of the EMU (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

However, due to a change in government during the beginning of the 1980s in both France and Germany, great strain had been put on the French Franc and with it a weakened French economy. The decision was made to revaluate the Deutsch Mark while at the same time limit the devaluation of the French Franc. This event was a turn in Mitterrand’s socialist government, taking over the ‘German model’ of economic strategy (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Even though the president was advised against the ERM decisions, Mitterrand stayed true to its membership and therefore showed French commitment to Europe and through it, to Franco-German collaboration (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

On an economic level Germany was much stronger than France, and it was France who in fact needed the German support in upholding her economy (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Mitterrand decided to give up the leader role of France in the EMS. It is said this decision might have been one of the most important ones in his presidential career (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). This decision reaped its benefits for France due to a fall in private consumption prices. However, Mitterrand realized France could never be as economically strong as Germany. What Mitterrand did know was that it was stronger than Germany in other areas, for example foreign security policy (see Chapter 5) (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

Even though, France still had the urge to be stronger than Germany, the two formed an alliance against the Community over the EMU.  The reasons behind this alliance were different for both states. Germany’s main reason was to protect the independence of the central bank. France’s reasons had to do with the suspicions towards the Community due to its supranational nature. This idea dated back to the time of de Gaulle’s presidency (see Chapter 2.3). Both states wanted as little involvement from the Community as possible (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It was however, Helmut Kohl that took on the leadership role with regard to the EMU. Kohl persuaded Mitterrand that the EMU was in France’s best interest. Moreover, Kohl also persuaded the German public by ensuring that the Bundesbank’s decisions on future European monetary arrangements would be based on the German model (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

As mentioned before the Delors Report outlined the three stages for the creation of a monetary union and was set up by Jaques Delors. There was a substantial resemblance between the Delors Report and the Bundesbank paper (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It is said that because the basis of the EMU lies in the ideas of the Bundesbank, that this reflects very positively on Germany’s European policies (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It should also be mentioned that the Delors report was in fact ahead of its time. Moreover, the very important link between a monetary union and a political union was missing. 

During the Madrid European Council meeting (1989), it was decided by the member states to arrange an Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) in which treaty changes would be negotiated for the launching of the first stage of the EMU (July 1990). However, due to domestic issues Kohl felt it was better to wait in defining a specific date for the IGC (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). For Mitterrand the EMU was France’s main priority and felt a specific date for the IGC on the EMU was incredibly important. 

As mentioned throughout Chapter 3 the unification of Germany worried the other Western European countries. Moreover, there was a great need for the Community and France to support unification of Germany. Due to this, the link was made between the German reunification and the deepening of European integration (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). This became clear during a meeting of the European Council in 1989. As mentioned previously Mitterrand felt a rapid transition to the EMU was very important, however due to issues within Germany, Kohl was more for a gradual approach. Eventually a deal was struck in which the Community would support German unification and Kohl would accept an IGC before the German election of 1990 (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).  This could be seen as a good example of realism, in which bargains were struck to gain what a nation state wanted (See Chapter 3.3). Germany desperately needed the support of the Community on German unification, and France saw its opportunity to further the rapid transition to the EMU (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

It could been seen that when it came to the EMU Germany had most of the structural power (Dyson, K. & Featherstone, K., 1999). Eventually, France decided it would rather have an EMU even if based on the German model, than a monetary zone dominated by the German Mark and the Bundesbank (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). France took somewhat of a step back, but still tried to have as much direction on the project as it could. 

4.2
The creation of an EPU and post-Maastricht Franco-German relations

There was a German desire for a European Political Union (EPU) beside the EMU. Due to the fact that monetary policy would be under an independent and European system, and the monetary policy areas for the states involved would be limited, the creation of an EPU seemed essential (Jehee, M., Koning, J. & Sap, J., 1996). France also supported the idea of an EPU. It could however be questioned whether France and Germany shared the same ideas behind the creation of such an EPU. 

