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It may appear to a Frenchman of my generation (I was born in 1943), if he has had no close interest in politics at home and abroad, as though all he has lived through has largely been a lengthy period of material transformations. Actually, since the liberation, the national territory has been preserved from any invasion – there has been no throwback to the sufferings of 1870, 1914, and 1940 – and our institutions have undergone no similar upheavals to those which had punctuated our history in the nineteenth century. The advent of the Fifth Republic has caused less change than, for example, the transition from the Second Empire to the Third Republic. And yet, underneath this superficial monotony, how changes abound in our environment! True to itself, history goes on. At a time when the young American philosopher Francis Fukuyama, thrilled by the Gorbachev revolution in which he sees the final victory of liberal ideology and consequently the advent of perpetual peace, draws attention by speculating on the Hegelian theme of the end of history, everything indicates on the contrary a resurgence of the past, a return of peoples to their roots and to their perennial passions.

During the thirty years following the Second World War, the ascent of communism seemed irresistible, in spite of the Sino-Soviet rift of 1960, which had at least put paid to the myth of the unity of socialist states. Implacably, Soviet totalitarianism repressed all rebellious attempts, within the empire as well as in its foothills. Decolonisation seemed to open up innumerable possibilities for amending the global balance to Moscow and Beijing’s advantage. This was the heyday of “Third World-consciousness.” In Europe itself, at a time when American was weadened, the Portuguese revolution and the removal of General Franco heralded the worst fears, while the decolonisation of Africa was being completed in dismal conditions. Yet, it is often by envisaging and taking stock of the worst that it can be prevented. Portugal has aberted the costs of a revolution. Spain’s democratic transition and its integration into the Western world will remain one of the great successes of our Europe in the last fifteen years.

In 1974, just after the first oil crisis, it was the Marxist-inspired Algerian government which took the lead of the movement for a “new international economic order.” The American war in Vietnam, carelessly started in 1965, was nearing its end. True to the image of its young assassinated president, John F. Kennedy, Johnson’s self-confident America had launched itself into the adventure without appraising its consequences. In particular, America was wont to ignoring the economic consequences of its engagement. Symbolically, one can see in man’s first landing on the moon, in 1969, the crowning height of the imperial republic, the culminating point-in the Clausewitzian sense-of its radiance, and thus the beginning of its ebb which was hastened three years later by the Watergate affair, and thereafter, by Richard Nixon’s resignation in August 1974 followed by the mediocre presidencies of Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter. One should resist the temptation to heap criticism on the latter. The Camp David accords, Sadat’s visit to Jerusalem in 1974-a great event indeed-are unquestionably to his credit.

It remains nonetheless that the end of his term marks the lowest point in American history since the Second World War. The Vietnam war the Watergate had well and truly broken the Americans’ morale. Clumsy or impotent, Carter witnessed the collapse of the Shah of Iran. Everything seemed to be going Moscow’s way. In 1979, having quietly accumulated an immense military potential (both conventional and nuclear) in the shape of “détente,” the Kremlin saw the situation as ripe for launching the Red Army into the conquest of Afghanistan. Retrospectively, 1979 appears as the culminating point of Soviet expansion. However, nothing is ever simple, and indeed, the reversal had been prepared within the USSR by the decay of economic structures, and abroad, by the withering of Marxist ideology.

The youth of 1968, at the very time when the Western world enjoyed unprecedented economic prosperity, had desperately rejected the ideology of the “one-dimensional man” (Marcuse), and searched for a new sense of purpose in Marxism-especially in its Maoist guise-but also in drugs and through various kinds of spirituality such as Hinduism. Born in the United States, largely as a reaction against conscription for the unpopular Vietnam war, the student movement spread throughout Europe. Hence, in France, the famous “events” of May 1968 which destabilized General de Gaulle. The interrupted term of his successor, Geortges Pompidou, unfolded in the shadow of “moroseness,” a term which described, around 1973, the morale of a people expecting nothing but economic growth and peace – and continually bored with its prospects. The substitute ideology of Marxism failed to withstand four blows successively dealt to it. The crushing of the Prague Spring, twelve years after the martyrdom of Budapest, fifteen years after the repression against the workers’ movements in East Berlin, had already reimpressed the true nature of Soviet totalitarianism upon those who would have ignored it, and been a revelation to those who had been unwilling or unable to see the reality of communism in practice.

The second blow came from the resounding impact of the works of Solzhenitsyn, and more particularly of the Gulag Archipelago published between 1973 and 1976-and impact greater even than that of the other Nobel prize winner for literature, Boris Pasternak ; the third came from the downfall of the “Gang of Four” in 1978, which put an end to the episode of the cultural revolution and its attending myths ; and finally the fourth – the straw that broke the camel’s back – came from the effect on the West of Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Hence the explanation for both the withering of European communist parties, which redounded to the advantage of the French socialist party in power since 1981, and the ascent of non-Marxist ideologies. At that point, economic liberalism underwent a remarkable recovery with what may be termed “Reaganite-Thatcherism” which came to dominate the eighties, and whose effect has in turn made itself felt today all the way to the Soviet Union, in the countries of Eastern the wave of liberalism reached its zenith during the parenthesis of “cohabitation,” between 1986 and 1988.

