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Chapter One: Introduction

An opposition party in France is free to criticize the
government, offering its own strategies to compare with the
plans of those in power. The opposition bases its
strategies more on ideology than on political viability, in
the hope of attracting new members. Once in power, however,
the former opposition must adapt to the realities of
governing. The French Left's policy on the European
Economic Community illustrates this point, from the creation
of the Community in the 1950s to the first term of Socialist
government in 1981-1988. As the Left's strategies evolved
in its drive toward the presidency, so did its European
policy. At first the Left opposed the Community's
capitalist characteristics, but while in power the Left
sought to increase the power of European institutions. This
evolution occurred mainly out of recognition that membership
in Europe, albeit a capitalist one, was crucial to
protecting France's interests.

Under the Gaullist regimes of de Gaulle and Pompidou,
and then under the Center-Right government of Giscard
d'Estaing, the Left developed from a weak, divided party
into a strong force capable of winning power. 1In the
process of transformation, the two main factions within the

Left, the Socialists and Communists, came together in a









to obtain favorable market prices in the EEC while
subsidizing prices at home. This was clearly a case of
looking out for one of France's most important national
interests. In a similar way, some members of the Socialist
Party started rumors that France would leave the European
Monetary System in 1982 after the second devaluation of the
franc in eight months. Under the threat of French departure
other members of the EMS made concessions to France. This
strategy was remarkably similar to that used by de Gaulle
during a negotiations crisis in 1965. Like de Gaulle,
Mitterrand recognized the benefits of European membership;
the rumors were merely a ruse. By staying in the EMS
Mitterrand was able to blame changes in his economic policy
on the requirements of membership in the Community. When in
the second half of his first term Mitterrand called for a
relance of European union, he was returning to his ideal of
a strong, united and ultimately powerful Europe.

This thesis is divided into three parts. The first
discusses the background of Europe and sets the Common
Market in a wider context of a movement towards a united
Europe. Gaullist foreign policy and early leftist European
policy are included in this chapter. The second chapter
will look at the European policy described in the Left's
first platform of government, the Common Program of 1972.

The Program's section on policy towards Europe contains









In this thesis I have tried to narrow my scope solely
to that of the French government. Other countries, such as
the United States and West Germany, also had a great deal of
influence in French foreign affairs. However, to examine
their role with fairness would have required consideration
of their own political situations, which is beyond the scope
of this project. For this reason I have also omitted
discussion of other European problems, such as defense and

the European Coal and Steel Community.
Definition of Terms

In order to understand fully this thesis, the reader
will need to have a grasp on the vocabulary of Europe. The
very word "Europe" does not in the context of this thesis
refer to the geographical formation that stretches from the
Atlantic to the Urals; it refers to the group of six, ten,
or twelve countries who decided to join together to form the
EEC. Similarly, "European" and "citizen of Europe" are two
different terms. A European is a person who believes in the
necessity and rightness of the Community; a citizen of
Europe is an inhabitant of one of the member states. Some
analysts view these terms as artificial. 1In at least one
quote in this thesis the reader will find quotation marks
placed around these terms, as though they were not

legitimate words. It is true that those outside the



Community but part of the continent might wonder if they,
too are Europeans and begin to feel like second-class
citizens. Unfortunately, these terms are the only ones
available; others, such as "Europeanist" or "pro-European
integrationist" are suitable but too bulky, in my opinion.

The most contested terms, and the most bandied about,
are "union" and "integration." At the most basic level these
words refer to cooperation between member countries in order
to reach a desired goal; however, they often refer as well
to political union and the loss of sovereignty that it
implies. At least one recalcitrant political leader,
Margaret Thatcher, has stated that she might willingly
support European integration if only someone could tell her
what it was. 1In this thesis "union" and "integration" apply
to political cooperation and the ensuing surrender of

sovereignty.



Chapter Two: Background

In the transition from Gaullism in the beginning of the
Fifth Republic to Socialism in the 1980s, some scholars have
seen as much continuity as change. If Socialist President
Frangois Mitterrand's policies are to be labeled as having
Gaullist tendencies, it will be necessary for the reader to
understand Gaullism and most importantly, de Gaulle's policy
toward the European Economic Community. The continuity from
right-wing to leftist government is an important element of
Mitterrand's foreign policy.

Despite neo-nationalism's appeal for the members of
the European Economic community, Mitterrand and his allies
also recognized that the creation of Europe was a given and
that the creative force was unstoppable. In the latter part
of his first term Mitterrand set himself up as an "old man
of Europe" who had learned the lessons of history; he tried
to reconcile Gaullist protection of national interests with
the necessity of giving Europe an identity of her own. The
reader will learn these same lessons of history by reading a
short description of the idea of a united Europe.

