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FRANCE, THE EAST EUROPEAN REVOLUTIONS 
AND THE REUNIFICATION OF GERMANY
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ant landmark in the succession of upheavals that occurred in the years from 1987 
to 1992, upheavals that significantly altered the balance of the international sys-
tem as it had gradually developed from 1945. It is clear that the shock wave 
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from various viewpoints. Several recent publications are quite valuable in this 
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been more proactive than had been previously described.

1 Cf. Tilo Schabert, Wie Weltgeschichte gemacht wird. Frankreich und die deutsche Einheit 
(Stuttgart: Klett Cotta, 2002); in English: How World Politics is Made: France and the Re-
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Berghahn Books, 2009); Marion Delamarre, La politique allemande de François Mitterrand, 
1981–1995 (Paris: PHD Institut d’Etude politique de Paris, 2007); Georges Saunier, “A special 
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Carine Germond and Henning Türk, eds., A History of Franco-German Relations in Europe. 
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Rubinskii and M. Ts. Arzakanyan, eds., Rossiya–Frantsiya 300 let osobykh otnoshenii (Mos-
cow: ROSIZO, 2010), 279–88. In this regard, it is important to mention the recent publication 
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Rather than attempting to delay a move toward German unification, Paris 
seems to have tried to reach a number of diplomatic goals in this period of im-
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fication, not stopping it.

This chapter will present, in four sections, the chronology of these goals, as 
well as their reasons and consequences. The analysis of this series of events will 
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which was a significant factor during this period.

The post-Yalta era and the return of the German Question 
(summer 1988 to autumn 1989)
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multifaceted; it included not only political aspects, but also cultural, social, and 
economic ones. Both bilateral meetings and meetings within the framework of 
multilateral institutions were the basis of political relations, which involved 
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the Élysée Treaty of 1963, which subsequently underwent several modifica-
tions.3

At the political level, the disagreements between the two countries were 
numerous, particularly in the years following the fall of the Wall. One might see 
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identification of dissent concerning upcoming issues and, as far as was possible, 
attempts to overcome them. This nearly permanent state of negotiation often 
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d’Orsay and a few counselors at the president’s office in the Élysée palace. Most 
important decisions were made by the president, together with the minister of 
foreign affairs or other ministers as required by the topic at hand.
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yard, 1996); and Germond and Türk , eds., A History of Franco-German Relations in Europe.
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The main motives behind these negotiations need to be noted, since they were 
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Germany was based:

 – protection of specific interests (trade, cultural, etc.);
 – �%�� �!���<�� !&� �%�� ���!����� X!������*� ����� �!��� "����*�� �%�� �!���<�� !&�

Europe as a whole;
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terrence policies;
 – the delicate balance of powers between the two countries, which was the 

result of economic competition, cooperation and partnership, including how 
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hostility, as well as Germany’s specific situation, including its partition, its 
supposed eastwards tropism, and its potential neutralism.
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from the mid-1980s, especially from 1988, before being deeply altered by the 
fall of the Wall, the collapse of the Eastern bloc, and the prospect of German 
unification. In other words, the basis of the German Question changed.
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terrand came to power in the early 1980s. On the contrary, the issues debated at 
the meetings between Paris and Bonn had to do with East-West tensions, the 
integration of the European Community, or economic difficulties. It is true that 
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the issue of German unification, but they kept their discussion to a theoretical 
analysis, since the division of Europe imposed its own structures.4

 – The consequences of Mikhail Gorbachev’s rise to power in 1985 called for 
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considerations were felt as early as Mitterrand’s re-election to the presidency 
in 1988.5 Two aspects must he highlighted:
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corresponds to objective and subjective realities. A generation will have to go by. The Soviet 
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“In my opinion, it will take much more time.” See Bozo, Mitterrand, la diplomatie française, 
33; Schabert, ��������	���������$�	�������	�����`�	��, 136.