Nevertheless, a joint letter by Kohl and Mitterrand was sent, in April 1990, to the Council’s Irish Presidency, calling for an IGC on the EPU.  This request was accepted in June 1990 during the Dublin European Council meeting. The IGC’s of both the EMU and the EPU were set to commence in December 1990 in Rome. Kohl felt the EMU and the EPU stood parallel to each other and were linked together, one could not survive without the other (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

The TEU, now known as the Treaty of Maastricht, was signed in 1992 by the member of the Community. The signing of the TEU was said to be ‘a classic Franco-German compromise’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 78). This was due to French monetarist views and a set timetable but still including German strategies on for example the independence of the central bank (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

Maastricht was only a framework, which set out principles, such as the exact relation between the European Central Bank (ECB) and national governments, or how the EMU would operate after the three set stages. The EMU also still needed to be sold to the public. This was something that might prove to be harder than expected due to the economic climate in Europe around the mid-1990s (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). The EMU created a public debate questioning the costs of such a project, mainly in the short-term. Moreover, unemployment rose and there was an economic decline in France. Due to the strict policies of the Bundesbank on interest rates to prevent inflation as a result of unification, there was a growing animosity towards Germany (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Chancellor Kohl even appeared in a televised address on French television to gain support for Maastricht. However, in the end, it was only a small majority that voted in favour of the Treaty of Maastricht (51,05%) (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). The EMS experienced a crisis, which put even more strain on Franco-German relations. 

There was a tense atmosphere during the mid-1990s with regard to Franco-German relations. This was caused by the tremendous political change in France with the coming to power of President Jacques Chirac in 1995 (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). This change caused for some unease in Germany, questioning the French commitment to the EMU due to Chirac’s emphasis on tax cuts and the creation of more jobs. This change was an end to the successful Mitterrand-Kohl partnership, which was of symbolic significance. Chirac was unclear about France’s main commitment to European integration and mainly towards the EMU, in the midst of a recession. Germany was unsure if France would now be able to meet the convergence criteria that had been previously set (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It was possible Chirac had hoped Germany might be lenient towards France when it came to these criteria, due to ensuring France’s membership to the EMU. However, during the first summit it was clear this would not happen. 

There were two main issues in Franco-German relations with regard to the EMU. The first was the German inspired idea of the ‘Stability Pact’. It was up to the German government to convince the public that this new European currency would be as strong as the Deutsch Mark (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It was German finance minister Theo Waigel who proposed the Stability Pact, so sound management would be maintained and enforced on public finance with regard to the euro (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). There were certain criteria member states needed to respect. One of these was that the annual budget deficit would not exceed 3% of GDP (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). There would be sanctions in place for member states that could not comply with the criteria. The creation of this Stability Pact showed German concern with regard to the EMU framework (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). The Pact was very important, showing the enforcement of fiscal discipline. However, though most member states subscribed to the Pact, most felt the German approach to fiscal discipline was too rigid, France was one of these states (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

France felt Germany’s ‘automatic’ approach to penalties in the case of defying the set criteria were to harsh and that in certain circumstances such penalties should not be applicable (disaster or severe recession) (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). The negotiations on the subject did not progress smoothly and German officials threatened to discontinue the meetings. Germany kept emphasising the importance of stability while France kept holding on to ‘national sovereignty’. France felt a monetary union could not be left to an independent bank, but needed a political entity to it (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). These differences eventually reached a boiling point at the summit meeting in 1996 in Dublin, when a confrontation between Kohl and Chirac ended in a screaming match (Financial Times, 1998). 

In the end the Amsterdam European Council summit approved ‘Growth and Stability Pact’. Which still dealt with deficit spending, but did not incorporate Waigel’s idea of ‘automatic’ fines (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Moreover, a special employment chapter was added upon French request and the word ‘growth was added to satisfy certain countries (mainly France), for the EU to show priority in employment and growth (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

In spite of numerous Franco-German conflicts on the EMU, the role of the ECB and the Stability Pact, the Franco-German bilateral relationship kept growing and many acknowledged the importance of this. It was said a monetary union without France or Germany seemed unimaginable (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Both countries playing an important role when it came to monetary issues and European integration.

