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France and European Integration: from the Schunf@mt® Economic and Monetary
Union

FRANCES M. B. LYNCH
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David J. Howarth,The French Road to European Monetary Unidtew York and
London: Palgrave, 2001), 256pp., £42.50 h.b., ISBB8B3-92096-1

David J. Howarth,Economic Management and French Business from ddleéGau
Chirac (New York and London: Palgrave, 2001), 256pp.,.B@2.b., ISBN 0-
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Few would question the importance of the role pliappg France in the integration of
Western Europe but there is little agreement oven€h motives, nor over whether those
motives were the same for each decision taken n@rsder sovereignty over the entire
postwar period. It is sometimes forgotten, partidyl in Britain, that the question of
European integration has been a deeply divisiveiorierance, cutting across political
parties, the Administration and sectoral interefbe Treaty of Maastricht was accepted
by the most slender of majorities — 51 per centttmise who voted in the 1992
referendum. The disagreement in explaining Fremtizyptowards European integration
stems partly from the difficulties which historiafexce in gaining access to the official
record, particularly under the Fifth Republic, gadtly from differences in interpretation

of that record. But the disagreement is also dugetmates conducted mainly within the



political science and international relations hteire about the causes of European
integration in general.

Taking the postwar period as a whole several questhave so far dominated
discussions about France. Firstly, why, despitestinecess of their system of national
economic planning, did the French agree to adaptilieral framework of the European
Economic Community? Secondly, why did they not agmeintegrate defence? Thirdly,
why was it that de Gaulle, the arch-opponent of@u@tionalism, was responsible for the
most supranational of policies, the Common Agrioat Policy? And finally, why did
the French agree to Economic and Monetary Uniorh W# restrictive Growth and
Stability Pact, rather than retain the flexibility the European Monetary System? The
debate in the literature, simplified here for hsticipurposes, is between those who argue
that France’s interest in European integration basn driven by the geopolitical
imperative of reconciliation and co-existence witermany and those who claim that its
primary purpose was to advance France’s domesticypohoices, however they were
defined® Integration once under way was then extended reitm@ugh a process of

institutional spill-ovet or through inter-governmental bargaining in whidonomic and
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1954(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Pres€9B); Georges-Henri Souto’Alliance
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commercial interests had priority.

The three books discussed here, all written by metorians, contribute either
directly or indirectly to this debate. Indeed CrdRarsons sets out to extend the
parameters of the debate by reviving an early pmétation of French policy towards
European integration — namely the role of the pmonwaunity ideas held by key policy-
makers in France. Parsons’ central claim is thatondy do ideas matter in politics but
that each of the key decisions taken by French mpovents to surrender a degree of
sovereignty, namely, the decisions to form the paam Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC), the European Economic Community (EEC),Goeenmon Agricultural Policy
(CAP) and Economic and Monetary Union (EMU), waseta primarily because of the
pro-community ideas held by some of the policy-mgkelite at critical junctures. How
this elite interpreted French interests was, hensdaquite removed from any definition
of their objective position. To prove his thesigdas, unusually for a political scientist,
dips into the French archives (almost entirely ¢homsthe Ministry of Foreign Affairs),
draws upon a formidable range of secondary liteeadund conducts extensive interviews
with politicians and high-ranking civil servants.hat emerges is a picture of French
leaders with considerable freedom to choose antemgmt their European strategies due
to the difficulty which political parties had inadorating coherent positions, and to the
lack of information given and hence of interestwhdiy voters in European issues at
major elections. On each occasion when the Fremeldelrs chose to surrender
sovereignty (and on the occasion of the Europederidge Community when they chose

not to), Parsons, displaying a mastery of theditee, examines the alternatives open to

4 Andrew MoravcsikThe Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and StatedPdwm Messina to Maastricht
(Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1998)



them in considerable detail. These alternativesldssifies as a traditional defence of the
institutional status quo, or broad intergovernmlecdaperation.

Starting with Schuman’s proposal in 1950 to creatéuropean Coal and Steel
Community, Parsons shows that there was some dupporall three alternative
arrangements and that Schuman ‘could equally wallehconstructed support for
confederal or traditional stances’ but ‘took a l@aghe dark towards his interpretation of
French interests’ (p.66). Yet, as Parsons hims#dhawledges, neither the traditional nor
the confederal policies which had been tried in pleeiod 1945-49 had succeeded in
delivering what the French most needed, as definethe national plan. This was
guaranteed access to the coal and coke resourtkes Buhr on which the expansion of
the French steel industry depended and on which, elyension, the future
competitiveness of the French economy was seeestd Neither Robert Schuman nor
Jean Monnet, the head of t®mmissariat au Planauthor of the Schuman Plan and
acknowledged ‘Father of Europe’ proposed a pro-canity policy until after all other
options had been exhausted.

Why did France sign the Treaty of Rome settinghggEEC? For Parsons it was
firstly because the pro-community conservative Amgd?inay, French foreign minister at
the time of the Messina negotiations in June 18%tgred his government’s instructions
to reject a common market, and secondly becausmbitel of a desirable Europe was
shared by the subsequent Socialist Prime Ministsr K3ollet, as well as by key advisers

such as Maurice Faure and Robert Marijolin.

® Matthias KippingLa France et les origins de I'Union européenne 19852 intégration économique et
compétitivité internationaléParis: Imprimerie Nationale, 2002).



Parsons ignores, because it does not fit his argyntke fact that the pro-
community Mollet proposed in mid-1956 the formatiohan Imperial customs union
composed of the French Union and the British Empir@rder to keep France out of the
common market with GermarffyWhen that option was closed by the British Cabinet
France faced the choice of economic autarchy, withvithout the rest of the French
Union, participation in a free trade area undetigriterms, or continuing to negotiate an
acceptable deal within an Economic Community ofShe Parsons’ argument that it was
pro-community ideas rather than the promotion o#néh economic interests which
explained the French government’'s choice of the BE&®@ot convincing. Even the
skeptical de Gaulle had to accept that the termgstieged in the Treaty of Rome served
France’s economic intereSt.