5 See Bozo, Mitterrand, la diplomatie française��_���^��}����������q)�(�������
��������!������
mitterrandienne.”
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 – �%�� "���� �!� ����"� �� �����!>�!$���� �������
%��\��%�
� ������ 
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encouraging Gorbachev’s policies to the degree that their positive effects 
could be seen in Paris;

 – X!���������!��%����!$�������
�����!��!!
��������!�
����"�����������������
�-
ern Europe, which materialized in state visits by Mitterrand to these countries 
as early as late 1988 and in 1989. All Eastern European countries were in-
volved, including the German Democratic Republic.
This new Eastern European policy was part of a wider political interest that 
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the Quai d’Orsay as well as the Élysée began to engage in substantial reflections 
on how the post–Cold War world might be structured. In these reflections, the 
integration of the European Community played a central role, as integration 
seemed to be the means for overcoming the antagonisms of the continent. In an 
����Q������ ���!���� !&� �!��
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natural partner, West Germany. It was also foreseen that the end of the Cold War 
and of the division of Europe would force the question of German unification 
to evolve.6� =�$���%���
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diplomacy renewed its interest in the potential unification of Germany.7 While 
this was primarily due to the events in Eastern Europe, it was also due to state-
ments by German and Soviet representatives. Mitterrand was interviewed on 
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trend of the thoughts in Paris perfectly:
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6 In April 1989, Jean-Marie Guéhenno, head of the Center for Prevision and Analysis at the Quai 
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the question of German sovereignty and relations with the GDR.” He then called for a common 
policy toward East-European countries. ����>��������¢%���!��q)��������!��&����!>���������]��
30 April 1989, in AMAE, Centre d’analyse et de prévision, 1988–1992, 111.

7 +�Q!!���<������!&��!�%�X!���?����������[����!����'����!�
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in Archives nationales, 5AG4, CD (177). See also the notes of the different Quai d’Orsay ser-
vices: ibid., 5AG4, CDM (33).
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On this occasion, the president was clear in his position that unification would 
have to be peaceful, democratic and European. The latter point was paramount. 
In his view, the upheavals in Eastern Europe would have to be supported by a 
deepening of European integration in the West.

�%����!$��
���������!&��%�������%����
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dated 18 October 1989 of Hubert Védrine, his diplomatic advisor, entitled “Re-
flections on the German Question.”9 Here Védrine states that: 

 – the legitimacy of German unification is incontestable;
 – it is not a �����% issue;
 – “the coming together of the two Germanys is inevitable”;
 – and that the final framework of this unification is unclear at the moment and 

could range from the liberalization of the border to the formation of a single 
state.
With these points in mind, he adds that “since it would be illogical to oppose 

this will, and since it is impossible to stop the coming together, we must go along 
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policies, which he outlined in the following terms: to keep the European con-
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Europe, to maintain a system of alliances, which he considered “stability fac-
tors,” and to maintain a proactive policy from all of Europe towards the Soviet 
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final point proved vital in the period that followed.
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begun to discuss a possible unification of Germany. This does not mean, how-
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one would have ventured the idea that Germany would be unified in less than a 
year.
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et du Chancelier Helmut Kohl, à l’issue des 54e consultations franco-allemandes à Bonn,” 2–3 
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nales, 5AG4, CD (177).

10 Saunier, “A special relationship”, 239–40.
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Keeping the fall of the Berlin Wall under control 
(November 1989 to January 1990)

�%���$���
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media and in political circles,11 might be described in two words: enthusiastic and 
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particularly in the GDR. There was also enthusiasm regarding détente, which was 
hoped would last. And there was enthusiasm regarding the reunion of the German 
�!������!��� 
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time there was fear regarding the upheavals, since their effects were unpredict-
able. It was clear that a future greater Germany would have a lasting impact on 
Europe and its relations. While specialists and policy makers remained optimistic 
about this latter point, they all called attention to a number of uncertainties:
 – ?%���"!�������������*�
����!�����
��?!�������������!��%����
���?!����������

���������*���������
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 – What would become of its Western commitments, such as those regarding 

=+�����%����X�!���������
 – What would be the final framework for unification, a single state or a confed-

�����!���+���%!"��!�Q�"!�����%������&���������
%!��>�����!�����>�����
 – At the end of these historical events, where would the Americans, Soviets, 
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������%�������%��%��
��$�
�
�����
�!
��!&��%�������%��!��������������
���!�%��%!
������%��Q!$����������������%��

opposition, with some variations, desired clear official statements on these issues, 
as well as on European commitments and alliances. At the same time, they want-
����!���������!
���$����!����%����$��!�����
����������*\��%����"�
�!����<���-
��!��� �%�� ��������!��!
���!��!&� �%�������%�X!�����
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�������*�
%!
����� �!"�������&�����!����������������%�������>����!��!
���!��!&��%�������%�
government. This was a major factor: it must be remembered that at this time, 
the presidential majority relied on the support of the communists.