4.3
The change in governments and the EMU

In 1998 Germany experienced a change in government. This was an important event that changed Franco-German dynamics with regard to the EMU. Both France and Germany were now under centre-left rule. This created a new phase in Franco-German relations (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). This new government seemed more flexible on issues such as employment. This could mean France and Germany coming closer together when it came to for example the EMU. The new German chancellor Gerhard Schröder, had already stated in his days as Chancellor (1996), that the creation of jobs over the EMU-table took priority (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Around the same time French officials agreed with this statement. 

It could be seen that both German social democrats and French socialists had similar views on for example fiscal policies and the arrangements around EMU. However, due to the Maastricht Treaty both states were limited in their operations. 

In 1998 it was seen, that 11 out of the 15 member states were led by socialist governments, including France, Germany and the United Kingdom, suggesting a change in Europe’s political climate (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). There were many significant events taking place during this time such as the launching of the euro and the start of stage three. Moreover, the ECB received responsibility for monetary policy in 1999 and the rules of the Growth and Stability Pact also came into force at this time (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

Another example of the change is political climate and the effect on the EMU, was when the German social democratic government insisted upon extending competencies of the ECB regarding the stimulation of growth and employment (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Even though the tasks of the ECB were sometimes questioned, the economy at the end of 1999 was doing well, which should have encouraged the faith in the ECB (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

 4.4
Conclusion

Even though, France mainly pursued the EMU since 1987, the adoption of the EMU is generally seen as a German victory. The establishment of an independent central bank and its control on price stability as well as the Growth Pact and Stability Pact were all German based ideas (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

The interests of both France and Germany clashed when it came to a monetary union. It were the French republicans who stressed the importance of economic policy and political will. This clashed with the German importance for the independence of the ECB and the EMU institutions (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

However, France managed to bargain its way through, obtaining concessions from Germany on the Growth and Stability Pact. Moreover, the course of the EMU survived through many different events and historical moments such as the fluctuating European and international economy, German unification and finally the change of Germany’s government in the late 1990s (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

The impact of the EMU was great for the EU as well as European integration. The creation of the ECB has been described as the ‘most powerful single monetary authority in the world’ (McCormick, J., 1999, p. 198). It could be seen that EU dynamics were changing with powerful countries such as Germany and France surrendering their power to this new central independent monetary authority (ECB) (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It could also be seen that there was an improvement in the French economic position (with German support), while Germany had to Europeanise part of its economic power. However, this new monetary system still had its roots in German ideas (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

The EMU reflects the French and German compromises made for example with regard to the ‘economic’ and ‘monetary’ model (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Common policies can only survive if both parties serve their own purposes (Kissinger, H., 1982). Therefore, there was the existence of some rivalry between both states. However, this rivalry could be permitted when it came to the European economic atmosphere. The Franco-German rivalry with regard to the European economy could be seen as a motor behind it, and keeping other member states on their toes. The creation of a monetary union was one of the biggest, if not the biggest achievement in European integration, in which France and Germany remain the key players. It was seen the 1990s with regard to monetary union signified ‘healthy’ inter-state rivalry and strong cooperation. 

5.
European Common Foreign and Security Policy and the Franco-German relationship

During the 1990s great achievements were reached with the Treaty of Maastricht, the EMU and a single market. European integration seemed at a high point and Franco-German cooperation was standing strong. European leaders felt the next appropriate step would be to work on joint European security and foreign policy initiatives.

