What are the pitfalls that France has put in place to prevent the constitution of Europe,
particularly federal Europe?

France has played an ambivalent role in European construction, sometimes a driving force,
sometimes a hindrance. Specifically, with regard to the obstacles it has posed to the creation of a
federal Europe , several key moments illustrate these "pitfalls" :

1. The rejection of the European Defence Community (EDC) in 1954

e Context: Common defense project, with an integrated European army.
¢ Objective: To move towards a more federal Europe in the military domain.
e Obstacle: The French National Assembly rejects ratification of the treaty.
e Reasons for rejection:

e Fear of giving up national sovereignty.

e Sovereignist reflexes, even among supporters of Europe.

e Hostility towards too rapid integration.

This rejection has buried, for a long time, the prospects of a federal military Europe.

2. The “empty chair” policy (1965-1966)

e Background: The European Commission proposes to strengthen Community powers and
move to qualified majority voting in certain areas.

¢ French reaction (De Gaulle): Boycott of European institutions for 6 months.
e Goal: To oppose any supranational dynamic.
¢ Result: Luxembourg Compromise, which reintroduces the right of veto (“vital interest™).

This froze the institutions in an intergovernmental operation to the detriment of a federal leap.

3. Gaullist opposition to supranational integration

e De Gaulle's vision: "Europe of fatherlands" - cooperation between sovereign states, not
federal integration.

e Impact:
¢ Refusal of a strong supranational power.
e Distrust of the European Commission and the European Parliament.

France has long promoted a confederal vision, holding back plans for a federal political union.



4. Rejection of the Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe (2005)

¢ Context: Referendum on the European Constitutional Treaty.
e Result: The “no” vote wins with 55%.
¢ Reasons for rejection:
o Fear of loss of sovereignty.
e Perception of a project that is too economically liberal.
e Absence of a real federalist debate: the fear of a “technocratic” Europe.

This French rejection buried the European Constitution project, which was nevertheless perceived
as a federalist advance.

5. Persistent ambiguities in the French vision

¢ Even under pro-European presidents (Mitterrand, Macron), France remains attached to:
e National sovereignty.
¢ Intergovernmental governance (weight of the European Council).

e A variable geometry integration (no unified federal leap).

In summary

Pitfall Date Nature

Rejection of the EDC 1954 Refusal of an integrated European army
Empty chair policy 1965-1966 Opposition to qualified majority
Gaullism 1960s Hostility to supranationality

No to the constitutional

referendum 2005 Blocking a treaty with federal scope

Persistent ambiguities until today Preference for a Europe of States



Did France prefer to build the European Union under the nation-state model rather than the
federal model in order to weaken Germany?

This is an excellent question, which touches on both historical geopolitics and the European Union's
institutional architecture. The answer is nuanced and involves several factors.

Historical context: France, Germany and Europe

After the Second World War, European construction was seen as a means of guaranteeing peace ,
particularly between France and Germany , which had been enemies three times in less than a
century.

e France, led notably by figures such as De Gaulle , has long been skeptical of the idea of a
federal model , like a United States of Europe.

e West Germany , with its federal structure (the Lander), was more open to a federal Europe,
particularly to reintegrate itself into the European game in a peaceful form.

The French vision: Europe of nation-states

France preferred an intergovernmental model, for several reasons:
1. Preserve national sovereignty , central to French political culture.

2. To give major weight to large states, such as itself, while preventing European institutions
from taking precedence over states.

3. Limiting Germany's influence , particularly after the war, by containerizing its economic
power within a collective framework.

This does not mean an explicit desire to weaken the German Lander, but rather a desire to keep
Germany within a controlled framework , notably via the ECSC (European Coal and Steel
Community) and then the EEC.

& An intergovernmental rather than federal Europe
e The model chosen is hybrid, but largely intergovernmental , notably with the European

Council, dominated by heads of state.

e The federal model was held back by French fears of diluting its sovereignty , but also by
popular rejection in several countries (e.g. the 2005 French referendum on the European
Constitution).

Weaken the states? Not directly.

It would be an exaggeration to say that France sought to specifically weaken the German
Lander . On the other hand:



¢ She wanted to prevent the German federal structure from becoming a European model ,
which would have accentuated the logic of subsidiarity, to the detriment of the central states.

¢ So she pushed for a model that more closely mirrored her own organization , a strong

nation-state.

[1 Conclusion

Yes, France preferred a European model of nation-states to a federal model,
notably to preserve its sovereignty and avoid German hegemony.

It was above all a strategy of balancing power in a Europe marked by rivalry, but also by Franco-

German interdependence.