�%��&��
��!&&�����������%�������!�
�
%������%���������!����!�\��%�������%�&!�-
eign minister Roland Dumas’s statements in Parliament reflected a dichotomy of 
enthusiasm and concern.

���^��=!$���������������������	����!��!������
�
����X!���%�Q��12 concerning 
the events of the previous night. He referred to “propitious events” that announce 
�%�� ����!&� �%�� q������!����\]�|�� ��
!� 
������ �%��� �%�� &���������!�����!����� ��-
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mained to be defined and realized. Regarding unification, he repeated his state-
����
�!&� ��
����"��	����������q��������<���

�
��!���
��$���!�
\]�=�$���%���

��
he refused to see the events in Berlin as “an organic phenomenon that would 
entail immediate unification.” He declared that “a number of acts and some time 
will intervene [before one can talk about unification].”

+
� �� ������� !&� &����� �%�� �����%� Q!$��������� �
� "���� �
� ����������� %��
��&��
wanted to remain cautious and pragmatic. Indeed, the events confirmed that “the 
�����!&����&�����!��%����!��\]�����"%����+���"%�������������!����
�������������%�
priorities lay elsewhere: the success of the European Council in Strasbourg, to be 
%�����������*�
��������������Q�"%��%�����
�!�
�&�$!���Q��%����(�"�����<�������
to be made.13��!������������������%�������%�Q!$������������"�
��

��������%����%��
changes in Germany not intimidate the Kremlin, as this would result in Gorbachev’s 
position being weakened, a position that was reputed as being fragile.

|!"�$���� X%������!�� |������ ¡!%��
����>{!���� {����� ���!������ !�� �`� =!-
$������^_`_����
���������Q�"��*��
�������!��%�����Q���%�������%������!�\14 It is 
noteworthy that Paris was not informed in advance of Kohl’s initiative. At a time 
"%��� {���
� "�
� �<������Q� �%�� &������ !&� �%�� �����!>������� �!������ �%�� ������
which was not entirely clear, was met with reservations. If the preliminary con-
siderations of the chancellor are disregarded, the Ten Points overlooked the future 
of the Community completely, the Community only being referred to with regard 
to enlargement in the East. This was not, as has been mentioned above, the main 
!������$��!&��%�������%\��%�����������!����
!������!�������!���%���

���!&��������-
es. While it did mention a future European balance of forces, it did not go into 
������
\�������*����������!�������!���%���

���!&��!����
�����%!�Q%��%�
�"�
��!���-
come an important element in future negotiations. The chancellor asserted that 
“German policy is now committed to a new phase.”15��%�������%�Q!$��������
wanted to know if this meant that all German policy would now be subjected to 
���&�����!���<�Q�����
����
��Q�����Q�!�%����

��
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In the days following the chancellor’s announcement, the statements and de-
cisions of Mitterrand and his ministers focused on the following:
 – �!���	�� �%�������%��!
���!�������¥�!����*��!�������Q� �%����������� �

���!&�

�%������>=��

���!����}

13 On the European priorities and the European Council of Strasbourg, see Archives nationales, 
5AG4, EG (58–59, 61), CDM (13). This was the reason for the decision to hold the “Diner de 
��Ô�*
¢�]�!��^`�=!$���������&!����%�����!�����X!�����\��%�
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�
in Strasbourg. On the “Diner de l’Élysée,” see Archives nationales, 5AG4, EG (52); interviews.

14 ����%�������%�������!�
� �!� �%�����>{!����{�����
���|������#¢�������Les mondes de François 
Mitterrand�~{���
����*�����^__�������\�������
!�+�+������!���~�^������`^�}����$�������%�$�
}�
interviews.

15 “Déclaration du chancelier Helmut Kohl au sujet de la politique de l’Allemagne lors des débats 
���Q¢�����
� ~�!��>�����
��Q�� �`� =!$������ ^_`_��]� Documents d’actualité internationale, 
no. 6, 106–108.
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 – to emphasize that German unification could only occur within a wider pro-
cess—a wider European process—which ultimately came down to looking for 
a way to thrust the German Question onto the international stage;

 – to reassure the Soviets.
All this was aimed at “donner du temps au temps,”16 in Mitterrand’s own 

words, in order to keep events under control and obtain the necessary commit-
ments from Bonn and Moscow, as well as all other involved countries. It is im-
portant to recall that this was a time in which the events both in Germany and 
��
��������!���"�����<�����!����*��������������\�

One point—a point that has been hotly debated since that time—must be 
���%�
����\�=!�%��Q��������!������
!����
�!����������%��������
��������
�
%!"
�
any attempt to stop German unification.17 On the contrary, unification was deemed 
���$�������� ���%!�Q%� �!� !��� 	��"� �%�� "%��� ���� �%�� %!"\� ������� ����!$��� �%��
successive moves forward, both within the contractual community and the project 
of “federal structures,” both of which the Ten Points had envisaged for binding 
the two German states together in the future until unification was achieved. Mit-
terrand—despite his real concerns about the pace of unification and the possibil-
����
� &!���!���!����Q� ��¥���&&������!��
�$�����!���
�!�
� �%�����������!�
�������
unification legitimate. But after the fall of the Wall, Mitterrand’s affirmations 
were aimed at keeping the issues raised by unification high on the agenda. This 
was the motivation for his visits to Kiev and the GDR.18

At the end of 1989, it seems that this strategy had borne some fruit:
 – �������
�?�
������������
�%�����
!�
����!�����!�
�&!�����&�����!�}
 – �%���!�����
�!&��%���!$����(��!��%���
��
���������%!�Q%����
%!"���%!
�����*�

toward any rash steps;

16 “Give time to time,” that is, do not rush and make the most of the time you are given. Mitterrand 
"�
�"����	�!"��&!���
��Q��%�
���<��\

17 The recent publication of the Thatcher–Mitterrand private talks—based on documents of Charles 
{!"�������������
%����*��%���!���Q���&[��¥%�
��!���%��Q���!����!����!&�$��"\�+
����������
of fact, Mitterrand repeated to the British prime minister that “we have to accept that there was 
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West Germans did not want to hear this.” Patrick Salmon, Keith Hamilton, and Stephen Robert 
Twigge, eds., ����`�	�
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����������La politique 
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European Delusions,” in Prospect�� ��� =!$������ ���_� %������"""\��!
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18 On Mitterrand’s trip to the GDR, see Christian Wenkel, Auf der Suche nach einem anderen 
Deutschland, Die Beziehungen Frankreichs zur DDR im Spannungsfeld von Perzeption und 
Diplomatie (Paris: Institut d’étude politique, 2008), 533 –50. See also the papers on the prepara-
tions for this trip: Archives nationales, 5AG4, CD (187).
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 – after the announcement of the Ten-Point Plan, the West German government 
displayed their caution by emphasizing the gradual character of the projected 
steps;

 – the debate concerning unification did not stop an agreement being made be-
�"����������������%������!���%����(��"%��%�
�!!���
������!��
����

����
the European Council in Strasbourg;

 – plans for a CSCE meeting, which would outline the future of all Europe, 
seemed well under way.
Paris was fully aware from the summer of 1989 that the situation in the GDR 

was deteriorating. But it still believed in the possibility of a mid-term develop-
������ �
� �!�&�������*� �%�� ���	
� �%�������������� ����¡!%��%���� ���)���%��!����
January 1990, during which the German chancellor still mentioned a process that 
would last years.19

+���%�
�������%!"�����{���
���$�
�Q���%������������!&�&�������$���
���%�����
������
himself often mentioned publicly that “things move so fast, it is difficult to make 
predictions.”20 His advisors’ notes all mention the transitory character of the situa-
tion. However, in Paris, one was still thinking in terms of two or three years.21
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��'��	+//;<

+
�"��%�$��
�����
������%�������������
����Q������*��%�������%��"��%����&�-
cation a mid-term process, was to be contradicted by events. By mid-January it 
became obvious that the unification process would be much faster. There were 
several signs supporting this:
 – the collapse of entire sectors of the GDR’s economy;
 – the increase in the number of demonstrations in the GDR;
 – the rescheduling of East German elections from May to March;
 – �����
�
��*��%���
��&!��&���������
���!���&�!���%�����������%��������
��!&�

joint projects;
 – �%�� &�����Q� �%��� �%�� �!$���� (��!�� %��� ���!��� �"���� �%��� ��� �!���� �!�� 
�!��

unification, and that Gorbachev’s opposition was only temporary, or would in 
fact be used in future bargaining.22