5.1
The EMU’s successes and the European Common Foreign and Security Policy’s struggles 

It seemed there was much success for economic integration within the EU. However, this seemed more difficult to achieve when it came to creating European foreign and security policies. It was two French leading figures that proposed the creation of the European Defence Community (EDC) in 1954 and the Fouchet Plan in 1962 (see Chapter 2), which both did not succeed (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

It has been argued that this lack of success had to do with the difference in politics (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It could be said that economic integration required more low politics (Hoffmann, S., 1966). A common foreign and security policy required more ‘high politics’, because the survival of the state depended more on this. Moreover, it was both the nation and the state that played a significant role (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

The Community regulated the EMU and the euro, as previously seen with all its rules embedded in treaties. However, with a common foreign security policy also having to decide on economic matters, the Community as well as the member states regulated this. Moreover, rules would be set through intergovernmental decision-making (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It seemed that reaching the end of the 1990s, the European Union was becoming a big economic player whilst still lacking leadership in the political arena (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

 It has been historically seen and also described in the previous chapters that mainly France and Germany have largely contributed to the development of the EU and European integration. However, a Franco-German partnership in promoting a common foreign security and defence policy had been rather unsuccessful due to ‘structural and circumstantial reasons’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 93). Both states shared different ideas with regard to foreign security. France was more ‘Eurocentric’, regarding Europe as an independent entity that could potentially be a main actor on the global stage (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Germany however, had a more ‘atlanticist’ view on security and felt Europe was merely part of a larger entity (North America). 

Moreover, there was also a clear change in power dynamics between France and Germany. Germany became a major partner within the EU framework (mainly with regard to its strong economic position and knowledge), restoring her self-confidence and becoming more forceful when it came to foreign policy (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Franco-German cooperation could only survive if it knew how to accurately handle this power shift (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

5.2
Common Security and Defence Policy in three decades

Firstly, as mentioned previously, there was the idea of the EDC, which was modelled on the Schuman Plan. The idea was to integrate the military forces of all the signing members (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). However, the plan was first rejected by the UK and eventually failed. The second attempt to create more political unity was by de Gaulle in the form of the Fouchet Plan (see Chapter 2). However, in Febuary 1961 this plan also resulted in failure due to the opposition of several Western European states (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

Both France and Germany acknowledged the importance of Franco-German partnership and it was mostly Adenauer and de Gaulle that shared this view. Until 1962 the two had exchanged many letters and met many times talking for hours (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). There was a personal and political relationship between the Franco-German leaders. Both also acknowledged needing each other: ‘for de Gaulle, Germany was important primarily for the weight it could lend to France’s international ambitions. For Adenauer, rapprochement with France was important above all to prevent Paris from obstructing Western unity or European integration’ (Kocs, S., 1995, p. 47). In spite of the mutual acknowledgement of Franco-German cooperation, the defence priorities of both France and Germany were very different. France was in favour of the creation of a European defence policy. Germany felt more secure with NATO on her side i.e. ‘American nuclear armoury’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 101). During this Cold War era, these differing priorities caused for much irritation between both states. The 1960s showed there was not much progress when it came to European procurement due to Franco-German initiatives (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). France wanted to pull away from NATO, while Germany was more drawn and dependent on NATO. 

Brandt and Pompidou followed after Adenauer and De Gaulle, however both did not serve long. Chancellor Brandt’s foreign policy of ‘Östpolitik’ during the early 1970s was quite controversial. Brandt was concerned with the existing relations Germany had with Central and Eastern European states, and wanted to stabilize these (Cole, A., 2001). Pompidou had its own concerns about this change in foreign policy. The French president feared for the irrelevance of French influence in Eastern Europe. Even though Brandt and Pompidou had very different ideas, the two did manage to come together. During the summit in 1969 in The Hague, Community enlargement was discussed and given the green light. Moreover, the financing of CAP was settled on, and foreign policy was back in the debate, which was mainly Pompidou’s initiative (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). The idea was for regular meetings between member states foreign ministers, and for states to be better informed on the foreign policies of others (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) (1971-75) marked a high point in European political cooperation (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).  It could be seen that during this time the Nine were incredibly unified during negotiations. The idea of one representative from each member state was maintained in future meetings (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Moreover, ‘the CSCE provided the possible framework for a future European security policy’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 104).

