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“Therefore both writers and readers of history should not pay so much attention to the actual
narrative of events, as to what precedes, what accompanies, and what follows each. For if we take
from history the discussion of why, how, and wherefore each thing was done, and whether the
result was what we should have reasonably expected, what is left is a clever essay but not a lesson,

and while pleasing for the moment of no possible benefit for the future.”

Polybius, Histories

“The ultimate goal of the Atlantic nations should be
to develop a genuine Atlantic commonwealth, in which common institutions

are increasingly developed to address common problems.”

Dean Acheson, 1961 Report to President Kennedy

“When all is said and done, Great Britain is an island;
France the cape of a continent;

America another world.”

Charles de Gaulle, War Memoirs
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Editorial Note

For all editorial matters, 1 have followed The Chicago Manual of Style (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1993, 14™ edition). For reasons of readability, | have therefore made use of
English translations of French texts whenever these were available.



to Gioia, once again



“FRENCH IMPRESSIONISM, 1 GUESS.”

A £

CANFIELD, NEWARK NEW'S
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Introduction

How does one take the measure of a statesman the size of Charles de Gaulle? The Frenchman
was without doubt one of the giants of his time. He saved his country from eclipse in 1940 and
from civil war in 1958 almost by force of personality. His political life was enveloped by a unique
sense of national mystique. The quasi-mystical attitudes and feelings surrounding his mission — to
restore France to a position of greatness — were an unalienable part of his larger-than-life political
persona and of his political philosophy. To many he was the General, le Grand Charles, the ‘man
of June 18" the miraculous reincarnation of Jeanne d’Arc, Georges Clemenceau, and Louis X1V,
rarely ever just de Gaulle — a brigadier-general of the French army who, animated by an adamant
loyalty to his country, turned into a remarkably effective and strong-willed political leader in
times of extraordinary crisis.

Among Americans, too, de Gaulle’s Olympian stature summoned a respect that devolved
to few other foreign leaders. Walter Lippmann, America’s foremost commentator on foreign
affairs, confessed that, “having been one of his American admirers since June of 1940, when he
raised his flag in Britain and summoned the French to go on with the war, | cannot pretend to
write dispassionately about General de Gaulle.”? Cyrus Sulzberger, a long-time European
correspondent of the New York Times who often visited de Gaulle, thought of him as the “last of
the giants” in an “age of mediocrity.”® He was voted Time's ‘man of the year’ in 1958. “He has
given Frenchmen back their pride, swept away the miasma of self-contempt that has hung over
France since its ignominious capitulation to Hitler in 1940,” the news weekly judged.’

De Gaulle’s popularity among Americans probably reached a peak in April 1960, during a
state visit to the United States. The symbolic value of his rendezvous with President Dwight
Eisenhower, his wartime companion, was easily recognized. The historic achievements of the
French president and his efforts to extricate France from Algeria were dwelled upon in a spate of
well-disposed press reports. Senators and congressmen regaled the visiting statesman with a
standing ovation as he spoke, in an address to a joint session of Congress, of his country’s
dedication to the cause of liberty. “Despite changes of fortune, the Americans and the French
feel for one another a friendship now two centuries old, and still as much alive as ever,” de

2 Quoted by Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century (New York: Random House, 1981), 399, from a column
written in 1960. Also: “Walter Lippmann and Charles de Gaulle,” in: Robert O. Paxton and Nicholas Wahl, eds., De
Gaulle and the United States: A Centennial Reappraisal (Oxford: Berg Publishers, 1994), 377.

3 Sulzberger’s two volumes of published notes — The Last of the Giants (New York: Macmillan, 1970) and An Age of
Mediocrity (New York: Macmillan, 1973) — give ample evidence of his high regard for de Gaulle.

4 http://www.time.com/time/subscriber/personoftheyear/archive/stories/1958.html.
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Gaulle stressed. “France, for her part, has made her choice. She has chosen to be on the side of
the free people. She has to be on that side with you.” His ensuing tour of American cities was
the jubilant cortége of an old comrade-in-arms, with large crowds gathering along streets and on
squares to catch a glimpse of the General’s statuesque appearance. New York even bestowed on
him the honor of a Broadway ticker parade, with the bells of Trinity Church ringing the
Marseillaise, and an estimated one million onlookers. At the end of his journey through America,
de Gaulle volunteered to the mayor of San Francisco that it had been “le plus agréable” of his
life.t

But American opinion about de Gaulle was not always this unequivocally positive.
President Franklin Roosevelt’s hostility to the World War |1 leader of the Free French has
become something of a legend. De Gaulle’s popularity in the United States during the early years
of the Fifh Republic was moreover at an artificial zenith. The implications of his dissenting views
on the transatlantic relationship were not yet visible in 1960 and seemed of minor importance
compared to the Cold War showdowns with the Soviet Union. But during the remainder of the
1960s, in particular after 1962, de Gaulle’s policy of ‘independence’ and ‘grandeur’ made him the
culprit of successive crises within the Western alliance. In 1963, after de Gaulle’s veto of British
membership of the Common Market, the American public had already become evenly divided on
the question of France’s dependability; by July 1966 — after France’s announcement of its
withdrawal from NATO and with de Gaulle openly courting Moscow — the majority of
Americans stopped viewing France as a dependable ally and many described de Gaulle as

“power-hungry,” “egocentric,” and “overly nationalistic.”” President Lyndon Johnson received
thousands of letters from infuriated citizens urging him to stand up against the General. They
wanted to see diplomatic contacts with France reduced to the very minimum; they planned to set
up a campaign to discourage American tourists from going to France; they urged Johnson to
demand that France pay off its remaining war debts to the United States instantly; a retired
colonel of the Air Force announced his decision to destroy or return the “Croix de Guerre avec
Palme Vermeille” that de Gaulle had personally awarded him for his valor in World War 118
Characterizations of de Gaulle had thus deteriorated from proud to obstinate, from solemn to

haughty, from visionary to acting mainly in narrow self-interest.

5 “Discours prononcé a Washington devant les deux chambres réunis en Congres,” 25 April 1960, in: De Gaulle,
Discours et messages, vol. 3, Avec le renouveau (Paris: Plon, 1970), 196-200.

6San Francisco Chronicle, 29 April 1960.

7 Gallup Poll in the Washington Post, 9 July 1966.

8 Letter, Robert Pace to President Johnson, 1 April 1966; letter, Robert C. Brown to President Johnson, 13 April
1966; letter, R.E. Kendall to President Johnson, 9 June 1966; all in: White House Central File, Subject File, CO81,
France, box 31, Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential Library (henceforth abbreviated as LBJL).
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Most Americans came to understand that de Gaulle’s return to power in May 1958 had
signalled an important change in the Franco-American relationship. Even as many of the policies
of the Fifth Republic were arguably a continuation of those of the Fourth, the change was more
than one of style.® De Gaulle brought France, as Michael Harrison put it, “the novelty of resolute

leadership and the pride of an ambitious program,”

with important implications for the Franco-
American relationship and — more broadly — for European integration and the Western alliance.
During his eleven years as president of France, de Gaulle was both America’s staunchest Cold
War ally — in particular in the Cuban missile crisis of October 1962 — and its greatest detractor
within the alliance. Besides his achievements in bringing political stability to France and his check
on European integration, his ‘loyal’ opposition to the superpower made him one of the
outstanding political figures of the 1960s. When Jean-Baptiste Duroselle, a noted French
historian, decided to count how often the political leaders of his day were mentioned during a
conference on American-European relations in 1965, de Gaulle even finished well ahead of his
competitors. In those circles, he observed, de Gaulle had become an “obsession,” and
exasperation over his nationalist policies had produced a new and bizarre branch of learning:
“Gaullology.” ** Duroselle had ample reason to conclude that this score was evidence of
damnation mixed in with admiration. Apart from the mesmerizing quality of his leadership, the
depth of his political vision, and his undeniable achievements, de Gaulle’s size can therefore also
be measured by the degree of controversy he evoked. “Etre grand, c’est soutenir une grande
querelle,” he had quoted from Shakespeare’s Hamlet in Le fil de I'épée (1932)."2 In the 1960s, his
greatest quarrel would be with the Americans.

9 Etienne Burin des Roziers, a long-time aide of de Gaulle, rightfully disagreed with historians who emphasized the
continuity between the Fourth and the Fifth Republic, observing that the instructions he received as a diplomat
“changed completely as de Gaulle came back to power” and that this had far-reaching ramifications for France’s
relationship with the United States. In: Paxton and Wahl, eds., De Gaulle and the United States, 422-3.