The pendulum has already begun to swing and in France today, the virtues of “mixed economy” are being rediscovered after having had pride of place in the sixties. Economic liberalism has not been the sole beneficiary of the withering of Marxism. The eighties have also been marked by the gathering pace of religious ideologies, as illustrated by the emergence of Iranian Shiism. Khomeini’s regime has not won the war against Iraq, and the extreme hypothesis of the encirclement of Europe by a Shiite belt has not materialised. The diversity of the religious factor, but also the vigour of nationalism as well as the linkage between those various phenomena, have opposed such an expansion. The third beneficiary of the Marxist discomfiture is indeed nationalism, omnipresent on all continents and particularly on our doorstep in Eastern Europe, in the Soviet Union, and in the Near and Middle East. It is likely that religious and nationality issues will be at the forefront of the international stage in the years to come, in a manner which is in part reminiscent of the nineteenth century, and evokes a reawakening rather than an ending of history.

One can see in Karol Wojtyla’s advent to Saint Peter’s throne in 1978 some expression of a convergence of all these movement : Marxism’s decadence, the intensity of the religious factor, the strength of national sentiment. For such a symbol to manifest itself, it took a nudge from destiny in the shape of the death of a pope of more traditional appearances, one month after his election…
1979 thus indeed appears as turning point. By bringing Ronald Reagan to power, America regained its self-confidence. The unfortunate Jimmy Carter’s successor denounced the “evil empire” and undertook a test of strength with the USSR. He increased military spending massively and chose to emphasize new technologies (which led notably to the Strategic Defence Initiative of 1983, in others words, to the celebrated “Star Wars”), convinced as he was that the USSR could not stand the pace. In the mid 1980s, East-West relations were frozen fast, and the Kremlin was occupied by sick by men buttressed on their privileges and their illusions, their gaze fixed on the past.

In Moscow as in Rome a few years before, fate played its part. Andropov died six months after his election to the office of Secretary General of the CPUS. Chernenko succeeded him but did not survive. Gorbachev came to power in March 1985, determined to save the Soviet Union from slow decline by stirring political life anew and by renovating economic structures. Such information as would allow us to know the exact bases on which he was elected is not at our disposal. Yet, it can be taken as a certainty, since he confided this to numerous Western interlocutors, that the new leader had considerably underestimated at the outset the time required to reform the Soviet economy. He spoke of four year, whereas for restructuring a single sector(the steel industry for instance) in a country such as Franch, a decade must be allowed for! In 1985, one could say that the Soviet economy functioned poorly, but function it did. The incremental method which Andropov had intended to apply would no doubt have allowed substantial gains in terms of productivity. Instead of that, Gorbachev’s policy has resulted in destroying the old order without substituting for it a new and viable one, hence a crisis situation which as of the end of 1989 must be termed catastrophic. It is not rare for factories to operate at 50% of their livels of activity of 1985. The food situation is becoming alarming. Gorbachev’s fate, and even more so that of his plans, will no doubt be decided by material conditions.

On paper, it is easy to elaborate a reform plan for the Soviet Union – as well as for the countries of Eastern Europe-around the following, and mostly well known, principles inspired from the experience of the reconstruction of Western Europe after the Second World War : concentrating planning on basic infrastructures (energy, transport, communications and so on) as, for example, in the Monnet Plan in France ; implementing monetary reform, as in the celebrated West German reform of 1948, aiming at absorbing enforced savings (conversion of banknotes), and establishing a minimal banking network in order to support decentralised initiatives and, generally, in order to build a rigorous monetary policy on solid bases ; simultaneously, operating a pricing reform to bring the prices of mafor porducts to an approximation of the international level ; establishing budgetary truthfulness by contracting spending (notably economic subsidies and the defence budget) and by constructing a modern system of taxation ; implementing a bankruptcy law and allowing the operation of competition.

Such a programme – which would open the way to the ruble’s convertibility – could be supported in various ways by the Western countries, such as in the form of some assistance for the development of banking and accounting techniques, and so forth. The USSR possesses considerable human and material resources, as well as gold reserves evaluated at some forty billion dollars. These assets should facilitate its access to international credit. On this account, the USSR is in a better position than the Eastern European countries which will come up against immediate balance of payments constraints, but on whose behalf the West can consent to a greater effort. The regard, will certainly do this for the GDR(in that country, Deutschmark), and perhaps for Czechoslovakia and Hungary as well.

In spite of all these considerations, things are hardly simple. Such a reform plan as I have outlined would necessarily bring about a temporary increase in unemployment and a sizeable widening of social inequalities. The transition could be longer and thus more painful for the USSR than it has been for postwar Wertern Europe, for seventy years of communism and bureaucracy will long continue to infect behaviour and to hamper adjustments. If mitigated, this observation also applies in varying degrees to the other Eastern countries. One cannot, as common wisdom has it, ring in the new without ringing out the old. As of the end of 1989, most of the new Eastern leader – and all of them in the USSR – have sprung up from the communist machinery. With the coming of future elections, new blood to replace the millions of bureaucrats who survived defunct regimes, in the hope that they will not reproduce themselves. The state of mind of the Soviet of Polish people today is hardly comparable to that of Germans or the Japanese on the morrow of their defeat, who concentrated all of their formidable energy into the task of economic reconstruction and development.