During a meeting in Schloss Gymnich, the Foreign Ministers of the Nine resolved a conflict, in which France had argued that its partners should stand up to the US with regard to the Middle East oil crisis (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).  Due to this, the ‘Gymnich formula’ had been established and was practiced during some of the Foreign Ministers’ meetings (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

The 1970s was marked by more political cooperation, in which ‘member states were better informed about each other’s foreign policy aims and stances’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 104). In Paris in 1974, the heads of state and government of the Nine formed themselves into what was officially known as the European Council (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). However, there were still states acting alone such as France when she for example recognized Angola before the other European states (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It could be said it would be difficult with for example France taking a different stance when it came to Africa but at the same time wanting a European front on Atlantic issues and the Middle East (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

During the 1980s the European Community was expanding and the Nine had turned into the Ten. This was also the time in which president Mitterrand and Chancellor Kohl were in power. It was also 1983 that marked the anniversary of the Franco-German Treaty, and Franco-German reconciliation (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). This era was also marked by serious tensions between the US and the Soviet Union with the main European players in the middle. 

Moreover, the EPC received a permanent secretariat in Brussels. However, the workings and principles of the EPC were still very vague and its instruments weak (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). There still seemed to be a lack of commitment on the European front when it came to European security. For Mitterrand the Single European Act also fell short (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Mitterrand was very much for the creation of a ‘political Europe’. However, it could be argued that the creation of a Common Foreign and Security Policy was not Mitterrand’s main priority (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It seemed economic integration was making tremendous leaps whilst political integration fell behind. Possible reasons for the slow development of foreign and security issues might have been the reunification of Germany and the Yugoslav war. 

5.3
The institutional evolvement of a CFSP and Franco-German tensions

In October 1990, the Commission produced a memorandum on the topic of a Common Foreign and Security Policy. This showed that this topic was at the top of the Commissions agenda (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). France and Germany were happy about this new priority of the Commission. However, the UK preferred the informal negotiations that had been in place since then. The scope of a common security policy can be very difficult to interpret. France and Germany had different ideas when it came to this interpretation (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

In the TEU, the description and conditions linked to a monetary union were extremely precise. However, the chapter on a common foreign and security lacked much of this precision (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

Germany felt the intergovernmental rules of the Common Foreign and Security Policy were slightly too strict. With Germany’s general federal thinking, she felt it was better to give the European Parliament more power when it came to the decision-making process (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). France eventually came up with a solution that would not infringe on her sovereignty too much and still serve as a ‘mid-way between British intergovernmentalism and German federalism’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 110). The CFSP Secretariat would be attached to the Council of Ministers instead of to the European Council (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Mitterrand had shown a personal preference for federalism the French public did not agree with, this was seen when only a small majority voted in favour of the Treaty on European Union in a referendum in 1992 (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Due to this there was an uneasy feeling among the French public questioning whether the EU really was the future (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

From the mid 1990s there was a change in the Franco-German partnership, with in 1995 the election of Chirac and in 1996 the death of Mitterrand. Even though the ‘Kohl-Mitterrand tandem’ experienced challenges and difficulties, the relationship had a very strong symbolic significance (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). This Kohl-Mitterrand relationship also boasted itself on keeping each other informed on important issues from both sides as well as other countries that might be involved. With the election of Chirac this relationship was put under pressure and the deep personal involvement Kohl and Mitterrand shared was lacking (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

During the final stages of Amsterdam tensions between France and Germany reached a high point. There was tension with regard to Germany’s dominance now on the political stage, with already having secured its dominant position on the economic stage (see Chapter 4). Moreover, there was a general amount of distrust between the two about German investments in Russia, NATO and relations with the US (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Overall, there was a big cloud of distrust hanging over France and Germany. It was possible to say Germany was upstaging France, which might have made France afraid of losing power, or could be seen as France’s competitive side towards Germany.