10 Michael M. Harrison, The Reluctant Ally: France and Atlantic Security (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1981), 54. The governments of the Fourth Republic, to be sure, also had chafed under American postwar
predominance and often resisted the roles assigned by Washington. In particular the Suez crisis of 1956 had a major
impact on French foreign policy, and as French historian Maurice Vaisse noted, “Gaullist France was already on the
horizon in 1956.” Vaisse, “Post-Suez France,” in Wm. Roger Louis and Roger Owen, eds., Suez, 1956: The Crisis and
its Consequences (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), 335. For accounts of Franco-American relations under the
Fourth Republic, see Irwin M. Wall, The United States and the Making of Postwar France, 1945-1954 (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1991); William I. Hitchcock, France Restored: Cold War Diplomacy and the Quest for
Leadership in Europe (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1998); John W. Young, France, the Cold War and
the Western Alliance, 1944-49: French Foreign Policy and Postwar Europe (London: Leicester University Press, 1990); and
Jean-Pierre Rioux, The Fourth Republic, 1944-1958 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1987).

11 Jean Baptiste Duroselle, France and the United States: From the Beginnings to the Present (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1976), 220.

12 De Gaulle, Le fil de I'épée (Paris: Berger-Levrault, 2d édition, 1944) (1932), v. The Dutch historian H.L. Wesseling
has pointed out that de Gaulle’s citation — which would translate into “to be great is to sustain a great argument” —
was not entirely correct as it refers to the following passage in Hamlet: “Rightly to be great is not to stir without great
argument, but greatly to find quarrel in a straw when honour’s at stake.” (act 1V, scene 1V) H.L. Wesseling, “De
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* % %

As a history student sifting through the documentary wealth available at the United States’
presidential archives three to four decades later, | was struck by the strong sentiment that de
Gaulle and his policies provoked among American officials. Since de Gaulle sought to reduce
American military, political, and economic might in Western Europe, it was probably inevitable
that he was seen by policymakers in Washington as a difficult — or adversarial — ally. From the
documentary record, however, he comes across as much more: an irrational, vainglorious leader
possessed by a folie de grandeur who endangered the fundamental achievements of postwar
American foreign policy. Many officials seemed to wear their distaste for Gaullism as an albatross
around their necks. They appeared to denounce Gaullist foreign policy ever more strongly
because it ran counter to their own ideas about the transatlantic relationship and of the place of
the United States therein. Apart from the man himself, | became intrigued by the American
perception of de Gaulle.

France in the 1960s clearly presented the United States with problems unlike those posed
by any other European ally. De Gaulle’s challenge to American leadership could hardly be more
overt, since it was a mainstay of the political views he laid out in his writings, speeches, and press
conferences (which he turned into virtual piéces de théatre). Unease about de Gaulle’s policy of
independence in fact appeared to be an important determinant of American policies towards
Europe, confirming Walt Rostow’s reminiscence that “a good deal of European and Atlantic
policy was [...] taken up with coping with de Gaulle’s enterprises in ways which permitted the
EEC and NATO to survive.”® Policymakers in Washington also often seemed consigned to a
state of uncertain anticipation about de Gaulle’s next move. “Our working situation in Gaullist
France is not unlike that in the Soviet Union where we have to look to the small, symbolic
actions to identify significant policy trends,” one White House staff member observed (even
though the Central Intelligence Agency had de Gaulle “taped”).*

Gaulle en Hamlet,” NRC Handelsblad, 22 May 1999.

13 Walt W. Rostow, The Diffusion of Power: An Essay in Recent History (New York: MacMillan Co., 1972), 394. Rostow
served in the Kennedy White House staff and, from November 1961, as chairman of the Policy Planning Council at
the State Department. In March 1966, he became President Johnson’s National Security Adviser.

14 Memorandum, David Klein to McGeorge Bundy, 3 April 1963, France-General, CS, NSF, box 72, John F.
Kennedy Presidential Library (henceforth abbreviated as JFKL). Bohlen revealed that one of de Gaulle’s closest
advisers served as an informant of the American embassy and “had him taped.” The problem, however, was that de
Gaulle very often did not apprise even his closest advisers and ministers of his next move. Bohlen quoted in Note C.,
page 41, file 4, box W-13, Arthur M. Schlesinger jr. Papers, JFKL. Frangois David, too, has suggested that the CIA
had a confidential source of information within de Gaulle’s cabinet. Frangois David, “Les Etats-Unis et les débuts de
la cinquieme République. May 1958 - Janvier 1961,” Mémoire de maitrise 1992-1993, Université de Paris-1V.
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This is not, therefore, a study of French foreign policy during de Gaulle’s presidential
tenure but of the United States’ response to this policy. It looks at one of the most turbulent
episodes in this bilateral relationship from the receiving end of de Gaulle’s politics of grandeur. It
is particularly concerned with understanding this response in the context of American approaches
to the transatlantic relationship after World War 1. Based on the American documentary record,
it attempts to answer the following broad questions:

I. How did Americans interpret de Gaulle’s policy of ‘independence’ within the larger
framework of their ideas about the transatlantic relationship?
Il. How did consecutive administrations actually deal with the challenges posed within this
framework by de Gaulle’s ‘independent’ foreign policy from 1958 to 1969?
I11. Did de Gaulle’s policy of ‘independence’ modify American policies towards Europe and
the Atlantic alliance?

* % %

One should, of course, have solid reasons for adding to the already massive body of scholarly
literature on American postwar diplomacy and on the Franco-American relationship. | am
nonetheless convinced there is reason to add a pebble of my own to this ever rising mountain.

To begin with, this study will examine in more detailed depth than most studies before it
how consecutive American administrations dealt with the Gaullist challenge on a number of
defining issues; it will, as a result, also advance some alternative conclusions.

Chapters three and eight are mainly concerned with the politics of organizing the Atlantic
alliance. Chapter three describes how Eisenhower and President John Kennedy grappled in vain
to come to terms with de Gaulle’s memorandum of September 1958, which proposed a
‘tripartite’ security organization that would coordinate the policies of the United States, Great
Britain, and France across the globe. The chapter will underline, inter alia, that Eisenhower’s
search for a compromise with de Gaulle continued up to the end of his tenure and preoccupied
him more than is commonly understood; Kennedy, too, showed interest in the tripartite issue
during his first year in office, even as the gist of his policies ran counter to de Gaulle’s vision.
Chapter eight analyzes Johnson’s response to the French withdrawal from NATO in 1966 and de
Gaulle’s politics of “détente, entente, coopération” with the Communist bloc. It will demonstrate how
the United States in fact anticipated the French withdrawal well in advance and deftly used its
occurrence to provide new impetus to an alliance long held hostage by French obstructionism.

But it also shows how prominent members of the policy community, led by the formidable
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former Secretary of State Dean Acheson, were seriously disenchanted by Johnson’s refusal to
stand up to the General.

Chapters four and seven focus on political and military issues concerning the defense of
the West, dealing in particular with the vital role played by nuclear weapons. Chapter four details
Kennedy’s drive to shift the emphasis in NATO’s military strategy from massive retaliation to
flexible response, his quest to unify the strategic deterrent of the alliance under American control
and his all-out attempt to abort the French nuclear effort. Chapter seven argues that de Gaulle
was to a larger extent than hitherto recognized, responsible for torpedoing the American
proposal for a sea-based multilateral nuclear force (MLF) in 1964, at the end of Johnson’s first
year in office. It moreover puts forward that the MLF must be seen as the last big Atlantic
project of American foreign policy, and that its demise caused important shifts in the foreign
policy mode of the United States vis-a-vis Europe.

Chapters five and six deal principally with the American clash with de Gaulle over the
movement toward European unity. In these chapters in particular, Jean Monnet (‘Mr. Europe’)
emerges as a central figure in American policymaking next to Acheson and Undersecretary of
State George Ball. While chapter five focuses on the Kennedy administration’s activist policies in
1962 to ensure the Atlantic orientation of an integrated Europe, chapter six shows how it is
forced to scramble for a response to de Gaulle’s blunt obstruction of these policies in January
1963. De Gaulle’s veto of Kennedy’s design for an Atlantic ‘partnership’ revealed the limits of
American power in Western Europe more clearly than any other event in the history of the
transatlantic alliance (save perhaps the demise of the European Defense Community in 1954). It
served as a catalyst to change Washington’s perspective on European affairs.