One particularly sensitive point concern the degree of tolerance of society to the widening of social inequalities in countries which are beginning to emerge from communist totalitarianism. This issue heralds the more fundametal one of the ability of the Soviet regime to control this mutation without causing its own explosion. At the present juncture in late 1989, Mr. Gorbachev and his colleagues, probably shaken by the collapse of fellow parties, must be wondering. To be sure, anything can be expected of the manoeuvering genius of the Soviet leader, even including his success where all others seem to have failed, namely, in ensuring the democratisation of his country while avoiding the shipwreck of the Party. But this is very different for Mr. Gorbachev and Deng Hsiaoping, with the difference however that the Chinese have begun to secure genuine economic successes. Despite Glasnost, no one knows what the men of the Politburo think of tell one another. Yet, one has noted that Prime Minister Ryzhkov’s speech of 13 December 1989, asserting the worth of traditional central planning, consitutues a retreat of Perestroika. Will this recoil be confirmed? Does it introduce a hardening of internal politics? Time will tell.

By unleashing political forces within the Union, the Soviet leader has taken the immense risk of endangering the unity of the Empire. The prospect of its bursting into pieces, unimaginable and unimagined as it was only a year ago, has become a possibility. The Baltic states, which have notably followed the example of most of the Eastern countries by abrogating the article in their constitution which asserts the leading role of the party, are openly taunting the Kremlin’s authority. Can one imagine the USSR transforming itself into some kind of Helvetic confederation, or, much less alluringly, into some manner of Yugoslavia? Let us leave this question in abeyance. What is clear, however, is that Gorbachev’s methods have led him – certainly well beyond what he could have envisaged himself, but he must have decided that he could not backtrack – to favour such democratic transformations in Eastern Europe as no one would have even dared to dream of the beginning of 1989. During this extraordinary year, indeed, everything has unfolded as if the Kremlin had decided to dispose of its foreign empire as quickly as possible, at least in Eastern Europe. No one had predicted the mutation of 1989 because it was not predictable : never in history had an empire been dismantled upon the deliberate volition of its still solid centre. Events plated themselves out in a few months, between the clipping of barbed-wire on the Austro-Hungarian border in May, to the execution of Ceaucescu on Christmas day.

Meanwhile, in August, Solidarity found itself propelled into power almost unwillingly ; the East German regime collapsed in the space of two months (what could be more symbolic than the breach opened through the Berlin wall on 9 November, that shameful wall whose construction in 1961 had marked the starting point of the most formidable arms race the world has even known) ; Prague’s regime was overthrown in a fortnight ; Sofia’s was cast aside in a single day ; and the most tyrannical, Ceaucescu’s appalling dictatorship – that regime built up as dynastic communism, and whose ideology owed more to Pol-Potism and Nazism than to Marxism – found itself swept away in the space of ten days. Whereas else-where, the revolution had until then taken place in relatively orderly fashion, without bloodshed except for a few incidents in the GDR, the human costs of the elimination of the “genius of the Carpathians” was high but was willingly borne by a whole nation rising for its liberation and facing its destiny alone. Next to these staggering tremors, the transformations underway in Poland and above all in Hungary appear as almost ordinary and as rather quiet revolutions.

Episodes in which peoples actually make History, brushing aside all intermediaries, are obviously very few and far between. In 1989, one half of Europe has pounced on the opportunity afforded by the apparent liberalism of the Kremlin’s strong man to break the chains which had suffocated it for forty years, instinctively sensing that action was called for there and then, and that the opportunity would perhaps not come about again before long. Strategists analysts, and poltical figures should best show humility before the tidal waves which evade calculations, overturn destinies, and transform the conditions which determine their speculations-and their actions, as the case may be. 1989 is in many way reminiscent of 1848, albeit in reverse so to speak, and leads to as many uncertainties. Once freed from communist dictatorship, the political and economic problems facing the Eastern European countries remain immense. As in the nineteenth century, reactionary remain immense. As in the nineteenth century, reactionary movements are possible, and in places, they might carry the day. However, the decisive issue is that of the future of the Soviet Union itself. Will Gorbachev save the Russian empire, built up over the last five centuries, from the disagregation which threatened it over the long term ; conversely, is he to be that empire’s gravedigger, the ship’s wrecker? In seeking to avoid the bursting apart of the USSR, he can expect the Westerners’ goodwill and its ensuing dissuasive effect on the separatists. In this way, he must hope to avoid having to resort to repression inside his domain. However, the political and economic variables in play are too unpredictable to warrant the objective priority of any single scenario over another. We should envisage all the hypotheses as more or less equiprobable and prepare to confront them. If, for example, the Russian empire were to vanish prematurely, the entire world – and the whole of Europe first and foremost – would long incur its effects, even as the tremors following the First World War and the crumbling of the Ottoman Empire are still being felt in the Balkans as well as in the Near and Middle East.