The first part of this chapter will look at the birth
of Europe and at the external factors that most influenced
pro-Europe thinkers. Second, de Gaulle's role in Europe

will come under scrutiny. Finally, in order to give a wider
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perspective to the policy of the left, I will look at early
leftist attitudes toward Europe, before the Common Program

was signed in 1972.

Histo of European Cooperation

The idea of a unified Europe has tempted philosophers
and statesmen for centuries. As early as 1306 Pierre
Dubois, who had served King Philip the Fair of France and
King Edward I of England, sensed that as the Church's power
declined and nationalism grew, some sort of European Council
would be necessary to keep the peace among countries.l This
idea never took a concrete form, however, in part because
the citizens of Europe were too attached to their
communities and were secure in the knowledge that Europe's
power reached around the world. No outside force yet
threatened Europe. Throughout the centuries Dubois' idea
did have its proponents, however, who kept this notion
alive.

In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, interest in
a European federation increased. The eighteenth century,
the century of the Enlightenment, gave rise to a great deal
of thought on the subject of human freedoms, federal

principles, and representative governments. At the same

lPegg, carl H. Evolution of the European Idea 1914-1932
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,
1983), p.2.
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time there was a growing awareness of Europe's common
intellectual and spiritual history. Philosophical writings
expressed a merging of these two movements. For example,
the Baron de Montesquieu often spoke of Europe as a state
made up of smaller provinces, and Napoleon mused during his
exile at saint-Helena about how he might have unified Europe
had he managed to conquer Russia.? The Count Henri de
Saint-Simon went further yet; in 1814 he designed a system
for a European federation that would include a bicameral
Parliament whose mission would be the management of a broad
spectrum of European issues.

If the eighteenth century gave thinkers the words and
framework to use when envisioning a united Europe, in the
nineteenth century several developments took place that
would serve as impetuses for creation of an actual European
federation. Carl H. Pegg identified five important
developments: the increasing importance of science and
technology in industry and transportation; the grounding of
federal principles in the United States and in Switzerland,
and the establishment of the Zollverein, a customs union
among the various states in Germany; the emergence of an
international peace movement; the growth of Socialism with

its emphasis on common interests among the working classes
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of the world; and the upsurge of nationalistic principles.3
Of these, Pegg chose pacifism as the most important
contributory factor, as the European ideal was discussed at
every peace conference and as it was generally hoped that
the nations of the continent would lay down their weapons
and "merge into a firm and superior unity."4 While idealism
was indeed an important factor in the building of a European
dream, the reality of growing nationalistic attitudes served
as a reminder that a disunited Europe could dissolve into a
chaos of warring groups.

A conservative attempt at cooperation between European
powers known as the "Concert of Europe" was active during
the mid-19th century. There was no organization, only a
inclination on the part of certain countries to hold
discussions on areas of common interest. The Concert of
Europe was instrumental in recognizing Belgium and in
partitioning Africa and Asia; on more critical issues,
however, the Concert disintegrated as constituent countries
followed their own national interests. Nationalism

eventually defeated this attempt at coordinating policies.5

3pegg, p.4.

4victor Hugo, quoted in Pegg, p.4.

5Schuman, Frederick L. International Politics (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1958), p.207.
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The desire for peace and the reality of nationalism are
especially relevant to the two events most responsible for
serious deliberation and ultimately creation of a concrete
European federation: the first and second World Wars. The
breakdown of the Austro-Hungarian Empire under the weight of
nationalist movements led to a bloody and tiring struggle
that depleted most of Europe of its economic resources,
especially manpower. This "war to end all wars" shocked
many Europeans and reinforced the pacifists' belief that a
nation-state left to its own devices was not stable enough;
it needed the support of other nation-states, or indeed of a
higher form of government.

While various scholars continued to promote the idea of
a European federation, not much progress was made in the
period between the World Wars. Aggravating the economic
problems caused by the war, the depression of the 1930s led
citizens of Europe to withdraw from the outside world and to
focus on their domestic problems. The success of national-
socialism in Germany, which apparently caught some of the
Europeans by surprise,6 put a temporary halt to hopes that a
united Europe would soon form.

The First World War demoralized the citizens of Europe;
the second outraged them. The majority across Europe called

for measures of prevention, to avoid the recurrence of such

8pegg, p.32.
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controlled production as well, but the member countries'
delegates believed less in Monnet's supranationalism than in
the creation of a free market. The ECSC became a free-trade
union rather than a truly higher government, much to
Monnet's chagrin.