Chapter nine, finally, sets out how the policy designs of both countries were reaching a
dead end, creating the conditions for a shift from divergence to accommodation. This chapter
will give ample attention to the American response to de Gaulle’s attack on the dollar, to his
criticism of the Vietnam War, and to the turbulence of 1968. It underscores that a remarkable
rapprochement between Washington and Paris was nonetheless already underway in Johnson’s
final year in office. This rapprochement laid the groundwork for an accommodation with France
within a changed transatlantic relationship in the Nixon years. The emergence of a different —
more conservative and even Gaullist — European policy under President Richard Nixon and his
National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger marked the end of the era in American foreign policy
that had been dominated by a liberally-bent bipartisan establishment. The realist turn in American
foreign policy in the late 1960s was a vindication of many of de Gaulle’s foreign policy views;
what is more, de Gaulle can also be seen to have contributed to this turn in various ways.
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Although these chapters are arranged in chronological order, the aim has not been to
provide a chronological account but to highlight the evolution of the disagreement with France
over the transatlantic relationship by focusing on key areas. This study thus does not, for instance,
contain separate chapters of the United States’ dealings with France in the context of the
Algerian conflict (or of the broader issue of decolonization), the Berlin crises of the late 1950s
and early 1960s, or the war in Vietnam. This is not to argue that these issues were unimportant to
the bilateral relationship. Neither are they ignored, as the reader will find out. But they are
considered less central to the aims of this study, which concentrates on the American experience
with de Gaulle in the context of the transatlantic relationship.

In addition to providing a detailed analysis of how American administrations dealt with
the Gaullist challenge and drawing some alternative conclusions, this study responds to the need
for a monograph that explains the American reception of de Gaulle’s policies and assesses their
implications for American foreign policy.”® Such a monograph has been lacking, despite the
wealth of both primary and secondary material. It is important for at least three reasons.

15 The monograph that approaches this one the closest, because it likewise covers the bilateral relationship within the
transatlantic framework from 1958 to 1969, is Frédéric Bozo’s Deux stratégies pour I'Europe. De Gaulle, les Etats-Unis et
I’Alliance Atlantique, 1958-1969 (Plon et Fondation Charles de Gaulle, 1996), which has been translated as Two
Strategies For Europe: De Gaulle, the United States, and the Atlantic Alliance (Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 2001). John
Newhouse’s De Gaulle and the Anglo-Saxons (New York: The Viking Press, 1970) may also be mentioned as such;
while well-informed, he did not, however, have the important benefit of archival research. Frank Costigliola covers a
much longer period in France and the United States: The Cold Alliance Since World War 11 (New York: Twayne Publishers,
1992), but his chapter on the period of de Gaulle’s presidency equally deserves mention (pages 118-159). The same
can be said of Charles Cogan’s Oldest Allies, Guarded Friends: The United States and France Since 1940 (New York:
Praeger, 1994); however, although de Gaulle looms large throughout the book, only his chapter on the Multilateral
Force falls within the scope of this study. Vincent Jauvert's readable L’ Amérique contre de Gaulle. Histoire secréte, 1961-
1969 (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 2000) makes no academic claims and is subordinated to only a few documents. The
contributions of scholars and ‘witnesses’ in Paxton and Wahl, eds., De Gaulle and the United States, are highly relevant
to this study, but do not constitute a monograph. For other valuable accounts of the bilateral relationship in either a
longer or shorter timeframe, see: Duroselle, France and the United States; Maurice Ferro, De Gaulle et I’Amérique. Une
amitié tumultueuse (France: Librairie Plon, 1973); Jeffrey Glen Giauque, Grand Designs and Visions of Unity: The Atlantic
Powers and the Reorganization of Western Europe, 1955-1963 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2002);
Harrison, The Reluctant Ally; Richard F. Kuisel, Seducing the French: The Dilemma of Americanization (University of
California Press, 1993); Erin R. Mahan, Kennedy, De Gaulle, and Western Europe (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002);
and Marvin R. Zahniser, Uncertain Friendship: American-French Relations Through the Cold War (New York: John Wiley &
Sons, 1975). Political scientist Stanley Hoffmann has not devoted a full-scale study to the topic, but he has written
extensively on Franco-American relations during de Gaulle’s hold on power; see in particular: “De Gaulle, Europe
and the Atlantic Alliance,” International Organization XV1I1, Winter 1964: 1-28; “Perceptions, Reality and the Franco-
American conflict,” Journal of International Affairs 21, no.1, 1967: 57-71. The same applies to David Calleo, see in
particular Europe’s Future: The Grand Alternative (New York: Horizon Press, 1965) and The Atlantic Fantasy: The United
States, NATO and Europe (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1970). Henry Kissinger, too, has written
perceptively on Franco-American relations under de Gaulle; see, e.g., The Troubled Partnership: A Re-appraisal of the
Atlantic Alliance (New York: McGraw-Hill for Council on Foreign Relations, 1965), chapter 2; Diplomacy (New York:
Simon & Schuster, 1994), chapter 24. William 1. Hitchcock devoted a chapter to “the Gaullist temptation” in The
Struggle for Europe: The Turbulent History of a Divided Continent, 1945-2002 (New York: Doubleday, 2003), 221-241. Geir
Lundestad has similarly included a chapter on de Gaulle’s challenge in “Empire” by Integration: The United States and
European Integration, 1945-1997 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 58-82. For a more complete listing of
relevant works see the bibliography.



22 INTRODUCTION

Firstly, whereas de Gaulle’s anti-Americanism has been given ample attention (and has
often been overstated), the anti-Gaullism among American policymakers largely stands to be
examined. De Gaulle was the first postwar European leader to seek less rather than more
American involvement in Europe. De Gaulle’s willful search for independent French — and, by
extension, European — policies vis-a-vis the United States set him apart within the Western
alliance. However, while this remains the crux of I'affaire de Gaulle, the American attitude towards
this self-willed European leader and his pretension to an international role of weight was an
equally defining part of the dispute. What made it so difficult for many Americans to disregard de
Gaulle’s abrasive style, to accept his fundamental allegiance to the Cold War alliance, and to
assess his — at times remarkably clairvoyant — propositions about world politics at face value?
Why was it not possible to find common ground with the one European leader who appeared
ready to assume more responsibility? What made him unpalatable as the harbinger of a resurgent
Europe?

Secondly, a historical examination of the American experience with de Gaulle is not
merely important in the context of the history of the bilateral relationship but also in that of
American foreign policy. During the Fourth Republic, American policymakers were still
overwhelmingly concerned about the deleterious effect on the Western alliance of supposed
French weakness; the Fifth Republic’s foreign policy transformed their concerns about the
implications of a Europe which regained its strength and composure. De Gaulle brought the
question of how to cope with a resurgent Europe to the fore in a way that could not be ignored
in the United States. How Americans responded is indicative of how they approached all of
Europe after World War I1. This is only compounded by the fact that no debate between Atlantic
allies has matched the range and the depth of the Franco-American dispute from 1958 to 1969.
The study of the American experience with de Gaulle therefore will tell us more about postwar
American views of Europe than a study of American attitudes toward any other European
country. The French, John Dos Passos already wrote in Journeys Between Wars (1938), “embody a
stubborn, unfanatical, live-and-let-live habit of mind, a feeling in every man and woman of the
worth of personal dignity that is, for better or for worse, the unique contribution of Western
Europe to the world. [...] It's easy to forget how central the French people are in everything we
mean when we say Europe.”

Thirdly, in so far as the American experience with de Gaulle has been reviewed, | find
there to be sufficient reason to add my own perspective and findings. Historians who have
examined the American documentary record have most often chided the United States for its
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dismissive attitude towards de Gaulle. They have attributed this attitude on the part of American
policymakers to an overriding reluctance to share power or, worse, to a combination of hubris
and blinding parochialism. Assessments of this type are to be found particularly in the work of
the French historian Frédéric Bozo and his American colleague Frank Costigliola. As this study
will differ with them, a brief review of their main conclusions is in order.