The European policies of Gorbachev seem extraordinarily audacious. It bears repeating that no one would have dared to imagine, only very recently, that a Soviet leader would actually encourage the countries of Eastern Europe to launch themselves along the path of democracy, and better still, that he would accept all the ensuing consequences. The gamble taken by the Kremlin’s master is probably that once the fire has been put out, the new attitude of the hegemony will encourage its neighbours – which have their own balances to preserve vis-à-vis the outside world – not to sever their links entirely ; the economic structures of the COMECON countries, moreover, entail that for varying durations in different cases, the fate of the Eastern European countries will largely remain tied to that of the Soviet Union.

Whatever the Western determination to facilitate the integration of the liberated countries, this can only be done gradually. In matters of foreign policy, a country such as Poland, for example, may assess that its interest is in remaining in the Soviet alliance with a view to counterbalancing a reunified Germany. This is how Mr. Mazowiecki’s trip to Moscow on 24-25 August is to be interpreted. In any case, Mr. Gorbachev knows that the West will do nothing to unsettle the Warsaw Pact in current circumstances. The West has indeed no interest in running the risk of precipitating chaos and conflicts by upsetting the European order. The Soviet president might thus reasonably assess that the orderly dissolution of the blocks – an old Soviet goal – will become possible after a few years of disarmament negotiations. Meanwhile, with the help of his diplomacy and of the evolution of public opinions, he could hope that the European Community will cease to move towards political cooperation and common defence, and even that it will reverse course, while on the contrary, it develops economic cooperation with the Eastern European countries and the Soviet Union. At the end of the day, with the United States having at last left Europe, the USSR could fulfill its old dream of a pan-European organisation in the security field as well as in economic matters. Such is the view one can have of the “common European house.”
This reasoning, however, comes up against the German issue. The logic of the revolution of 1989 indeed leads to reunification, and this prospect worries Soviet stratigests. They are too well informed to fear a return to fascism in the foreseeable future. European socio-economic conditions in the closing stages of this century have nothing in common with those which prevailed in the thirties or even in Bismarck’s and Wilhelm Ⅱ’s times. Nonetheless, they do believe that the reconstruction of a greater Germany would, over the indefinite term, constitute a potential danger to their security. The United States, for their part, do not light-heartedly envisage Europe slipping away. Hence it should be no surprise that during their meeting off Malta on 2 December 1989, presidents Bush and Gorbachev agreed on upholding the status quo. It would barely be caricatural to state that Bush appeared as an ardent defender of the Warsaw Pact, and Gorbachev of the Atlantic Alliance. It is clear that both heads of state are striving to maintain the two German states within their present borders. Under these conditions, the dissolution of the alliances is no longer on the Soviet agenda.

One also understands why, with the gathering pace of events, the Kremlin seems in less of a hurry to secure the complete withdrawal of American nuclear forces from Europe, and seems better inclined towards the independent French and British nuclear forces. Along the lines now sketching themselves out, the bricks and mortar of the Berlin Wall could well be torn down entirly, but the Americans would still retain some, possibly nuclear, forces in the FRG as would allow to reconcile the principle of peoples’ self-determination (both German states being part of a single nation, with all the ensuing consequences for civil society) with the necessity of attaining a European framework which would be acceptable not only for the European countries themselves, but also for all powers with major interests in Europe.

In practice, however, one can hardly imagine a Europe reorganized on such bases in anything but transitory terms. Less than a year ago, almost all West Germans who voiced an opinion on the subject still insisted on the distinction between the unification of the nation and reunification into a single state, and they recalled that throughout its history, the German nation had nearly always been divided into several states (the second and the third Reich actually being the only exceptions)and that final settlement of the second world war would thus in no way entail the fusion of the two existing Republics. But the tremor which shook the European political landscape in 1989 has played havoc with this conformism. The Leipzig and Dresden demonstrations have thickened the shadow of doubt over the viability of the East German state. The reopening of the Brandenburg gate, at the end of 1989, appears as a prelude to a reunified German state, of which Berlin would be the natural capital. Henry Kissinger’s words to me a few years ago are still ringing in my ears with their deep, slow, and accented tones ; “Bonn, capital of Germany… it’s not serious.” 1989 will certainly have vindicated the disciples of General de Gaulle, who never doubted the German people’s aspiration to unity within a single state, and for whom opinion polls to the contrary were but foam on the waves of history.

And thus, by the end of 1989, German reunification in the strong sense, that is to say unity of statehood, appears to the overwhelming majority of observers, including the Soviets I believe, as inevitable. As ever, there is a great temptation, when circumstances change, to move from one extreme to the other. 