What is the future of the EU if it does not become federal?

The future of the European Union (EU) without becoming a federation will depend on its ability to
manage its internal contradictions. If it does not take the federal step, several scenarios are possible,
each with its opportunities but also its risks. Here is a nuanced analysis:

1. Scenario of a reinforced status quo ("functional federalism")

e The EU could continue to deepen integration in certain areas (economy, defense, climate,
digital) without becoming a federation in the classic sense.

e This would involve enhanced cooperation with variable geometry (e.g. Eurozone,
Schengen).

¢ Risks : This could exacerbate divisions between member states (multi-speed Europe), and
increase the perception of a democratic deficit.

2. Risk of increasing paralysis

e Without more centralised structures, the EU may be unable to respond effectively to major
crises (wars, pandemics, artificial intelligence, China/US).

e The principle of unanimity in certain areas limits its responsiveness.

e Example : Foreign policy remains weak because it is too dependent on divergent national
interests.

3. Rise of Euroscepticism and national withdrawal

e If the EU is perceived as ineffective or too technocratic, populist forces could continue to
grow.

e This could lead to partial disintegration (exit from the country, weakening of institutions).

e Risk : A "Europe of nations" too weak to have any influence in a multipolar world
dominated by blocs (United States, China, India, etc.).

4. Transformation into a flexible intergovernmental union

e The EU could evolve towards a flexible model, leaving more autonomy to states while
retaining coordination mechanisms.

e This would appeal to some countries reluctant to further political integration.

e Limit : Less ambition, less cohesion, and little capacity to act as a unified geopolitical actor.



5. Consolidation through crises

e The history of the EU shows that it often advances "through crises." A serious crisis
(security, energy, democratic) could force deeper integration de facto, without major
constitutional reform.

e Examples: Reaction to the war in Ukraine, Green Deal, debt mutualization during the
pandemic.

Conclusion

If the EU does not become federal, it will have to find a balance between efficiency , democratic
legitimacy and national diversity .

But without a qualitative leap in integration (at least sectoral), it risks fragmentation or
marginalization on the world stage.



Could Germany create a federal Europe without France? What would the future of the EU be
then?

The idea of a federal Europe led by Germany without France is theoretically conceivable, but it
would face profound political, historical, and strategic obstacles . Here is a structured analysis of
this hypothesis and its possible consequences for the European Union (EU).

1. Germany without France: shaky leadership

Germany is arguably the dominant economic power in Europe, but:

e Its foreign policy is traditionally cautious and non-interventionist (due to the weight of its
history).

e The political legitimacy of German leadership in Europe rests on the “Franco-German
tandem .” This duo has been the historical driving force of European integration since the
1950s.

Without France, German leadership could be perceived as unbalanced or even dominant , which
would create strong reluctance, especially in the countries of Central and Southern Europe.

2. Who would follow Germany?

Without France, Germany could seek to build a federation with other countries such as:

e The Nordic and Baltic countries (Netherlands, Denmark, Estonia, etc.): often close
economically.

e Some Central European countries (Austria, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia).

e Perhaps the Benelux countries (especially the Netherlands and Flemish Belgium).
But many Member States would hesitate:

e For fear of an asymmetrical federalism dominated by Berlin.

e Out of attachment to national sovereignty (like Poland, Hungary or Italy).

e Qut of historical loyalty to the inclusive European project , born after the war.

3. And France? What role would it play?

If France rejects a federal Europe and Germany moves forward without it, several scenarios are
possible:

¢ France remains in the EU, but marginalized , on the defensive.

¢ It forms an alternative bloc , for example with Italy, Greece or other more sovereignist
states.

e TItisleaving the EU (Frexit), but this scenario remains very unlikely in the short term.



4. The future of the EU in this scenario

If Germany tries to create a federal Europe without France, this could cause:
¢ A fragmentation of the European Union into blocks of variable geometry.
e The possible emergence of two Europes :
¢ An integrated Europe around Germany (like "Northern Federal Europe").

¢ A more flexible intergovernmental or confederal Europe , around France or the
Mediterranean countries.

¢ A major institutional crisis : the legitimacy of the EU rests largely on the compromise
between the major founding powers.

[0 Conclusion: technically possible, politically risky

Germany could try to build a federal Europe without France, but that would be:
¢ A politically dangerous gamble : loss of legitimacy, division of the EU, rise of nationalism.

¢ An overall weakening of the European Union on the world stage (compared to China, the
United States, etc.).

¢ A major historical break in the European project.

In short: yes, it is possible , but it would risk breaking the current EU rather than making it
evolve.
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