Bozo's Deux stratégies pour I'Europe (1996) deals specifically with the bilateral relationship
during de Gaulle’s Elysean years within the context of the Atlantic alliance and is without doubt
the most relevant here. His assessment of the American reaction to de Gaulle is determined by
his chief contention that the latter’s foreign policy, surpassing the “narrow nationalist objectives
that have long been attributed to it,” was “truly a grand design.” Bozo emphasizes that de Gaulle
genuinely aimed to bring an end to the Cold War: he carved out ‘European’ autonomy vis-a-vis
the United States, broke with the logic of opposing blocs, and actively promoted a fundamental
relaxation of East-West relations through ‘détente, entente et coopération.” Bozo does not see de
Gaulle as the cause — least of all the culprit — of the “existential” crisis within the Atlantic alliance
in the mid-1960s. He claims this crisis above all reflected “ongoing transformations of the power
relations that underpinned the international system”- in other words: Europe reemerged, the
Cold War abated, and de Gaulle was if anything the champion of an adjustment of the Cold War
alliance to these new realities. Regardless of the overriding significance he attaches to de Gaulle’s
design to ‘overcome the blocs,” Bozo disavows the “accepted wisdom” that de Gaulle sought to
weaken the Atlantic alliance. De Gaulle’s objective, Bozo finds, “was not so much to weaken
NATO as to transform the Western group of nations, if not somehow to reinforce transatlantic
ties.” (emphasis added)

Not surprisingly, therefore, Bozo finds American policies toward France under de Gaulle
seriously flawed. He criticizes the United States for resisting the validity of de Gaulle’s
revisionism and for putting its foot down to maintain the bipolar status quo. American
policymakers were stuck in their preconception that de Gaulle was above all a French nationalist
with anachronistic notions of grandeur. Their policies were “reactive” and “devoid of a truly
constructive vision to pit against de Gaulle’s design.” Only eventually did the United States feel
compelled to adopt “a more constructive and dynamic approach” — a reference to the Johnson-
led revitalization of the alliance in the wake of the French withdrawal from NATO in 1966.
Oddly, Bozo commends the United States for what at other times he has found objectionable: it
reestablished its leadership within the alliance. The United States effectively rebuilt a political and
strategic consensus within NATO, but not — Bozo notes — without integrating important

16 John Dos Passos, Journeys Between Wars (New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1938), 334.
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elements of de Gaulle’s vision. The renewed consensus stressed the desirability of détente in
East-West relations, gave a greater role to nuclear deterrence in the new alliance strategy than
envisioned at first, and tolerated the Gaullist model for military cooperation — i.e. the Lemnitzer-
Ailleret agreements — within the allied framework. Of the two strategies for Europe, however,
Bozo finds the one put forward by de Gaulle superior and largely faults the United States with a
singleminded focus on dominating the Western alliance.”

Costigliola’s France and the United States (1992), the most comprehensive chronological
account of the bilateral relationship through the Cold War, is also highly critical of American policies
with regard to France. Costigliola sharply condemns consecutive American administrations for a
fundamental unpreparedness to share power within the alliance. He portrays the Franco-American
relationship as one between, on the one hand, a hegemon systematically engaged in unilateral power
politics and, on the other hand, a particularly difficult client that resents taking orders and
consistently questions the wisdom of the schemes in which it is asked to cooperate. American
policymakers are exposed as manipulative — perhaps even hypocritical since their oft-stated
preparedness to consult allies as real partners was merely of a rhetorical nature. Irked by persistent
diatribes among American politicians and officials against “those damn French,” Costigliola finds
that most of the blame for the querulous nature of the Franco-American relationship lay in
Washington. American officials and politicians emerge from his largely narrative account as notably
insensitive to French concerns and interests. They were given to self-righteous behavior and
belittling complaints about the supposed mental lapses and feminine unsteadiness of the French.
Costigliola gives much weight to metaphors which cast de Gaulle during the Roosevelt years as an
indisposed “bride” or a “temperamental lady” and the Fourth Republic as a “weak sister”; extending
such metaphors, he typifies Ronald Reagan’s America and Frangois Mitterrand’s France as an “odd
couple.” Costigliola pronounces no distinct verdict on American approaches to France during the
1960s, except to note that when de Gaulle returned to power in 1958, “Americans generally stopped
feminizing France.” In a string of metereological metaphors, however, he suggests that what has
“most often been a cold alliance” went into “the deep freeze” in the 1960s to be followed by a “slow
thaw” only after de Gaulle’s departure.’®

While Bozo dispels interpretations of de Gaulle as a narrow-minded nationalist, Costigliola
exposes the behavior of consecutive administrations toward France as domineering and belittling.
Both call attention to a persistent American reluctance to share power with its European allies and

to a general lack of understanding in American policymaking circles of de Gaulle and his vision.

17 Bozo, Two Strategies for Europe, vii-xvii.
18 Costigliola, France and the United States, 7, 104, 121.
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Both are largely justified in this regard. The documentary record strongly suggests that the United
States was at least partially responsible for allowing the transatlantic dialogue to degenerate into a
Franco-American quarrel. It is true that many American policymakers habitually castigated de
Gaulle as a narrow-minded nationalist obsessed with grandeur. They found his opposition to
American leadership hard to swallow. They found his pretension for a distinct role for France
hardly justified given its modest national resources. They tended to set de Gaulle apart from his
political environment, narrowing down their differences with him to a confrontation between, on
the one hand, the United States and most of its allies and, on the other hand, ‘one elderly ruler in
Europe.” This attitude of ridicule and reprehension failed to do justice to the quality of de
Gaulle’s strategic vision. It also made it inherently more difficult for consecutive American
administrations to come to terms with this vision in a more constructive way.

Yet none of this can be satisfactorily explained by a supposed small-mindedness or a
singular attachment to power on the part of American policymakers. Nor is it true that American
policymakers all exhibited this attitude, or exhibited it in the same degree. In a general sense,
deprecating behavior towards de Gaulle was mostly to be found within the State Department and
less in the White House and the Defense Department. There were also important philosophical
differences between the various administrations with regard to de Gaulle. Neither Bozo nor
Costigliola has made a genuine effort to put American attitudes towards de Gaulle in perspective.
Costigliola, in particular, devotes scant analysis to the principal considerations which motivated
American policies towards France. His view of the bilateral relationship and his preoccupation with
exposing the manipulative ploys and the almost childlike recriminations on the American side
provide us with relatively little insight into the rather more complex American experience with de
Gaulle. Both disregard the fact that the strong American reaction to de Gaulle was partly due to
the latter's uniquely confrontational style and his wounding criticisms of American leadership.
They do not consider the possibility that de Gaulle sought a certain amount of friction in his
relationship with the United States in order to further his political objectives, both domestically
and internationally. Above all, no effort has been made to consider the reactions in the United
States towards de Gaulle in the context of American ideas about the transatlantic relationship,
perceptions of European history, and self-perceptions as a nation and a civilization. While | have
no reason — or desire — to exonerate Americans where criticism is due, this study makes an effort
to understand the American disposition toward de Gaulle in the historical and political context in

which American policymakers believed they operated.
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Besides a conventional study into diplomatic history, this study is a less conventional history of
ideas in American foreign policy — in this case a history of the evolution of American ideas about
the relationship to Europe.

There is, of course, a wide range of approaches to explaining the American experience
with de Gaulle. One approach is to follow the realist school of thought and to stress the
hegemonic nature of American foreign policy after World War Il. This study will indeed give
plenty of evidence for hegemonic behavior vis-a-vis the Gaullist challenge on the part of the
United States, even if it will also make clear that American hegemony was more accommodating
than is sometimes suggested. The United States was the leader and the manager of the Atlantic
alliance. It was looking for an efficient division of labor among the members of the alliance that
left its controlling position intact. The bottom line for Washington usually was to retain the
ability to control or to influence European events in its own interests. American Cold War
policies vis-a-vis France were hence aimed at fashioning it into a cooperative ally. De Gaulle,
however, had no interest in subjecting France to a division of labor drawn up in Washington.
Because Americans did not like to think of the Western alliance in hegemonic terms, they
preferred to speak of American ‘leadership.” But exercising leadership often is not all that
different from exercising hegemony, even as it reflects the degree of consent considered desirable
within the Western alliance for the charted course.