In his press conference of 4 February 1965, otherwise famous for its advocacy of a return to the gold standard, General de Gaulle took questions on German reunification. The reply of the founder of the fifth Republic remains exemplary : “(…) it is clear that a genuine peace, a fortiori fruitful relations between West and East, will not be established so long as German anomalies remain, along with the worries they cause and the trials they entail. It is no less obvious, lest either side’s solution be imposed by battle, or the reasons for ceaselessly bringing basis of the confrontation of the ideologies and forces of the two camps which oppose each other in the world today. What must be done will only be done, someday, through the agreement and concerted action of the peoples who have always been, and will remain the main interested parties in the fate of the German neighbour, in short, the European peoples. Let these envisage, first to examine together, then to resolve in common, and finally to guarantee jointly the solution to an issue which is essentially that of their Continent. Such is the only way to reestablish, and the only link capable of maintaining, a Europe in a state of equilibrium, of peace and cooperation all the way across the territory nature has endowed it with.

Assuredly, the success of such a vast and difficult endeavour implies many conditions. It is for Russia to evolve in such a way as to envision its future no longer in the totalitarian shackles imposed at home and abroad, but in progress jointly accomplished by free men and free countries. It is for the nations which it has made into its satellites to be able to play their part in a renewed Europe. It is to be recognised, above all by Germany, that the settlement which could affect it would necessarily entail that of its borders and of its armaments in agreement with all its neighbours, East and West. It is for the six states which one hopes are on the way to accomplishing the economic community of Western Europe to manage to organise themselves in the political and defence realms in order to enable a new equilibrium on our Continent. It is for Europe, the mother of modern civilization, to establish itself from the Atlantic to the Urals amidst harmony and cooperation, towards the development of its immense resources and so as to fulfill, jointly with America, its daughter, the role which befalls it concerning the dreadfully needed progress of two billion people.”
A quarter of a century thereafter, one should ponder on this remarkable text. “The deadlines are a long way away,” as it then appeared to the statesman. Perhaps we are nearing the goal today. More freedom in the East, more organisation in the West, such are the two essential ideas of the quoted passage. On the first point, all hopes are allowed. As far as the West is concerned, our Community has grown from six to twelve members, and constitutes the pole of attraction towards which all eyes on the Continent are attention. Demolition through revolution inevitably proceeds faster than construction through diplomacy. These are no longer the times of Napoleon Ⅲand of the policy of nationalities. The concrete issue henceforth facing us, beyond such conservative attitudes as were evidenced at the Malta statehood, to which there is no doubt that the Germans will aspire increasingly, be implemented in a framework which reinforces European security, and is there fore likely to lead at long last, to a peace treaty? One should not unduly hold against Chancellor Kohl’s ambiguous statement concerning the Oder-Neisse line, given the ferment of the times. However, one can only observe that these have immediately brought forth reactions, for example by Poland (Mr. Mazowiecki’s trip to Moscow) and in France (the meeting be tween Messrs Mitterrand and Gorbachev in Kiev). To be sure, one can only approve those, notably in France, who warn against anything which could give the impression that we are wary of the Germans.

Yet it is equally true that by averting the difficulties, by feigning to ignore the issues, one runs the risk of compounding them and reduces the chances of reaching effective solutions. Reunification raises practical problems which will essentially be for the Germans to resolve by themselves. How can one reestablish the homogeneity of the two portions of the nation whose inhabitants have followed such diverging paths and structured their material life according to such incompatible modes for four long decades? A single example will serve to illustrate the type of difficulties at hand : today, the East German salary rate in local marks is lower than the FRG’s unemployment benefit level in Deutschmarks! Some opinion polls suggest that at present, some two thirds of East Germans aspire to “socialism with a human face,” while only one third of them favour the adoption of the West German social and economic model. Granted, the significance of such data should not be exaggerated. At best, they may provide confirmation for the commonsensical view that irrespectively can only be the culmination of a process whose first stage is already underway with the cooperation programme that the two German states have set up in short order after recent events. Having said that, things could move much faster on the score than one thinks ; people have untold capacities for self-adaptation, and we are dealing with a single people certainly capable of prowess for the sake of recovering its unity. If any one country can succeed in implementing the reforms which have been suggested above, it has to be the present GDR, with such help as the FRG can provide in its support.

There remains the external dimension of the issue. One can envisage it from the threefold perspective of security in Europe, of the alliances, and of the Community. True as it is that the awesome events of 1989 have taken aback all manner of forecasters, it is only fair to pay tribute to those strategists and diplomats who have always borne the knowledge that the day would come when the division of Europe would come to an end, and who have conceived and implemented procedures and structures capable of withstanding great changes. The Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), a kind of Congress of Vienna for modern times, began its work in 1973 in Helsinki. In spite of innumerable difficulties, this Penelope’s embroidery of diplomacy has allowed the gradual elaboration of a common from of reference for Eastern and Western countries, notably in the areas of human rights, of the circulation of ideas, and for the issue of borders bequeathed by the Second World War. This is all the more important. Let us recall this once again, for no peace treaty has settled the Second World War.