19 ����%����������*�������Q����)���%�����"����¡!%������������������
���
����������La politique 
allemande de François Mitterrand, 27–32, 47, 61, 80–82, 87–91, 145, 158.
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22 On these events, see Mary Elise Sarotte, 1989: The Struggle to Create Post-Cold War Europe 
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It became clear that it had become too late to attempt to slow the pace of 
���&�����!�� �!������>�������!��

\�=!���%���
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��*� �!���
���� �%���
�����%� ������
�
� "���� ��	��� ���!� ���!���\� �%�� ������
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concrete decisions and not only verbal statements.
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� ����!������ �%�
�� "�
� �!� ��
�� &�!�� �������*� ^__�� ������ �%�� &!��!"��Q�

������� "%��� �� �����<� "�
� ����%��\� ��&!��� ����*���Q� �%�� �����%� �!
���!�� ���
detail, it is best to list chronologically the steps that were taken, as well as their 
underlying logic.23
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interests. It was therefore urgent to raise the process to an international level. 
Once this had been achieved, it would then be necessary to bring Germany and 
�%���!$����(��!���!�����Q!������Q��������!���
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intimidating them at this crucial stage in their history, bearing in mind that 
German participation would be absolutely necessary in the future European 
!�������%�
�"�
������������*���������������
���!���"�
������������!���Q!������
anything that might jeopardize its sovereignty, present or future.

 – How could concessions be obtained from the Soviets, while making sure that 
�%�*�"!�����!��&�����
!����������%����!��

�

 – |!"� �!���� ������� ��
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real progress regarding European integration, with the end of Germany’s par-
����!���
������!&���"�����&����"!�	��½��
��!�
�%���������������
����������
�
well as the structure of the European Community.
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��������
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diplomacy was quite narrow.
��!���������*��!�+�����^__����%�������%����%�
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A conference had to be summoned in which the four Allies of 1945 could agree on a diplomat-
ic settlement of the problems raised by German unification. Involving both German states, this 
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�
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based on a plan that had already been worked out in Paris political circles.24 An agreement 
����%����*�¡!%�������!����%�$�!��^���������*�^__� enabled the convening of such a confer-
ence. 
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(last accessed 13 April 2010). His papers related to the talks have also been used: AMAE, Af-
faires stratégiques et désarmement (15–17); Archives nationales, 5AG4, CDM (34–36).
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process, with legal writs by which all parties would have to abide. This process would have to 
be carried out at least as fast as the process of unifying the two German states.

This first stage ended more or less in April 1990, when the Quai d’Orsay and 
the Élysée judged their main objectives to have been reached. It remained to 

���!���?�
��������*������
�����!��%��!"�����%���!$����(��!��������!���	��
����
that the process was undertaken in accordance with the agreed decisions. On 22 
June 1990, Roland Dumas suggested that the final treaty be written down, in 
!������!���
�����%��� �%���!�&���������	��Q����������{���
� �%����<���!��%��!��^��
July, would be a success.
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first was to ensure the democratic character of the self-determination of the Ger-
man people, which meant the freedom to vote in East Germany. The conditions 
and outcome of the East German elections on 18 March 1990 gave a clear signal 
on this point. In Paris, this was seen as another indication that unification would 
be undertaken quickly. Mitterrand’s response to the election results was: “Good 
luck Germany.”25 

The second concern regarded the peaceful character of the process. Paris 
"������ �%���"!� {��
� �!��� �!�&������� �!� ����� "��%� "%��� ��� ������� �%�� �<�������
issues of unification. The objective of the Quai d’Orsay was nothing less than to 
reach a global settlement for a unified Germany, a settlement that would leave 
no room for future political or judiciary claims. The following aspects had to be 
settled:
 – The future of international treaties involving the GDR and other countries;
 – Collective security measures that would guarantee peaceful unification (pro-

hibition of weapons of mass destruction [ABC weapons] in Germany, a lim-
itation on the size of the German military, etc.);

 – The end of quadripartite prerogatives (the status of Berlin, the 1951 Treaty of 
Paris, etc.);

 – The future of Soviet troops on East German territory;
 – �%��������!&� �%�� &������������*� ���=+�����
�"�����
�"��%��� �%�����!�����

Community;
 – �%��&������!&������%���!!�
����������*\
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��	��!���������
ABC weapons. And it also soon became clear that the West German decision to 
carry out unification by simply absorbing East Germany—in the end, a decision 
����!$����*��%�������%¥������������!����*���Q����
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25 In a message he sent to the Germans while dining with Václav Havel, who was in Paris at that 
time. q+��!����!����!�!��¢�������!�
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l’occasion du dîner offert en l’honneur de Monsieur Vaclav Havel,” 19 March 1990, in Archives 
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The issues concerning military alliances were of course more tricky, but they 
also did not cause major difficulties, since it was commonly agreed in Paris at 
that time that the nature of these alliances was bound to evolve. Thus, although 
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government was able, without any difficulties, to support the various demilitariza-
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The judiciary problems concerning the border are well known.26 In Paris—and 
particularly at the Élysée,27 where some leaflets from the German Christian Dem-
!�������(��!��{���*�"���������������
%!"��Q����
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German territories in Poland28—the matter was carefully monitored. While Chan-
cellor Kohl always sought to reassure Mitterrand during their meetings that 
Germany would not claim these territories, his hesitation to make a public dec-
laration in this regard was a matter for concern.29 Paris felt it necessary to urge 
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Poland at this stage in the negotiations, and to make sure that a border agreement 
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point can certainly be seen as one reason for the chancellor’s actions in March–
April.30������
������!����������������!��
�QQ�
���%����%�������*������"��������!�-
ument until the German parliaments had guaranteed that the border would be 
accepted.31
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ority was to link the unification process with significant progress in the area of 
Community integration. German unification raised difficulties, which were soon 
identified in Paris as the following:

26 �!�%���+��\���!"�����q�%�������[����!��!&�������*�]�The American Journal of International 
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tik,” The International and Comparative Law Quarterly 23, no. 1 (1974): 105–26.

27 This particular issue has been described by Marion Delamarre as the feeling of “responsabilité 
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the private talks he had with several leaders, including Chancellor Kohl. Delamarre, La politique 
allemande de François Mitterrand, 50. 

28 Interviews with Roland Dumas, August 2000.
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perspective, did not come easily.

30 Chancellor Kohl agreed in March with the adoption of a resolution on this issue in the Bunde-
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on this issue, see Archives nationales, 5AG4 CD (358), CDM (34, 43).
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 – threats to the budgetary and political balance within the EEC;
 – questions about how to apply the acquis communautaire (the body of EEC 
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by the unification process.
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left alone to support the burden of unification, but that the EEC should play a role 
in the process. This would “Europeanize” the unification. Élisabeth Guigou, advi-
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������!�����!�����������
��"�!���
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ary–March 1990 on the subject of Europeanization.32 She emphasized the neces-
sity of linking the process of unification with an acceleration of European integra-
tion. According to her, this acceleration would not only allow immediate issues to 
be settled, it would also launch a new phase of integration. She believed that such 
����������!���!����!��*�!������&������������*������������������*�������������$��
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therefore encouraged. This would stand as a test for Germany’s involvement in 
the Community. Its involvement had to be ambitious and not confined merely to 
�%����(\��%���������&!������������!��������!��������������!������������Q����!���
something that the German chancellor had already claimed to desire.

This process, it is now acknowledged, began as early as March 1990, with its 
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letter. This introduced a series of similar communiqués that were sent throughout 
the negotiations toward the Maastricht Treaty. On the German side, the intent of 
this initiative was to provide a clear signal for Germany’s commitment to the 
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out a common foreign policy. This political initiative was confirmed by the close 
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delayed, and the Community would play an active role in the unification process 
by means of its traditional intervention tools, such as structural funds. However, 
the acquis communautaire was not discussed on this occasion.
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re-launch. It was this second step—which was a priority for Paris, as has been 
mentioned above—that undoubtedly enabled political détente to be maintained. 
During this period of doubts and major upheavals, this was an absolute necessity.
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32 On the European issues mentioned above, see Archives nationales, 5AG4, EG (212–214); inter-
views.
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conditions prior to unification. However, a compromise was found for each of 
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a catalyst, and one might say that the friendly relations between Roland Dumas 
and Hans Dietrich Genscher helped.33

Toward a new European balance?

The various treaties leading to German unification were signed and came into 
effect in the autumn of 1990. Paris considered its diplomacy to have been a suc-
��
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tled, and German unification had been linked to a European development process. 

It must be emphasized that nothing in the treaties obstructed a future Europe-
��� ��&��
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global strategy regarding the future organization of the European continent. We 
shall look at this in some detail below in the conclusion.