However, while the ‘hegemony approach’ thus addresses an important dynamic in the
Franco-American relationship during the Cold War, it would not add significantly to existing
interpretations. Both Bozo and Costigliola have stressed that the United States’ hegemonic
behavior, of which they are highly critical, was a chief cause of the Franco-American conflict in
the 1960s. Henry Kissinger has similarly faulted the American division-of-labor approach to the
alliance for creating unnecessary tension in the relationship:

We looked at the alliance as if it were a technical problem of assembling a certain number of
boards in which burdens were assigned on the basis of a kind of quota. Overall efficiency would
be the motive of all participants of the Atlantic relationship. There would be an appropriate
division of labor [...]. The problem for de Gaulle was not how to relate France to a division of
labor, but his conviction that before France could relate itself to anybody, it had to relate itself to

itself, that it had to have some sense of its purpose.’

19 Henry A. Kissinger, “Dealing with De Gaulle,” in: Paxton and Wahl, eds., De Gaulle and the United States, 334-335.
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By giving singular attention to how power is distributed and exercised within the Western alliance,
the ‘hegemony approach’ furthermore has the disadvantage of overlooking other important
dimensions of the American perspective on de Gaulle’s challenge. It is, in particular, less
instructive about American reactions to the political nature of this challenge. These reactions
would not have been so strong if de Gaulle’s policies had been perceived merely as the irksome
but not abnormal objections from a satellite to the dominance of the superpower.

Another approach to explaining the American experience with de Gaulle is to contrast
American and French attitudes in a more philosophical light. Charles Cogan’s Oldest Allies,
Guarded Friends (1994), for instance, provides important clues in this regard. Cogan, who spent
twenty-three years abroad for the Central Intelligence Agency acquiring inter alia first-hand
knowledge of French politics, appears to join Costigliola and Bozo in stating that the United
States has “systematically refused to give consideration to the national interests of France” and
that “too often in the past, America has seen dialogue with France as an act of ratification of its
wishes.”? But he recognizes, too, that France has been highly sensitive to real and perceived
infringements on its national independence, in particular in the areas of foreign policy and
defense. Cogan explains this not only from the country’s frightening roller-coaster ride during
World War Il and its severely weakened position after the war, but also from a particularly
French brand of nationalism which takes an exalted view of the state and believes French
civilization sends a universal message to mankind. Cogan’s analysis thus takes on a more
philosophical nature than either Costigliola or Bozo. He contrasts French and American political
cultures, societies, and historical experiences. He shows how communication is hampered by the
fact that the French tend to think of politics in abstract notions, while the pragmatic mindset of
Americans is inclined to go with what works.* Cogan also sees the impact of demographics,
noting that, in contrast to most other Europeans, the French have not emigrated en masse to the
United States. One result is that there has been no distinctly pro-French element in American
public opinion; another that American society has been predominantly shaped by its British roots.

Ultimately, Cogan believes, the Franco-American argument boils down to an uneasy
encounter between two universalist pretensions that have their roots in the two main liberal
revolutions of the eighteenth century: the American Revolution (1775-1783) and the French

Revolution (1789-1799). The American and French universalisms have accounted for overblown

20 Cogan, Oldest Allies, Guarded Friends, 203, 213.

21 Robert Mead has likewise emphasized such differences in a perceptive analysis: “The French think that Americans
always try to oversimplify a problem; the American thinks every situation is a problem that admits of a solution. All
Frenchmen think of a problem as a situation, which calls not necessarily for a solution, but for clear perception and
the hope of a gradual transformation effected more by time than by man.” Robert O. Mead, Atlantic Legacy: Essays in
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aspirations and self-perceptions on either side. They are not ideologically incompatible, allowing
for a certain fundamental solidarity arising from a shared commitment to liberty, explaining why
the two countries have found themselves on the same side when confronted with less compatible
universalisms. But they are nonetheless distinct, causing France and the United States to act on
different wavelengths. Cogan’s approach of contrasting the two universalisms is helpful to
distinguish between American-style versus French-style thinking. But it tends to overestimate the
degree to which there were two coherent or monolithic bodies of thought. It is for this reason
less helpful in explaining the diversity of responses in the United States to de Gaulle’s foreign
policy. It is furthermore less useful in comprehending its evolution in relation to the transatlantic
relationship.

This study therefore hopes to find added value by looking at the American experience
with de Gaulle from a somewhat different angle. It attempts to explain this experience in the
context of longstanding American attitudes towards Europe, of the distinct traditions which have
historically shaped American foreign policy, and of conceptions of the transatlantic relationship
that prevailed in the United States during the early decades of the Cold War. This aspect of the
study is necessary in order to gain deeper insight into the — variety of — responses in the United
States to de Gaulle; in addition, it will help us understand some of the less tangible changes in
American foreign policy as a result of the de Gaulle experience. Washington and Paris had
important interests that go a long way in explaining why they often clashed — and these will
certainly be discussed. But there was much more at play. | have come to agree with the political
scientist Philip Cerny, who has written that the Franco-American conflict of the 1960s was “the
accumulation of a series of divergences which were not so significant in themselves, but which
became crucial when set in the context of the conflict of paradigmatic perspectives.”? | have also
come to appreciate the wisdom in Polybius’ classic words, cited in the epitaph, which admonish
the historian “not [to] pay so much attention to the actual narrative of events, as to what
precedes, what accompanies, and what follows” and to consider “the discussion of why, how,
and wherefore each thing was done [...].”%

Perusing the extensive documentary record, | began to realize in particular that American
policymakers were imbued with certain notions about — the American relationship to — Europe
that prejudiced their assessments of de Gaulle. Behind the differences on a range of topics lay a

American-European Cultural History (New York: New York University Press, 1969), 230-231.

22 Philip G. Cerny, The Politics of Grandeur: Ideological Aspects of de Gaulle’s Foreign Policy (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1980), 213.

23 Polybius, Histories, Book 111, nr. 31 (Harvard University Press, 1922 thru 1927 Loeb Classical Library, vol 111,
translation by W. R. Paton), 73
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fundamental disagreement about the nature of the transatlantic relationship. To de Gaulle, there
certainly was historical solidarity between the United States and France, but there could be no
bonds which would tie both sides of the Atlantic permanently together; in the final analysis, the
Atlantic alliance was to him a temporary expediency to stave off a specific threat. Many
Americans, in contrast, had come to view the transatlantic relationship in ideological and organic
terms. The Cold War had transformed their mental map of the Atlantic Ocean, changing it from
a geographical and mental barrier into a mare nostrum. “With the development of the Atlantic
Community,” the American political philosopher Louis Halle typically observed in 1957, “it has
become instead of a broad wilderness separating two worlds or two hemispheres, a lake which
makes close neighbors of all who live on its shores.”

Was there one predominant conception of the transatlantic relationship in the United
States during the early decades of the Cold War, one that has influenced American policymakers
in thought and in action? Amid the huge diversity of views, | was struck in the course of my
archival research by persistent and widespread references to the transatlantic relationship as an
evolving Atlantic “community.” This more encompassing notion of a “community” was
furthermore elaborated in an avalanche of policy papers, historical studies, political treatises, and
citizen’s initiatives. The Atlantic community — or slight variations thereof — was the catchword in
the American political discourse from the late 1940s until the late 1960s to describe the
transatlantic relationship. It implied that the Atlantic alliance was much more than a security
response to a temporary exigency. It had unmistakable ideological and civilizational connotations.
Organizations with transatlantic membership, such as NATO and the OECD, were seen as the
expressions of an underlying reality and the harbingers of growing Atlantic unity. The notion of
an Atlantic community indeed had all the characteristics of a foreign policy paradigm.”® As a
result, there seemed to me to be some truth in the observation of two American policymakers in
1965 that “for almost twenty years America’s major foreign policy has been sustained on a
nightmare and a dream. The nightmare was the Soviet threat in Europe [...]. The dream was an
‘Atlantic Community.””?® But was there any reality to this dream? Did Americans all mean the

24 L ouis J. Halle, History, Philosophy, and Foreign Relations (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1987), 117, 120.
A State Department official who served at the Policy Planning Staff under Kennan, Halle turned his mind to political
philosophy in the 1950s after a stint at the National War College.

% |n the study of international relations, a paradigm denotes a coherent set of beliefs or assumptions about the world
which serves as a guide for thought and action in the area of foreign affairs. It is most commonly used to describe a
set of beliefs or assumptions which is seen as dominant during a given period. The concept of paradigm itself
originates in the philosophy of science, where it was developed by Thomas Kuhn in order to explain The Structure of
Scientific Revolutions (1962). For a definition of a paradigm in the realm of international relations, see Graham Evans
and Jeffrey Newnham, The Penguin Dictionary of International Relations (London: Penguin Books, 1998), 416-7.