5.4
The security aspect of CFSP and its triumphs and setbacks 

Germany saw that the European defence pillar needed to be strengthened. It was Kohl who sponsored the creation of a Franco-German Defence and Security Council in 1988 and a Franco-German Brigade in 1990 (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). This Brigade was supposed to become a Eurocorps, including forces from Belgium, Luxembourg and Spain. There was some unease from certain SPD members about this Eurocorps, viewing it as a French attempt ‘to pull Germany away from NATO’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 117). The US reaction was also mixed, even though the UK seemed supportive of the idea (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

A very important point was reached for European members of NATO in 1994 at the Summit Meeting in Brussels. Here, the way was paved towards the development of a ‘European Security and Defence Identity’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). The European members of NATO could now carry out military action under a ‘Combined Joint Task Force’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It was especially important for the French, because it meant NATO members were able ‘to use NATO’s operational tools without the direct involvement of the United States’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 118). It was seen during this time that France changed its former attitude towards NATO and became more accepting of the organization and saw its potential within a European framework (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

It seemed both France and Germany stood positive towards each other with regard to European security issues, with Germany supporting the French idea of Eurocorps and France accepting NATO more and overcoming her distaste for the US (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). However, this changed after the election of Jacques Chirac in 1995. The election of Chirac created a certain amount of German fears. Even though Chirac had previously mentioned the importance of Franco-German cooperation for Europe, Germany had remembered ‘his aggressive defence of French farmers’ interests’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 119) in the 1960s. Moreover, Germany remembered how Chirac warned for ‘a German invasion of France by economic means’  (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 119) in 1979. 

These German fears were confirmed when Chirac announced nuclear testing in the Pacific without consulting any of its European peers (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It was said Germany felt France took a certain amount of arrogance because it failed to see Germany had developed its prominent role on the European stage and was no longer the pre-unification Germany (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

Due to Chirac’s actions, the legitimacy of Franco-German cooperation in the arena of European security was questioned. Chirac announced he intended to abolish conscription (compulsory enlistment into military services) and form a professional army. Chirac did this without any prior warning to the German government (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Germany took offense to this and felt the closest European allies should not treat each other in this manner (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Moreover, Kohl had backed Eurocorps, and now French troops were withdrawing from German territories, which highly undermined its very structure, as well as undermined the security aspect of Franco-German cooperation. Kohl also approved French nuclear testing, even though the German public was very much against this, trying to show there was in fact ‘mutual trust between himself and Chirac’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 120). However, now Chirac wanted to abolish conscription and did not mention anything about this to Kohl, it was possible one could seriously question the amount of cooperation there really was in the area of European security between France and Germany. 

 Even though, there might have been a tense atmosphere between France and Germany, in practice the misunderstandings on defence and the euro where not as bad as they might have appeared to be. It was mostly public opinion, in both countries, that reacted strongly to certain actions and initiatives taken by both France and Germany. However, there were also triumphs within Europe. Chirac had proved he was in fact ‘more pro-European than his party’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 121) (Chirac voted in favour of the 1992 referendum). Moreover, Chirac was personally set on improved relations with NATO. It was Kohl who supported Chirac on proposed reforms to NATO (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It could be said the commitment of both leaders to a common defence identity, even if this was still a vague concept, was not in question (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

The Nuremberg meeting (1996) and the concept (common strategic concept), which progressed from this meeting, proved to be greatly successful. This common strategic concept stated both France and Germany would continue with developing a European security and defence identity (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It also mentioned the strengthening of US and other North American ties and for European and Atlantic institutions to eventually be enlarged (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Moreover, it was stated the Franco-German Defence and Security Council would define the involvement of new member states. As seen in previous chapters, one could say, it was now also in the arena of European security that France and Germany were assigning tasks and were again taking the leadership roles upon themselves. 