One of the CSCE’s most important accords (the Final Act of 1 August 1975) enshrines the inviolability of existing borders, but envisages their modification “through peaceful means and by common consent,” in accordance with international law. Simply put, this means that the signatory states oppose any border alterations which would not be accepted by all. Should the 1989 revolution lead to some redrawing of borders, the CSCE will furnish the appropriate legal framework. There will be no shortage of claims. One can, for example, imagine the Hungarians intending to recover Transsylvania, and the Romanians former Bessarabia – now Soviet Moldavia. In the same vein, an apparently still modest fraction of German public opinion upholds a claim to the former German territories to the east of the Oder-Neisse line(the borders of 1937), thus once again calling Poland into question. These are mere examples, but they are all they less unreal since monority issues have not disappeared from Europe, and since the separatist tendencies asserting themselves in some Soviet republics, notably in the Baltic states, could light the fuse to a powder keg.

In the current situation, the only rectification of borders which seems possible, if not probable, as the outcome of a necessarily complex diplomatic process, is the abolition of the separation between the present FRG and GDR ; in other words, German reunification from the Rhine to the Oder-Neisse line. Yet, it is hard to imagine that an agreement on this point could obtain between the many parties concerned without the fulfillment of precise conditions, as General de Gaulle mentioned as early as 1965. The most obvious of these relates to Germany’s definitive renunciation of nuclear weapons. No doubt the Soviets will also ask that the current GDR remain demilitarised after reunification. It is possible that the Germans will find it difficult to accept what they might see as discriminatory measures, whereas in their view, the past must now be forgotten. In any case, Mr Shevardnadze’s speech of 19 December 1989 before the European Parliament, which formulated very restrictive requirements for German self-determination, is probably but the first of its kind, and the Soviets will not remain isolated on such an important issue. Mr Mitterrand himself has alluded to nuclear weapons in the course of his televised interview of 10 December 1989.

The most complex aspect of German reunification seems to me to be its relation to the issue of alliances. For the foreseeable future, the maintenance of the Atlantic Alliance does not only stem from the conservative reflex displayed in Malta. The real reason relates to the recognition, not prejudging of what the future might hold, that the Soviet Union is still there, with its formidable military superiority on the Continent. One may henceforth hope to secure a balance of conventional forces in Vienna, but even after the future START treaty(on the reduction of American and Soviet nuclear forces) there will remain enormous Soviet nuclear strike capabilities with no equivalent in Europe.

Can one imagine Germany as reunified and as a member of one of the alliances? Obviously not of the Warsaw Pact ; but for the Soviets, its membership in the Atlantic Alliance would be absolutely inconceivable without Germany only if it is subject to a special status. This is to say that the reunification process will inevitably entail the reshuffling of an alliance system which, as far as the Atlantic Alliance is concerned, will remain necessary for the foreseeable future. If only for this reason, the process of state reunification could well take some time. An intermediate stage ( a confederal-type two alliances) will probably be necessary. It is obviously conceivable that the German people will grow impatient or inflamed. This hypothesis, which cannot be excluded, would wreak fierce tensions upon Europe. Germany’ partners, notably within the European Community, bear a great responsibility in this regard. More specifically, the France-German dialogue is more necessary than ever in present circumstances.

I recalled, earlier on, that our Community constitutes nowadays a pole of attraction towards which all eyes are turned. Austria, Turkey, the Eastern countries, and even Morocco, aspire to membership. The Soviet evoke the Community as a model which could inspire the reorganization of their own Union. The achievements of the EEC are indeed impressive, and latest among these is the Single Act. In 1984, denouncing Eurosclerosis was all the rage. For myself, I took issue with the excessive aspect of this thesis. Actually, the latter was readily accounted for by the pendulum principle : America, having regained self-confidence, felt a psychological need to belittle a Continent which, to be sure, was weighed down by considerable rigidities. The community’s response was the Single Act, much of whose merit befalls Mr. Jacques Delors and President Mitterrand. Its ambition is to activate the single market, that is to say the free circulation of people, goods, services, and capital. The complete liberalisation of capital movements should be attained in July 1990. The French government, for its part, had decided to anticipate that deadline by six months. A transition period is planned for Italy and for Spain. Decisions have been made to open the way for the single market in the banking and services sectors. Discussions are well underway for enlarging access to public sector markets, notably as for as telecommunications and transprot are concerned. In order to carry this considerable task further, the Delors Plan which aims at implementing the project of economic and monetary union in stages, and whose origins go back to the Hague summit of 1969, has been approved in spite of British and, at the late minute, German misgivings. Doubtless it will be difficult to establish a single currency, which would require not only the perfect mobility of capital between member states, but also budgetary unity for the whole of the Community.