2 Richard J. Barnet and Marcus G. Raskin, After Twenty Years: The Decline of NATO and the Search for a New Policy in
Europe (New York: Vintage Books, 1965), 1. The authors worked at respectively the State Department and the White
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same thing by it? Was it more than a rhetorical convention? In order to understand the American
reaction to de Gaulle, | first had to come to grips with the notion of an Atlantic community.

Diplomatic historians have traditionally shied away from giving much weight to the idea
of an Atlantic community in explaining the United States’ policies towards Europe during the
Cold War. Because of its admitted vagueness, it is indeed tempting to argue that this notion had a
mostly rhetorical or even propagandistic function. The Norwegian historian Geir Lundestad, for
instance, has flatly stated that “the deepest reason” for the absence of more Atlantic integration
“was quite simply that there was virtually no interest in the United States in anything that would
reduce American sovereignty.”?

The concept of the transatlantic relationship as an evolving community of like-minded
nations was nonetheless an important and influential characteristic of the perspective of the
postwar generation of American policymakers. The Atlantic community idea served as a beacon
in their view of the evolving world system, perhaps something akin to a mental map.? In this
perspective, the institutional development of organizations such as NATO and the OECD not
only seemed logical but also just the beginning of something more permanent and more desirable.
The idea of an Atlantic community was more than a hyperbolic restatement of Cold War
solidarity. The prevalence of the notion indeed reflected the fact that the transatlantic relationship
had become the object of high-strung expectations among Americans after World War I1. It was
also one premise for the activist American support for European integration and unity from the
late 1940s to the mid-1960s, for within an Atlantic community any European entity that might be
created would likely be agreeable to American interests and ideals. What is more, Atlanticism was
to most American policymakers the peacetime alternative to American isolationism and
European nationalism. In this light, as in others, they regarded de Gaulle as a dangerous
obstructionist: his foreign policy appeared to awaken ghosts of the past.

This is far from saying that all Americans in the early decades of the Cold War
unequivocally subscribed to the notion of an Atlantic community or meant the same thing by it.
On the contrary, this study suggests that its emergence as an idea in American foreign policy is to
be explained in part by its ability to wed the conservative and the liberal traditions of American
foreign policy and their essentially different approaches to Europe. Postwar American foreign

House during the Kennedy administration.

27 Geir Lundestad, “Empire” by Integration, 148.

2 For the importance of mental maps in diplomatic history, see Alan K. Henrikson, “Mental Maps,” in Michael J.
Hogan and Thomas G. Patterson, eds, Explaining the History of American Foreign Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991), 177-192. Henrikson defines mental map as a “cognitive frame on the basis of which
historians of international relations, like diplomats and others who think and act internationally, orient themselves in
the world.”
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policy can be seen as an uneasy yet reasonably effective synthesis between these two traditions,
embodied by a bipartisan foreign policy establishment that determined the broad outlines of this
policy. On the one hand, the idea of an Atlantic community could be supported from the
conservative perspective as the extension of the Anglo-American strategic partnership to Western
Europe; on the other hand, liberals tended to lend support to the Atlantic community as a scaled-
down version of Wilsonian one-worldism in the context of the Cold War. The idea of an Atlantic
community, in addition, incorporated the fundamental ambivalence felt towards Europe, making
it a kind of compromise between the tendency to limit American engagement in Europe and the
inclination to reform it. Under the pressure of the Cold War, the notion of an Atlantic
community thus helped to bridge important differences within the internationalist segment of the
American political community. This, in turn, also helps to explain both the pervasiveness and the
ambiguity that has led diplomatic historians to neglect its function.

The first part of this study is therefore devoted to understanding where each side of the
argument came from. Chapter one provides an analysis of de Gaulle’s vantage point, focusing on
the ideas underpinning his foreign policy and on his views of the United States and Europe.
Chapter two describes how Americans have approached the transatlantic relationship following
World War 1, dissecting the notion that this relationship was evolving into an ever closer
Atlantic community. It argues that postwar American diplomacy was to an important extent
defined by the interplay between the liberal and the conservative tradition in American foreign
policy, by the New World’s ambivalence toward the Old World, and by a historical evolution
from aloofness to engagement in geopolitical approaches to the European question. It suggests
that the emergence of the Atlantic community as an idea in American foreign policy is to be
explained by its ability to wed the conservative and the liberal traditions of American foreign
policy and their different approaches to Europe.

29 Parts of this chapter have been published earlier in Sebastian Reyn, Allies or Aliens? George W. Bush and the
Transatlantic Crisis in Historical Perspective (Den Haag: Atlantische Commissie, 2004), 25-120.
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Chapter One
From the Atlantic to the Urals: De Gaulle’s ‘European’ Europe and

the United States as the Ally of Ultimate Recourse

This book is about the reactions in the United States to France’s foreign policy from 1958 to
1969. It cannot, therefore, do without an investigation into this foreign policy. Since de Gaulle
was the sole master of this policy, this implies an examination of his political philosophy and his
views on — the conduct of — foreign affairs and on the United States and the transatlantic
relationship. There is no need to go extensively over ground that is well covered; the body of
scholarly work on de Gaulle and Gaullism is imposing enough. But some understanding of de
Gaulle’s perspective will help us to obtain a clearer view of the similarities and dissimilarities with
the American vantage point described in the next chapter; it will naturally cast light, too, on the
question why these perspectives led to a confrontation on many — albeit not all — issues. An
examination of de Gaulle’s body of thought is moreover instructive since it helps to steer clear of
all-too-easy stereotypical images of de Gaulle as ‘vainglorious,’ ‘haughty,” ‘authoritarian,” and ‘anti-
American’; de Gaulle was far too thoughtful a statesman to be dealt with in such a trite manner.
In addition, it must be recognized that the narrative of de Gaulle and the Americans did not
begin in 1958. In particular de Gaulle’s experience with the United States during World War 11 is
a necessary background to his relationship with the Americans in the 1960s. Besides reviewing de
Gaulle’s political philosophy, this chapter will therefore focus on the period up to and
immediately following de Gaulle’s resignation as in early 1946.

De Gaulle, France, and the Nation-State

De Gaulle and France: A Mythical Relationship

Any analysis of de Gaulle’s political views must begin by acknowledging his fealty to France; or,
more precisely, to the mythical conception of France — “dedicated to an exalted and exceptional
destiny” like “the princess in the fairy stories or the Madonna in the frescoes” — that is stirred up
in the opening lines of his War Memoirs — “inspired by sentiment as much as by reason.”*

This celebrated invocation of France as a great and radiant power despite its twentieth-

century misfortunes had not come into being in isolation. It had been nourished by de Gaulle’s

1 Charles de Gaulle, The Complete War Memoirs of Charles de Gaulle (New York: Carroll & Graff, 1998), 3.
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upbringing and by the drama of his time. Charles André Marie Joseph de Gaulle entered the
world on November 22, 1890, in the northern industrial town of Lille, as the third child and
second son of Henri de Gaulle and Jeanne Maillot. His cultural and social mindset would
continue to belong to that of the Nord, even as he grew up in Paris. “All his life long,” Paul-Marie
de la Gorce wrote, “when he called to mind the French nation it was the people of the north of

the country that he saw.”?

The older de Gaulle embodied a serious, hard-working, and ambitious
France, a far cry from the bonhomie of the south. The Parisian environment in which he was
raised was puritanically Catholic, strongly intellectual, and deeply patriotic. The de Gaulles were
well versed in French politics, history, and culture. The country’s fate was a constant topic of
conversation at the family’s dining table: his father — a teacher by profession — was “imbued with
a feeling of the dignity of France,” de Gaulle observed in his War Memoirs; his mother cherished
“an uncompromising passion for her country, equal to her religious piety.”* The young Charles
moreover possessed an extraordinary sense of self-awareness, which he linked with an equally
notable patriotic fervor. Even in boyhood, he prepared himself for a momentous contribution to
his nation’s lot: “I was convinced that France would have to go through gigantic trials, that the
interest of life consisted in one day rendering her some signal service, and that 1 would have the
occasion to do so.”*

De Gaulle’s urgent desire to rise to the call of duty was undoubtedly much reinforced by
the real threats to the French state, both internal and external, as he was growing up. The France
of his boyhood years was marked by the gaping divisions in French society exposed by the so-
called Dreyfus affair, named after a Jewish army officer on the French General Staff — Captain
Albert Dreyfus — who in 1894 was falsely charged with delivering defense secrets to Germany.
The affair pitted the conservative France of the Ancien Régime — the army, the monarchists, the
Catholics, the nationalists — against the republican France of the anti-clericals, the writers and the
artists, the freemasons, the Protestants, and the Jews. It ravaged French politics at the turn of the
century, becoming increasingly tied up with the survival of the Third Republic and bringing the
country dangerously close to civil war. De Gaulle may have been too young to experience the
affair itself: the case against Dreyfus would drag on until 1906, when the Appeal Court finally
reversed the initial conviction, but it was essentially brought to a closure when a presidential
pardon was issued in 1899. The Dreyfus affair, however, echoed for a long time in French society

2 Paul-Marie de la Gorce, De Gaulle entre deux mondes (Paris: Fayard, 1964), 40. Lacouture, too, underscores the
“indwelling influence of the Nord” on “the General’s being.” Jean Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 1890-1944;
translated from the French by Patrick O'Brian (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1990), 4-5.