During the Nuremberg meeting main principles were set out that included common objectives, approaches and guidelines on European security and defence. The reason behind the Nuremberg success had to do with the fact there was a clear and realistic plan set up for cooperation with regard to European security, which in turn uplifted the tense mood and ended growing suspicions between both France and Germany (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It has to be noted that this clear plan however, could be interpreted in different ways and knowing both France and Germany this did happen. Germany still saw NATO as most important, mainly with regard to nuclear activity (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). The French saw this showed the ‘Europeanization of NATO’ (Stark, H., 1998). In spite of the different views of both states there was still progress towards the US fitting better into the European framework with Franco-German support (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). 

Helmut Kohl was in power for sixteen years, but was now replaced by socialist Gerhard Schröder. It was known Schröder was not so sympathetic towards France and Europe (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). Even though one could say there might have been some apprehensions with regard to Schröder’s dedication to Europe, Chirac and Schröder jointly issued a declaration in 1999, in which both stated their determination for strengthening the military role of the EU (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). An important reason for this was the ongoing situation in Kosovo. With in 1997 the waging of a guerrilla war and a fast deteriorating situation, the foreign ministers of France and Germany sent a joint letter in the same year to President Milosevic. This letter requested Milosevic to commence negotiations with the aim of restoring Kosovo’s autonomy (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001). It was said the Kosovo crisis was handled successfully, with France functioning well within NATO and with Germany engaging its military troops for the first time since WOII. It was also said that due to the ‘sometimes brutal lead’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 134) the US took in Kosovo, the French and German leaders realized it was important for Europe ‘to take their own defence into their own hands’ (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001, p. 134). It was seen France and Germany cooperated strongly together on the front of European defence, mainly in the Kosovo crisis. A basis of cooperation was very important in this situation of humanitarian crisis and France and Germany came together incredibly well. 

5.5
Conclusion

It was seen big steps were made when it came to the creation of the single market and monetary union. However, foreign and security policy had not evolved as quick. A reason for this was that the loss of sovereignty was far greater than within a monetary union. Moreover, not all members have the same foreign policies or even close for that matter and could be trying to protect certain (colonial) interests. One could also say it was more difficult for a foreign and security policy to be created due to it being more high politics.

A Franco-German partnership with regard to common foreign security was sometimes far to be found. This was because of changes in governments and the different ideas both states had when it came to foreign security. Also, France frequently changed her mind on the rejoining of NATO, which one could see as a non-unified front on foreign security. As previously seen (Chapter 4) Germany was no longer a junior partner within the Franco-German partnership, mostly due to its regained economic strength. A power shift took place within this Franco-German relationship and one could say France did not always handle this well. 

It was seen the Nuremberg meeting and the common strategic concept that proved very successful in establishing a European security and defence identity. Objectives, approaches, principles and guidelines were set out on European security and defence, and were seen as incredibly positive. It was also Chirac that was personally set on creating closer relations with NATO.

The Kosovo crisis also showed the importance of Franco-German cooperation, and how there was no room for rivalry, like there was when it came to the EMU. Due to the humanitarian aspect of the crisis it was incredibly important for Europe to take a unified stance, and this was also clear within Franco-German relations. There was a strong Franco-German partnership and the willingness to establish a European defence front independent from that of the US.  

6.
Conclusion

The Franco-German relationship as seen throughout this dissertation was incredibly important in the formation of the EU and continued European integration. The Franco-German relationship symbolized reconciliation and peace. The relationship France and Germany had appeared in principle to be the strongest relationship within the EU. 

It was seen that European integration had its base in the creation of the ECSC, a Franco-German initiative. Since the Schuman Plan it was mainly France and Germany, but also other European countries, that strove towards further integration and increased membership (Hendriks, G.& Morgan, A., 2001).

The main question that needs to be answered is: ‘European Integration from 1989 till 1999: The Intergovernmental Relation between French and German Political Leaders, Rivalry or Collaboration?’. It should be noted that after researching the relations between France and Germany, the question of rivalry or collaboration is not as black and white as initially thought. There is a definite existence of a grey area when looking at Franco-German rivalry or collaboration. Initially it might have been thought that rivalry was associated with the negative and collaboration with the positive, it was clear that there are different forms of rivalry, and that it could also be seen as a positive and benefited certain events (EMU). 