Parsons’ belief in the supremacy of pro-commurttgas as the driving force in
French decision-making towards Europe createscdiffes for him in explaining the
French rejection of the EDC. Castigating thoseohiahs who ignore the EDCor
misinterpret it for committing ‘one of the most important errorsderlying the common
dismissal of ideas in EU history’ (p.68), Parsorguas that the EDC ‘came very close to
succeeding’. Indeed, had it succeeded, ‘Europe dvbalve taken a giant leap towards
political unity, perhaps establishing the commoreiign and security policy that still
eludes the EU today’ (p.89). It could be argued tzat the EDC episode does confirm

is that when a pro-community policy emerged in Eeain response to an external
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pressure (American insistence on German rearmameathigr than to a domestic policy
choice, it did not succeed.

If the failed attempt to integrate defence raisé$icdlt issues, even more
problematical for Parsons’ thesis is the succegb@®iCAP thanks to a leader who held
decidedly anti-community ideas. Parsons explainssdalle’s support for the CAP as
serving de Gaulle’s own very different ideas abButope. It was no more than a means
to an end. When his European policy failed, ‘tmstitutionally structured strategy had
become so embedded in international demands ameldvésmestic interests that even de
Gaulle could do little to change it' (p.142). Parsochooses not even to discuss the
counter-argument that de Gaulle’s support for tA@@nay have been an end in its@lf.

In analyzing the two most recent extensions ofgragon, the Single European
Act and Economic and Monetary Union, Parsons efaegely undocumented territofy.
Believing that ‘the broad pattern of French molitian on European issues in the 1970s
followed the lines that gelled in the 1950s’ (p.L56Be sets out to test his ideational
theory against the competing theories based onndefef France’s domestic policy
choices or geopolitical concerns. As against cldinag the Single European Act was a
response to earlier failures of policy to deal wgtiowing economic interdependence, he
claims that the standard response to greater gperdlence would have been greater
liberalization. The reason why the French chosétin®n-building rather than greater
liberalization was that they had a ‘pro-communiader’ (Mitterrand) who stood out

from his coalitional support (p.179). Mitterrandaitso credited with securing support for

1% Andrew Moravcsik, “Between Grain and Grandeur:pibétical economy of French EC policy, 1958-
19707, Journal of Cold War Studie/2 and 2/3, Spring and Fall 2000.
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EMU in France. ‘French pursuit of full EMU was daed personally by Mitterrand, over
objections from some of his closest allies and sag (p.203). This view is shared by
David Howarth inThe French Road to European Monetary Unibna detailed analysis
of the causes of the French decision to support ENdded on interviews with French
politicians and officials as well as a wide randesecondary literature, Howarth agrees
that ‘Mitterrand was central to the successful dasion of a deal at Maastricht’ (p.142).
Unlike Parsons, Howarth explains Mitterrand’s mesivprimarily in geopolitical terms.
The French President hoped through monetary ursoimdrease France’s power in
relation to both Germany and the United Stateshénwords of Dyson and Featherstone,
‘EMU was about rebalancing international and Eusspenonetary power in France’s
favour’*? On the question of whether in fact EMU would hEhance to achieve such an
objective, neither economic theory nor the advit¢éhe French financial administrative
elite was unambiguous. As Parsons shows, a bodpiofon, which included the French
Finance Minister who negotiated EMU, preferred cariiank coordination or a ‘parallel’
European currency (as promoted by Britain) to thleghtion of monetary control to the
European Central Bank. Many French elites saw M8 Bnd SEA themselves as causes
of their monetary predicament. Indeed, divisions agfinion within the financial
administrative elite are used by Howarth as evidahat Mitterrand’s decision to support
EMU was taken to enhance French power rather thagsponse to economic realities or
economic theory, and by Parsons to support hisryhibat Mitterrand’s actions can be
explained by his pro-Community ideas. But apanfrdiffering in their interpretation of

his motives, both Howarth and Parsons agree okeheole played by Mitterrand in the

12 Kenneth Dyson and Kevin Featherstofiee Road to Maastricht: negotiating economic anahatary
union (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 999.62.



EMU project. (Interestingly, Mitterrand is not evenentioned in Tommaso Padoa-
Schioppa'’s insider account of the road to monetiaipn in Europe?) They also share a
common view of the divisions within French politigearties and the administrative elite
over French strategy towards Europe.

These divisions play little part in Mairi MacLeaBgconomic Management and
French Business from de Gaulle to Chir&oncerned to explain how France moved
away from economic protectionism to espouse lilmraland the values of corporate
capitalism, MacLean emphasizes the common viewsirghence of the administrative
elite. She describes the graduates offbele Nationale d’Administratio(ENA) and of
other Grandes Ecoless coming from a ‘common mould’ and educated inoanmon
world view’ (p.71), and attributes French economuccesses to the agreed ideological
lines emanating from this institutional framewoAwkward questions such as whether
interdependence or integration was the more apiatepiramework for enabling French
business to compete internationally, are carefudlyoided. Implicitly, European
integration is seen as serving the interests aidfréusiness.

In fact the ideological struggle which MacLean gaak concerns only two of the
alternative institutional frameworks so cogentlggented by Parsons. In doing so she fits
into a long tradition of writing about France whiébcuses exlusively on the debate
between the state and the market, betwdiggisme and liberalism, between autarchy
and free trade. How to fit European integratioio ithtat debate is a critical issue for those

writing about postwar France.
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