3 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 3.
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(and in particular within the army). His family moreover had struggled with the issue. Although
conservative by inclination, it respected the institutions of the French Republic and was
committed to a fair and truthful treatment of the case. As de Gaulle’s father believed in Dreyfus’
innocence, the family had distanced itself from the nationalist diatribes common in conservative
circles at the time.* What ultimately saved the country, according to one historian, was “the spirit
of fonctionnarisme™ within the army, the idea that “its officers in the last resort were servants of the
state, bound by an oath to whoever held the legal authority of the government.”® When de Gaulle
chose to pursue a career in the army in 1909, at age eighteen, it was in part because of a personal
“search for a synthesis and a unity” in a society that had been bitterly divided. “The army of the
Republic,” his biographer Jean Lacouture explained, “was perhaps the only State corporation in
which there was expressed that unanimity which Charles de Gaulle dreamt of, and expressed in a
style marked with its fundamental conviction of being the pick of the nation.””

Besides the internal woes of the French state, the young de Gaulle was highly alert to the
vicissitudes of the European great power rivalry at the turn of the century. For one, the loss of
Alsace Lorraine to Germany in 1871 had shaped the outlook of generations of Frenchmen — and
de Gaulle was no exception. When still a fifteen-year old student at a Jesuit college, he wrote a
remarkable twenty-page essay describing how “General de Gaulle” would save his country from a
German-led invasion by other European powers in 1930.% And upon having joined the army, de
Gaulle prepared himself and the soldiers under his command for the coming war — which finally
came in 1914. Much of the rivalry between Europe’s great powers at the time concentrated, of
course, also on colonial issues. In 1898, French aspirations for a transcontinental African empire
had come to a humiliating end as French forces led by Captain Jean-Baptiste Marchand were
finally ordered to retreat from Fashoda (now Kodok) on the upper White Nile in the face of a
stronger British force.? France also clashed several times with Germany over colonial issues, in

particular over Morocco in 1905 and again in 1911.% Colonial squabbles like these, which

4 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 4.

5 Daniel J. Mahoney, De Gaulle: Statesmanship, Grandeur, and Modern Democracy (1996)(New Brunswick: Transaction
Publishers, 2000), 19.

6 Alfred Cobban, A History of Modern France, vol 3: 1871-1962 (London: Penguin Books, 1984), 55.

7 Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 15.

8 Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 3.

9 In 1898, French forces led by Captain Jean-Baptiste Marchand had reached Fashoda (now Kodok) on the upper
White Nile after an eighteen-month journey from Brazzaville with the aim of challenging British mastery over Egypt
and the Nile region. The British, however, who had been attempting to strengthen their strategic position in Egypt
by re-taking Sudan, were determined to thwart the challenge and were in the stronger position. Because the French
government was not prepared to risk war under these circumstances, Marchand was ultimately ordered to withdraw
and French aspirations for a transcontinental African empire came to an end.

10 The Franco-German crises over Morocco stand out because they were the only colonial clashes that had the
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revolved around prestige as much as around interests, greatly excited French public opinion and
whipped up a nationalistic fervor. Despite his young age — he was not yet ten years old during the
Fashoda crisis and twenty-one when the German gunboat Panther moored in Agadir — de Gaulle
was equally, if not more, alert to such events."* “As an adolescent,” he professed in his memoirs,
“the fate of France, whether as the subject of history or as the stake in public life, interested me
above everything.”*?

De Gaulle not only had the impatience of a pubescent performer but also the mind of an
intellectual. The de Gaulle family was one of lawyers, writers, historians, and teachers — a “family
of learning and erudition.”*® The young Charles, too, had a lively interest in history, poetry,
literature, and philosophy. His intellectual landscape was densely populated with the great writers
and philosophers of classical and French history as well as those of his own time.** De Gaulle’s
brand of patriotism, however, cannot be understood without the particular influence of the
socialist publisher-poet Charles Péguy (1873-1914). The similarities between de Gaulle’s “certain
idea of France,” as laid out on the first page of his War Memoirs, and Péguy’s writings have been
noted elsewhere, as has the oddity of their intellectual affinity.”® What de Gaulle liked about
Péguy, according to Lacouture, was that “this socialist and Dreyfusist should have become the
most fearless celebrator of French nationalism.”® He was impressed with Péguy’s argument in
the Dreyfus affair that what was at stake was not the physical security of France, as the army and
its defenders at the time contended, but its spiritual salvation. He was also enamored by Péguy’s

polemic charges against the pacifism of the socialist Jean Jaurés and his exaltation of the soldier’s

potential of provoking a full-fledged war in Europe. The first Moroccan crisis was precipitated by the landing of the
German emperor in Tangier in 1905, ultimately forcing the resignation of France’s longstanding Foreign Minister
Theophile Delcassé (1852-1923). Although the Algeciras conference of 1906, during which Theodore Roosevelt had
mediated, helped to defuse the first crisis and France emerged stronger from it, a second crisis over Morocco arose
in 1911 as the German gunboat Panther showed up in Agadir. This time the British, too, were alarmed, primarily
because the presence of a German gunboat close to Gibraltar posed a threat to British trade routes, and hostilities
were only narrowly averted.

11 See, Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 12-3. The de Gaulle family often discussed political issues, often in emotional
terms. Charles Williams, The Last Great Frenchman: A Life of General de Gaulle (1993) (London: Abacus, 1996), 16.

12 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 4.

13 Don Cook, Charles de Gaulle: A Biography (New York: Perigee Books, 1983), 27.

14 The first volume of Lettres, notes et carnets contains extracts of a great variety of books from his private notebook as
a junior officer. See: Charles de Gaulle, Lettres, notes et carnets, 1919-Juin 1940 (Paris: Plon, 1980), passim.

15 For discussions of the striking similarities between de Gaulle’s and Péguy’s conceptions of France, see e.g.:
Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 27-28; Mahoney, De Gaulle, 15; H.L. Wesseling, Certain Ideas of France: Essays on French
History and Civilization (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 2002), 117-128. Péguy’s background could hardly
be more different than that of de Gaulle: he had been born in a poor milieu in the city of Orléans, becoming a
socialist when confronted with the misery of the worker’s life in Paris. Later in life, however, he became a devout
Roman Catholic, thereby softening the contrast with de Gaulle. De Gaulle referred to Péguy in Le fil de I'épee (1932)
and in La France et son armée (Paris: Plon, 1938). Péguy’s influence is also noticeable in de Gaulle’s War Memoirs.

16 Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 27. Péguy was one of the most prominent dreyfusards (those who demanded the
acquittal of Dreyfus).
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life, with its strong sense of community and emphasis on group ethic. While Lieutenant de Gaulle
was preparing his troops for the coming war, Péguy was preparing the French mind. Like de
Gaulle, Péguy was not just a man of letters, but also a man of action: the former was wounded in
the Belgian city of Dinant in the war’s opening days, the latter died in battle a few weeks later.