However, one project which is perfectly realistic is that which consists in broadening and strengthening the mechanisms of the European Monetary System. Successes do not only concern common policies. For instance, integration by way of Community law is a remarkable and profound phenomenon. The Nicolo ruling of the French Conseil d’Etat on 20 October 1898, which consecrates the absolute primacy of the treaty over law, which consecrates in this respect an event whose significance one should not underestimate. The task shead remains enormous. Fiscal homogenisation is making progress, albeit slowly. The share of agricultural policy in the Community budget declines, but remains too large. It would be easy to lengthen the list. The most sensitive point, however, lies not in the economic realm. From the outset, two theses have confronted each other on the very nature of the Community’s endeavour, and these are well represented at present by the French and the British standpoints for France, the objective is to build an increasingly close partnership between the member states in both economic and political realms, which could possibly lead to a confederation, or even, later on, to a federation. The British conceive of the Community as a zone in which to foster economic liberalism. These two visions are compatible only up to a point.

The revolution of 1989 in Eastern Europe could well compel decisions on certain issues of principle earlier than one might have wished. Can one still, for example, imagine a Community as integrated in matters of security and defence? This question would become crucial in the hypothesis in which Germany would tend towards some form of neutrality and towards reunification at one and the same time. More sepecifically, how will Franco-German defence cooperation evolve in the new context sketching itself out for European security as a whole? I have in mind, by way of example, the thorny issue of France’s prestrategic nuclear weapons which the Federal Republic has always looked upon warily, and which might well become more sensitive still. What future can be envisaged for the Western European Union(WEU), founded in 1948 by the Brussels treaty, as the only strictly European body in defence matters? Caution impels not to close oneself off prematurely which narrow answers. However, it is not too soon to identify obstacles and explore paths. In fluid situations, one ought to strive to identify stable bearings.

The most important of these seem to me to be the following. On the political level, the importance of the Community’s endeavour lies in the fact that by weaving an ever closer network of reciprocal interests, the risk of military conflict between member countries is reduced. Optimists even hold that war has been made impossible between us, which indeed appears obvious for the foreseeable future. However, an adversary as fearsome as the Soviet Union has until now played a determining part in inducing us to close ranks. The task is now to push integration for enough for war to remain unthinkable between us, and so even in the hypothesis – which has henceforth entered the realm of the possible – in which the danger from the East would cease to polarise our attention exclusively. These remarks lead to the following conclusion : even though the aim of building a “United States of Europe” appears today farther removed than before, and its minimum political content consists in deepening the state of peace that we have managed to establish with resounding success over more than thirty years of sustained efforts. For similar reasons, the EEC and the United States must maintain and reinforce their links with each other. In his appeal of December 1989 for a stronger Community, George Bush has shown a good grasp of the stakes involved. The American president has all the more merit in this since our concrete successes have always tended to cause disquiet in the United States.

Such was the case in 1978 after the decision to create the European Monetary System, and again after the Single Act, when the obsession with “Fortress Europe” took hold across the Atlantic. Relations between the EEC and the United States must be strong enough to withstand such modifications as might obtain in the Atlantic Alliance. Some have interpreted President Bush’s appeal as an attempt to reassert a grip on Europe, as some manner of a new version of Henry Kissinger’s “Year of Europe” in 1973. Washington’s calculations are clearly not devoid of this ulterior motive. Let each behave according to his interests, but let’s not throw out the baby with the bath water. I also believe that the Community must reinforce its relations with Japan, whose autonomy and importance will continue to grow in years to come. Lest the political and economic transformations which affect the world at the close of twentieth century lead to uncontrollable crises, it is important to orgainse as best we can the relations between all sides of the celebrated “triangle” made up of North America, the European Community, and Japan. In particular, it is understood, this supposes that the United States and Japan be able to overcome their increasingly bitter and emotional quarrels – and that this should not be done at the expense of others.

An essential aspect of the Community’s evolution is the composition of the edifice, in other words, the issue of enlargement. The empirical nature of the integration process forbids the fixing of a priori territorial limits, and thus the drawing up of completed Community’s boundaries. Such an approach would obviously run contrary to history. However, it is not absurd to observe that the distinction between a Western, a Central, and an Eastern Europe, though it far predates the adventures of our century, corresponds to undeniable historical and geographical realities ; and that the Russian Empire – despite the efforts of Peter the Great and Catherine Ⅱ’s flirtation with the philosophers of the Enlightenment – and the Ottoman Empire have never been considered parts of Europe. The political unity of Europe has actually never existed, and the multiple cleavages which divide it and partly make for its richness (as between Anglo Saxons, Germans, Latins, Slavs, Magyars, and Bulgars for example) should not be forgotten for the sake of a “reunified” Europe. It is thus in no way an aberration in current circumstances to emphasize the building of a Community of Western Europe (Greece being the exception which confirms the rule) even as we considerably reinforce our links with the countries of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) as well as with Eastern European countries to which it has historical ties (Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Yugoslavia) and that such an organisation would be closely associated with the EEC.