After leaving the ECSC, Monnet formed the Action
Committee for the United States of Europe, an international
pressure group composed of politicians, business leaders and
union representatives. This group originally focused on
creating a European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom).
Monnet was still searching for a supranational organization;
perhaps he believed that member countries would more readily
give up national sovereignty to a commission that controlled
atomic capabilities.

At the same time, the Dutch and Belgian governments
brought forth the idea of a common market. Monnet expressed
caution at this development; he was an advocate of taking
incremental steps toward a community, and he thought that
the new plan went too quickly. Soon, however, the destinies
of his Euratom and the Dutch/Belgian European Economic
Community were interconnected. One prospective member, West
Germany, wanted to expand its market through the trade union
but feared the possibility of an atomic community that
France would control. France, on the other hand, was

apprehensive of the entry into its domestic market of
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foreign products but eager to participate in Euratom. In
the end each country gave in to the other's wishes in a
compromise that foreshadowed future negotiations.
Guidelines for the new Communities were established by the
Treaty of Rome in 1957.

Each Community had its own government, modeled after
that of the ECSC, with minor changes. In the ECSC, the High
Authority, which originally had been planned as a true
supranational power, had deferred to the Council of
Ministers, which was composed of Ministers of Industry in
the ECSC. The changes reflected this situation. The High
Authority of the ECSC was now called the Commission, which
with respect to the European Council had no independent area
of action. 1Its role was to make proposals to the Council of
Ministers, who then would decide on a course of action among
themselves. Although originally the Ministers made
decisions by unanimous agreement, the Treaty of Rome called
for eventual majority rule, which would give more power to
the Council.

The creation of a unified Europe was not an easy task.
In addition to the necessity of cooperation with five other
governments, each member faced domestic pressures on its
policy. This difficulty is apparent in the conflict over

ratification of the European Defense Community, which some
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of Parliament would have used his vote to register his
opinion of the government, in this instance Parliament was
left to its own conscience. A majority--composed of
centrists, Communists and Gaullists for the most part--voted
against the Treaty.

The unlikely alliance described above is not as
anomalous as might seem at first glance. The Communists,
whose policy often coincided with that of de Gaulle, opposed
the supranational European Community, especially in its
potential role as a power on the order of the Soviet Union,
and believed instead in the primacy of French independence.
The Communists resisted the Socialist interpretation of a
supranational Europe, in which Europe was a "Third Force"
that would exist between the United States and the Soviet
Union, aligned with neither superpower.

In addition, the Socialists supported EDC because of
its reformist rather than revolutionary status. Historian
Charles Micaud writes that the '""new Europe" would have
excluded the Communists:

For the new Europe would have been an anti-

Communist Europe; the Communists would have been

excluded from all key posts and would have lost

their prospects for an eventual seizure of power.

The benefit to the Socialists of this long-term

perspective was very much present in the minds of

the Socialist deputies when they backedlshe Common
Market in Parliament a few years later.

12Micaud, Charles. Communism and the Left (New York:
Frederick A. Praeger, Pub., 1963), p.211l.
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While historian Maurice Duverger wrote that the Socialistes
Frangais de l'Internationale Ouvriere (SFIO) were chasing a
myth of supranational Europe in order to "escape an
unbearable reality by finding a refuge in an imaginary
world,"l3 those who voted against EDC might also be accused
of refusing to acknowledge French interdependence with the
other five member countries. One such person was Charles de
Gaulle, whose outlook on France, and on the country's role

in Europe and the world, would alter French politics for

decades.

De Gaulle and Gaullism

In the post-World War II atmosphere of a search for
supranational governments, the coming to power of Charles de
Gaulle was anathema to the EEC's member countries. Although
de Gaulle's government of the newly established Fifth
Republic swore to uphold the treaties that had been signed
under the Fourth, his interpretation of the end result of
those documents differed from that originally proposed by
the treaties' authors. His conception of France's role in
the world altered French politics for decades.

De Gaulle's foreign policy seems to have been based on
the notion of French grandeur, a word that means "greatness"

but also connotes lofty goals and a brilliant past. This

131pid.






22

In each of the political, social or economic

sectors, ([Frenchmen] make their interests

subservient to the superior interests of France.1®
One way for France to improve her position is to increase
her power and influence in the world. Certainly a country
perceived as weak will not gain respect among its allies,
and an unstable domestic situation often leads to problems
with international commitments.

The importance of foreign policy to de Gaulle is
evident in the above statements. Since the pursuit of power
is France's mission, according to de Gaulle, and since de
Gaulle is the spokesman for France's interests as well as
the head of state, his first responsibility is to improve
France's position in the world. De Gaulle often left
domestic affairs to his Prime Minister and the Cabinet, a
tradition that continues today, although not to the same
extent.