In this period, which today all analysts see as having been historically mo-
mentous, Mitterrand was, as is usual in such circumstances, of two minds. As a 
political leader, he voiced his enthusiasm for the return of freedom in Eastern 
Europe and his hopes for the end of the Cold War. But as the president of the 
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a period that, in his view, was full of dangers. He stated this clearly to his close 
circle and during private talks: Europe was in the same situation as it had been 
in 1913. He was fully aware that the collapse of the Eastern bloc heralded the 
return of many disparate nations, a fact that was linked to many potential risks. 
As he underlined in his farewell speech before the European Parliament in 1994, 
to him “nationalism means war.”34

In this matter, the German Question was of course highly significant. A unified 
Germany would lie at the heart of the future Europe. But in the end, it was only 
ancillary. What mattered more was to quickly reach a new European balance, 
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plenary, Roland Dumas, who presided, and Hans-Dietrich Genscher then made a common plea 
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based on democracy on one hand, but also on institutional organizations of co-
operation and solidarity between the old nations of the continent.
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a concern for Mitterrand: the fact that it would be an important factor in a unifi-
cation process was publicly voiced by Mitterrand as early as 1969.35

This is why the European Community was so important: It was to stabilize 
the future of Europe. However, to Mitterrand’s mind, the European Community, 
�
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pean countries, insofar as they were not in a position to enforce the acquis com-
munautaire. Thus, on 31 December 1989 Mitterrand suggested that a European 
confederation be set up that would provide a formal framework for the relations 
between Eastern and Western states and ease their coming closer.36

This desire to stabilize the continent can also be seen in the relations between 
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Élysée that these events should, on no occasion, be presented as a victory of the 
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European balance in the least. This was the reason for a series of comforting 
gestures towards Moscow during this period. These were then finalized by the 
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many keys to the situation, both for European organization as well as for German 
unification. Thus, from the summer of 1990, Paris and Bonn cooperated to pro-
$����
�Q��&������&���������
���!����!��%���!$����(��!�\�����!�����%�
�"�
��!����*�
��!$����Q���*����
����� �!��
\��!��{���
�� �%��������*�Q!���"�
� �!����!�
������
that the German unification process was basically a European process—as seen 
by the Community’s support—and not opposed to Soviet interests. It was for this 
reason that, during the 1990 Houston G7 Summit, Kohl and Mitterrand attempt-
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in order to prevent a destabilization of the Kremlin at a crucial moment in these 
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negotiations, Paris and Bonn worked together to calm down the national inde-
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This desire to give a formal framework to future cooperation at a European 
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on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) meeting. Here again, the idea—
as in the case of the European confederation—was to create appropriate structures 
of cooperation necessary for the common security in the post–Cold War era. 
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meant finding an institutional framework that was able to manage the unification 
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get the CSCE to agree on a genuine decree that would end the Cold War. This 
was to be the Paris Charter, which was adopted by the CSCE’s 35 members in 
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the democratic model as the only model of government and, on the other hand, 
to create a formal institution in the field of security that would render conflict 
impossible. In other words, the Paris Charter was to be a “détente” treaty paving 
the way for disarmament in a unified Europe.
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terrand and George H.W. Bush.39 Several meetings took place at the end of 1989 
and in early 1990. This does not mean, however, that there were no political 
differences.

To understand these differences, one must consider various factors. At first, 
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in Europe. It was also thought that a unified Germany should set up a defense 
policy in a wider framework. Insofar as a general European defense strategy was 
only a plan at this stage, it was thought that Germany should remain part of 
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occurring in the East, as well as German unification and the integration of West-
ern Europe, if at the same time the Atlantic alliance were to change its outlook.

The Bush administration let Paris know as early as spring 1990 that they were 
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missions beyond their traditional field of competency. This was something that 
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future European defense structure within the formal framework of the alliance. 
Although, as mentioned above, the German unification treaties did not contain 
any clauses hindering such a structure in the future, in 1990 it was too early for 
this. The Quai d’Orsay saw that its other European partners were against any 
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in spite of a few aborted attempts at negotiation and the attempt at reinforcing 
the European defense, e.g. the talks for the Maastricht treaty.

To conclude, Mitterrand’s policies to deal with the revolutions of 1989 fol-
lowed a clear line, a line that unified and linked his various projects. He sought 
a unified Europe as well as a Europe that was self-supporting and based on in-
ternational institutions. But above all, he sought a Europe that was democratic 
and peaceful.

���������%����
�����!�������$!����!�
������%�������&�����!��!&�������*