The relevant decade (1989-1999) started off with the German reunification, which took a toll on the previous harmonious Franco-German relationship. It was seen Mitterrand was unsatisfied about this new development, whilst Kohl was taking personal initiatives with regard to German reunification that frustrated member states further. France mainly experienced fears of being upstaged by Germany in the economic arena. During this time tensions were high and there was mutual distrust between France and Germany. One could say this time was signified by Franco-German rivalry due to French fears of German economic supremacy and Germany acting somewhat alone when it came to for example the Ten Point plan. 

After the dust of the German reunification had settled, it was seen the French and German leaders made great efforts in coming together, with at the top of the agenda, European integration. European integration during the 1990s was marked by the creation of an Economic and Monetary Union and the signing of the Maastricht Treaty, which led to the creation of the euro. The EMU was marked by Franco-German concessions and inter-state bargaining (Growth and Stability Pact and the independence of the ECB). It was seen Mitterrand and Kohl, in spite of some bumps in the road, had a strong partnership and acknowledged the importance of a monetary union and a strong European position in the world economy. It was seen there was a certain amount of inter-state rivalry between France and Germany, however this rivalry was permitted due to the economic nature of the situation. This functional rivalry could also be seen as competition in a positive sense. Inter-state rivalry or competition could be seen as constructive, through which initiatives can be taken and where there is room for innovation. This functional rivalry, which can be seen as a positive form of competition, served well within the European economic sphere. The nature of this rivalry and the possibility for new initiatives and innovation could have been seen as the drive behind the European economic success and the strong Franco-German partnership that emerged from this.

The creation of the CFSP was also important with regard to European integration during the 1990s. After the overwhelming success and speed of the EMU, the member states focused on issues of foreign and security policies. Chirac and Kohl felt a CFSP was extremely important and collaborated closely together. However, it was much more difficult in creating a CFSP compared to the EMU. Despite the difficulties Chirac and Kohl were determined in creating a European security framework, with one of the success’s being the Nuremberg Meeting. Moreover, the Kosovo crisis also proved the existence of a Franco-German partnership, when it was seen both states came together and realized how important European defence really was. The importance of an independent European defence front also came from NATO’s involvement in the Kosovo crisis. Europe realised it needed to able to intervene in her own conflicts without the dependency on NATO. There was no room for Franco-German rivalry when it came to this humanitarian crisis, but it was cooperation that made the European states manage this crisis in a successful manner. A united front was extremely important in trying to solve such a complicated matter. Even though, as the 1990s neared its end, there was still much progress to be made with regard to a Common Foreign and Security Policy, Chirac and Kohl proceeded to work together and build a stronger European front. The defence and security of Europe was incredibly important, and strong Franco-German collaboration was in place when it came to this. 
It can be concluded that in spite of the seemingly rough start the Franco-German relationship experienced at the beginning of the 1990s, European integration reached a high point during this decade and one could say this could have only been accomplished due to a strong Franco-German partnership, since these were the main leaders within Europe. With the great success of a single market and monetary union and great efforts towards European security, the partnerships between primarily Kohl and Mitterrand and Kohl and Chirac, were incredibly successful partnerships. The Franco-German political leaders demonstrated during the 1990s that with regard to economic integration functional rivalry was permitted. Rivalry was not necessarily negative, but served as a positive within this economic sphere, with states challenging each other, and taking new initiatives to eventually reach the best possible outcome. However, the leaders were also aware that collaboration was crucial when it came to more sensitive issues in Europe’s foreign and security policies such as the Kosovo crisis.
From this research it can be seen that the question of collaboration or rivalry was not a question of good or bad, but rivalry can actually be seen as a positive contribution. It has also shown that France and Germany were very aware when this positive or functional rivalry was permitted and when collaboration was extremely important. Therefore the Franco-German relationship is marked by both rivalry and collaboration, but these great states knew when it was crucial to collaborate and when rivalry was permitted. 
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