The primary actor in foreign policy, in de Gaulle's
eyes, was the State. The regime within the State was
transitory, but the State was eternal. For example, de
Gaulle spoke of "the regime that presently dominates China"
during his press conference of Jan. 31, 1964.17 This state
existed as China in the same way that France existed, as a

evocation of that country's history, achievements and

16Gaulle, Charles de, quoted in Grosser, p.l6.

17Grosser, p.18.
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peoples. According to Alfred Grosser, a French scholar,
this way of thinking accounts for de Gaulle's preference for
bilateral agreements. While this appears to be true in
certain cases, such as when de Gaulle negotiated the Franco-
Soviet Treaty with Stalin in 1944 and refused to admit
Churchill to the talks, it is true that at times de Gaulle
appeared to promote what W.W. Kulski calls "world government
by the five nuclear powers [of the U.N. Security
Council]."18 De Gaulle certainly felt that among many heads
of state agreement was difficult to attain without a good
deal of compromise. He hesitated on the subject of
expanding the EEC to cover a wider area because he knew that
more members worrying about their position within the
Community meant longer discussions or more confrontations.
It is important for the reader to keep in mind that de
Gaulle did not follow one set policy other than that of
defense of the French national interest; he tended to change
his opinion based on the situation of the moment.

Since the State ideally was the legitimate decision
maker in world politics, de Gaulle found it difficult to
imagine a higher power. Foremost in his foreign policy was
the importance of autonomy and independence. This stance
not only made the problem of European political union a

difficult one; it also caused concern among those countries

18gulski, p.389.
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lose France as a partner. Eventually both sides made
compromises, although de Gaulle retained the right to veto
decisions "when national interest is at stake" as well as
the right to determine such circumstances. The unanimous-

decision requirement was extended indefinitely.
The French lLeft in the Early Days of the Fifth Republic

Gaullism succeeded in France because nationalism was
not discouraged in post-war France. All Frenchmen, from the
members of the leftist Resistance to de Gaulle's followers,
believed in France's role as bearer of the torch of
revolutionary values. The parties of the Left were
attracted to specific tenets of Gaullism, however, and not
to the whole doctrine. The Left's own ideas on Europe
prevented leftist unity and caused the opposition to weaken
under Gaullist rule. From 1958 to 1972 the Left struggled
with these issues, as we shall see in the next section.

Under the Fourth Republic (1947-1958) in France, the
Left was obviously a dominant, albeit divided force. The
Socialists under the Fourth Republic were an important part
of government, while the Communists increasingly took on a
pro-Soviet role in the opposition. With the fall of the
Fourth Republic after the Algerian crisis, the establishment
of the Fifth Republic under Charles de Gaulle changed the

country's image of the non-Communist left. More than ten
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functioned "to clarify the areas of consensus between the
two groups. . .the differences on various policies were
carefully specified."36 The entente between the Socialists
and the Communists did not last long. The events of May-
June 1968, during which a student revolt escalated into
widespread strikes and angry criticism of government
policies, shocked all members of the Left as well as of the
government and brought an end to discussions between the two
groups. From 1968 to 1970 the Left experienced a "period of
open antagonism."37 among its constituents.

The non-Comnmunist Left recognized that in order to be
on equal standing with the Communists, they would have to
unify. The major impetus in creating such an alliance was
the Congress at Epinay in 1971. On this occasion the
contemporary Socialist Party was born, although most
scholars point out that the groundwork had been accomplished
in 1969 at the Congress of Issy-les-Moulineaux.38 At this
congress and at subsequent congresses, which are held every
two years, the Party was formed and strengthened.

The Party contains five factions, noted here in order

from weakest to most influential: ex-Gaullists and left-wing

36Charlton, p.63.

37Nugent, Neill. The Left in France (New York: MacMillan
Press, 1982), p.1lé65.

38yright, p.222.
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Catholics; members of left-wing clubs; Ex-PSU members whose
leader is Michel Rocard; members of the former SFIO; Members
of the Centre d'Etudes, de Recherches et d'Education
Socialistes (CERES); and Mitterrand's own CIR, the dominant
force. The strength of each faction, however, depends on
one or more of the others.

In 1971 the newly united Socialist Party again
approached the PCF in the hope of forming a union of the
Left. The 1969 referendum, which de Gaulle had lost, most
likely played a role in this action. De Gaulle had
interpreted this loss as a sign that his support was no
longer cohesive. The government continued with another,
more moderate Gaullist, Georges Pompidou, who allowed the
British to enter the EEC shortly after taking office.
Perhaps the Left thought it had another chance at gaining
power; perhaps enough time had passed since 1968 to allow
for reconciliation.