In any case, it would not be wise to add to current hazards those which result from and additional enlargement not warranted by a solid conception and a realistic view of the long term. The only exception which ought to be envisaged, not for the immediate future but for the medium term, in my view, is that of the present GDR. For a long time already, the GDR has been looked upon as something like the Community’s stowaway member. When the time comes, it will have to be accepted as a full member, and a reunified Germany accomodated within the Community. This prospect worries many observers, which is understandable. A Germany with eighty million inhabitants, and capable of attracting yet more immigrants from the East, will assuredly have all the more weight since the impact of the FRG’s economic dominance is already obvious. These justified fears call for two types of responses. In the first place, experience shows that balancing effects within the Community have always enabled the maintenance of an equilibrium. It is thus largely in an attempt to counterbalance France’s then perceivedly excessive power that our partners from the Benelux have favoured Britain’s entry. One can imagine, in certain circumstances, a rapprochement for example between Great Britain, France, and the Benelux countries. Secondly, the FRG’s economic stimulation effect on the Community has always been beneficial, and there is no reason to believe that this will cease to be the case in the foreseeable future.

Our fears indeed stem from our own weaknesses. In particular, and French must more than ever accept the implications of economic discipline. It is entirely up to us to be competitive. More fundamentally, we must banish the memories of Bismarckian and Hitlerian Germany from our preoccupations. These times are over. Integration into a strong Community with solid ties to the remainder of Europe as well as to the other two global economic poles – a Community which shall also be active in the Third World ; a European security system founded upon the Helsinki process ; a Euro-American alliance adapted to new realities, and continuing, as far as is required, to counterbalance the continental power : these three conditions should allow us to enter the twenty-first century with equanimity.

The effects of the Gorbachev revolution are not confined to Europe, but outside the old Continent, the greater part is still to come. For example, the Kremlin continues to prop up Fidel Castro’s regime. It is possible that it might cease to do so, but this is no easy decision for it could lead to a quasi-irreversible shrinking away of the Soviets from Latin America. In Asia, Moscow still supports Vietnam, and maintains costly naval bases there. The hardening of China after the Beijing spring has also caused hopes for a settlement in Cambodia to recede, and there the Western democracies have embarked on a lacklustre realpolitik on behalf of Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouges. Mr. Gorbachev has not yet resolved to settle the issue of the Japanese Northern territories, which is the major cause of tension between Moscow and Tokyo.

The key to the future of this part of the world, however, lies in Beijing, and no one today can venture to predict the outcome of the struggle for Deng Hsiaoping’s succession. Among other controversial issues, one can mention that of China’s influence on events in the Soviet Union and in Eastern Europe. One can exclude no hypothesis, not even that of a civil war in China. The issue of the Pyongyang regime, and consequently, of the reunification of the Korean peninsula, is obviously closely linked to the Chinese problem. Finally, if one recalls the political instability which characterises such states as Indonesia or the Philippines, it can only be recognised that the potential for reshaping East and South-East Asia – which already bear the hallmark of prodigious economic achievement – is immense. The country which is best prepared to play a major political as well as economic success has been ceaselessly reinforced ever since it brilliantly rose to the challenge of the first, and then the second oil crisis.

What is most striking at the rose of this century, next to the collapse of totalitarian communism, is the decline of the United States’ power. In forthcoming book, the American political scientist Joseph Nye attempts to refute the thesis of Paul Kennedy’s best-seller. It remains true that America’s good health contrasts with the Soviet Union’s decrepitude ; that no country in the world – not even Japan, whose GNP will nonetheless amount to 80 percent of its American counterpart by the year 2000 – enjoys a comparable margin of manoeuvre ; and it is true that the dollar remains to this day the world’s currency of reference.

However, it is equally true that it is increasingly difficult for Washington to wield influence on global affairs, and that its economic power – which no longer reflects reality – is more and more contested. For instance, the United States has been at great pains to accept an increase in the resources of International Monetary Fund (IMF) to which a country such as Japan was willing to subscribe, so as not to lose a veto right whose continuation is anachronistic. On a different level, the Third World now produces some armaments which only recently were at the sole disposal of the major powers, and this further reduces the margin of action of the United States (as well, naturally, as of other countries such as France). Granted, Washington still manages, albeit painstakingly, to dislodge Central American dictatorships it had initially allowed to take power, but these tribulations are more indicative of the take power, but these tribulations are more indicative of the bankruptcy of a policy than of the assertiveness of a greatpower.

At the end of 1989, the Third World is more fragmented than ever. Some countries, such as Taiwan and South Korea, have practically joined the industrialised countries’ club and are steering their own regimes along a more democratic path. Other, notably in Latin America, would considerably enhance their performance if they were relieved of their debt burden – which partly leads back to the economic policy of the United States, - but doubts remain as to the stablility of their political structures. Others still, such as India, have accomplished significant progress towards development, but not yet decisively so. Too many, alas, are those in Africa or Asia which continue to suffer from absolute underdevelopment.

The misfortune of peoples is fuelled by ghastly conflicts, as in the Near East. Can one hope that the new possibility of an entente between the United States, the Soviet Union, and Western Europe could encourage a settlement of the Near East issue, allowing Israel to exist within secure, recognised, and guaranteed borders, the Palestinians to have a viable state, and Lebanon to arise from its ashes? Can one hope that erstwhile great adversaries, having become partners in some measure, could engage in serious and effective cooperation to deal with such great plagues as drugs of terrorism? These, in any case, are great objectives at the dawn of the third millennium.
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