In any event, in 1971 the leftist parties began
negotiations on a Common Program of Government, this time a
true platform. The Socialists moved away from their support
for European supranationality, which has been described in
this chapter, to bring their policies in line with those of
the Communists. In this chapter we have also seen that
Gaullism was a powerful force in France from its inception;

the beginnings of continuity are evident in the new



document. This Program will be examined in more depth in

the next chapter.
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system is again used, but only the two leading candidates on
the first ballot may proceed to the second. In The Strugqgle
for Unity, Neill Nugent refers to this system as
minstitutional bipolarization."® Politicians must draw
support from a broad segment of the population. Coalitions
with minor parties are also essential because members of
these parties typically cast their votes for whichever
candidate the party leaders endorse.

The Fifth Republic's president-oriented system meant
that the Socialists and the Communists would need to form a
coalition to win elections. At the very least, one party
would have to pledge support to the other in second-ballot
situations. Each party could benefit from qualities of the
other. For example, in post-World War II France, a majority
of the French public feared the access of Communists to
political power. By allying with and making concessions to
the Socialists, the Communist Party assured itself a more
moderate image. Frangois Mitterrand's newly-formed
Socialist Party needed increased membership, which it hoped
to gain from sympathetic members of the PCF.

Reconciling the two parties' ideoclogies was extremely
difficult. Tensions between the two movements dated back to
the 1920 Congress at Tours, during which the Socialists

refused to accept Communist resolutions. The main subject

6Nugent, p.150.
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Europe; the French vetoll would not succeed in these
circumstances. As a political statement, therefore, these
few lines of the Program were a small victory for the PS.
It had succeeded in making the PCF recognize the EEC; the
Socialists believed in this victory long after the collapse
of leftist union.

The PCF was able to claim victory as well, since the
second part of the double objective states that France will
"preserve her liberty of action in the Common Market for the
realization of the political, economic and social
program."12 The Communists had long feared the possibility
of an America-dominated Europe that would dictate French
policy or force French domestic policy to conform to
European rules. Now, it appeared that the Socialists had
also recognized this problem. The Program further states
that the government will be responsible for its European
policy to the National Assembly only. This statement
essentially means that the French Left completely rejected
integration into a united European political union. A
"United States of Europe" was out of the question. The
Left's proposal is analogous to an American state's

arrogation of the ability to reject or approve federal

1lgee Chapter One for a discussion of Charles de Gaglle's
use of the veto in European Economic Community affairs.

12common Program, p.85.
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policy. A French Left government clearly would wish to
guard its political autonomy.

| On the subject of Common Agricultural Policy, the
authors of the Common Program take a distinctly pro-worker
stance. Both parties wanted to expand the CAP to cover
social issues, asking that it guarantee

a standard of living and satisfying future to

agricultural workers, especially in the most

numerous categories and the legst able to takf3

advantage until now of the policy of pricing.

One might ask to which categories the Program refers. By
"most numerous," one could suppose that dairy products and
wines are implied here. The farmers in these areas might
also be those least able to take advantage of the policy of
pricing.

If the authors of the program meant to emphasize
certain sectors, why then did they neglect to mention them
by name? Here one should remember the major goal of the
Common Program. The Socialists and Communists hoped not
only to win support for their policies; they wished to
broaden their base of membership. By making unclear
statements about which groups would benefit from the policy,

the Program's authors targeted all agricultural sectors.

Each would believe that it had received unfair treatment and

13COmmon Progranm, p.87.
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Since the actual debates during creation of the Common
Program have not been widely publicized, it is difficult to
say exactly which party was more pro-labor in its stance.
One can say with a fair amount of certainty, however, that
the Communists are more likely to have pushed for mention of
European labor policy, given their membership and general
belief that empowerment of workers was necessary to
democratization.

Modifying the Committee's membership would of course
not be enough to change European labor policy overall; the
Committee's role within the Community also required change,
according to the Program's authors. The role given to the
Committee was a purely advisory one; the Treaty of Rome
states that "the Committee may be consulted by [the Council
or by the Commission] in all cases in which they consider it
appropriate."16 No mention is made of the validity of the
Committee's decision, that is, whether the institutions may
reject the decision or must accept it. The Common Program's
authors clearly state that the Committee must play a more
prominent role in European social policy. "It should have
the right of initiative in any study or proposition
concerning the workers,"17 the Program notes. It further

suggests that the institutions should obligatorily consult

16rreaties, p.384.

17 common Program, p.86.































































































































