Péguy’s writings were imbued with mystical notions that were to be at the core of de
Gaulle’s conception of France: the continuity and integrity of French history, the unshakeable
belief that this history endowed it with greatness and destiny, and that it gave evidence of the
unbreakable bond between the nation and its military. In particular the idea that French history
should be seen as a continuum was far from common wisdom at the time. On the contrary, the
Dreyfus affair had exposed there were two French nations engaged in a virtual war at the turn of
the century — one representing the Ancien Régime, the other the French Revolution and the
Enlightenment. “The concept of the unity of French history, in other words the synthesis of
republic and monarchy, was one of Péguy’s major contributions to French nationalism,” the
Dutch historian Henk Wesseling therefore observed.” With the possible exception of Philippe
Pétain, no one more than de Gaulle embodied this synthesis between the republic and the
monarchy as well as the symbiosis between the army and the French nation. Peguy’s notion of
the insoluble bond between France and its military was moreover manifest in de Gaulle’s own
writings, in particular in La France et son armée (1938).'® Péguy’s idea of France as a historical entity
with a life and a spirit of its own, deserving of salvation and separate from its constitutional
appearance at a given time, was later to underpin the most daring move of de Gaulle’s life: to
assume the cloak of the French state after Nazi Germany had conquered large swaths of French
territory in June 1940.

De Gaulle was not a radical in any ideological sense and he steered clear of the
xenophobic nationalism of Maurice Barrés and of Charles Maurras’ Action Francaise. But he was a
radical in defending France and his conception of it. De Gaulle even eventually came to think of
himself — or rather his political persona: General de Gaulle — as its incarnation. Before the war he
had written that it would take a “man of character” to salvage the country, not just from its
external enemies but also from the self-defeating bickering of France’s political classes, and
through his writing he appeared to be steeling himself for such a role.”® For this reason, it can be
said that on June 18™, 1940, when he called on the French to continue the war against Nazi

17 Wesseling, Certain Ideas of France, 124.

18 De Gaulle began La France et son armée with the words “La France fut faite a coups d'épée” (1) and quoted Péguy on its
title page (“Meére, voyez vos fils, qui se sont tant battus!”). De Gaulle actually had begun La France et son armée as Pétain’s
ghostwriter, but he published it under his own name when the latter began to involve other officers in the writing.
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Germany, de Gaulle came into his own: he was France. This was the “trial” he had been preparing
for since boyhood. The sense of embodiment had not left him in March 1958, when he was
approached to resume the reins of power in order to salvage the country from the Algerian crisis.

As he reminisced shortly before his death:

When | saw the politicians gathered together again for the first time, | felt at once, no mistaking
it, their hostility to everyone. They did not believe in the slightest that | was a dictator, but they
understood | represented the State. That was just as bad: the State is the devil, and if it exists, then
they do not. They lose what they value most, and that is not money but the exercise of their

vanity. They all loathe the State.?’

Whether the vanity of the ‘politicians’ was greater than de Gaulle’s vanity is, of course, a
debatable question. The least one can say is that there may be different kinds of vanities. De
Gaulle’s vanity appeared not to be personal — in private he was a man of modest ways — but
something far larger: the vanity of a whole nation. To de Gaulle, French interests and the unity of
the French people were always of primordial importance. Since France — its interests, its
aspirations, its continuation as an independent nation — was forever uppermost in his mind, there

can be no doubt that he was a nationalist.

The Primacy of the Nation-State and Foreign Policy

Given this devotion to France, it is not surprising that to de Gaulle the nation-state was the sole
entity that genuinely mattered in politics. In his perspective, a strong state was indispensable for
giving structure and meaning to national political life. It was required for fulfilling the most
elementary of all human needs, that of security; it was also the tool par excellence for realizing the
collective aspirations of a people. “I regarded the state not [...] as the parties wished it to become
once more, a juxtaposition of private interests which could never produce anything but weak
compromise, but instead an institution of decision, action and ambition, expressing and serving
the national interest alone,” de Gaulle wrote. In this view, all areas of policy tended to become a
function of foreign policy. What is more, de Gaulle’s conception of the state’s functions required

the presence of a strong executive at its core rather than a system of checks and balances. “In

19 See in particular Le fil de I'épee, 33-60.
20 André Malraux, Felled Oaks: Conversation With de Gaulle (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971), 82-83.
Originally published in French as Les chénes qu’on abat.
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order to make decisions and determine measures, it [the state] must have a qualified arbitrator at
its head.”*

De Gaulle’s conception of the state as giving fibre to the will of a nation moreover
entailed that he could not conceive of any authority or community legitimately transcending it.
International organizations were essentially societies of nation-states. They did not possess
political legitimacy on their own, nor should they be allowed to usurp it. The perennial reality of
the nation-state moreover led him to regard the conduct of foreign affairs as the management of
bilateral relationships in a constantly changing balance of power rather than as the maneuvering
within a multilateral framework. This did not mean that de Gaulle was opposed to all forms of
international organization. He proved capable of envisaging a mechanism for policy coordination
between a small number of nation-states in his tripartite memorandum proposal of September
1958 (which will be discussed in chapter three) and an intergovernmental network of organized,
regular consultations between nation-states as proposed in his 1961 plan for a European union
(see chapter five). But he never departed from his basic belief that the nation-state is the building
block of the international system. He was profoundly sceptical of the United Nations — “les
nations dites unies” — and stipulated that France would maintain “la plus grande réserve” toward it
He abhorred the idea that France should be submerged in a multilateral system that sought to
transcend national sovereignty, be it European integration or NATO’s integrated military
structure. It would, de Gaulle believed, amount to an abdication of the unalienable responsibility
of any nation-state to its people.

There is hence little doubt that de Gaulle was a foreign policy realist and that this puts
him squarely in the camp of conservative thinkers about international affairs. “Logic and
sentiment do not weigh heavily in comparison with the realities of power,” he declared in his War
Memoirs (in the context of describing his meeting with President Roosevelt in July 1944). “What
matters is what one takes and what one can hold on to; [...] to regain her place, France must
count only on herself.”? In the same conservative vein, he regarded force as an intrinsic part of
life and — as he wrote in Le fil de I'ipée — not without virtue since its application was “the
prerequisite of movement and the midwife of progress.”* De Gaulle’s approach to international
affairs certainly had little in common with the Wilsonianism that had inspired the League of
Nations or the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928, which renounced war for all time. He censured the

21 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 780.

22 “Conférence de presse tenue au Palais de I'Elysée, 11 Avril 1961,” De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 3, Avec le
renouveau, 294-296.

2 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 575.
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treaty-based policies of French Foreign Minister Aristide Briand and his supporters as
“shamefully denationalizing.”? France, he lamented in Vers I'armée de métier (1934), had become
the “Pénélope” of international politics, weaving her web of parchment agreements as the
international dangers multiplied. “This liberal understanding of which we are so prodigal is not
reciprocated,” de Gaulle warned; on the contrary, “the egotism of nations becomes more and
more stubborn.”® In his view, national power was therefore the deciding factor. From 1932 to
1937, as a relatively junior yet already imposing officer at the Secretariat-General of the Conseil
Supérieur de la Défense Nationale, de Gaulle had been intimately involved in the preparation of war
with Germany — a war that he considered inevitable. It persuaded him that the impending battle
required the effective mobilization of the nation’s resources. Good will was not enough; force —
in particular, military force — was indispensable. And instead of seeking peace through solemn
but unrealistic treaty pledges, the situation required hard-nosed alliances of convenience with
Germany’s foes. “It is a question of surviving,” he wrote to his mother in defense of the Franco-
Russian Pact of 1935; “all the rest is mere words.” “Il s'agit de survivre, tout le reste est
littérature.”?’

This emphasis on the importance of national power in international affairs is not to say
that de Gaulle believed that this power be applied without restraint. On the contrary, he was an
proponent of the judicious, non-ideological approach to balance-of-power politics typical of the
pre-revolutionary days and exemplified by Cardinal Richelieu and Louis XIV. The French
diplomacy of the Ancien Régime, he eulogized in La France et son armée (1938), exhibited the “just
proportion between the ends pursued and the forces of the state.” France was almost continually
at war, “but the wars of the period rarely aroused great national passions” and “the majority of
Frenchmen [...] were to be allowed to live their lives peacefully.”? De Gaulle was, it should be
stressed, far from an unqualified admirer of Napoleon. As a military man, he inevitably admired
the military genius and the bravura of the Corsican. But de Gaulle criticized the self-annointed
emperor’s lack of moderation in no uncertain terms. For it was Napoleon’s unbending drive for
continental hegemony through military conquest that ultimately had left France bereaved and at

the mercy of its enemies. “The nature of imperial power pushed France into an infernal cycle of

2 De Gaulle, Le fil de I'épee, viii.

2% |n a letter to his father of November 2, 1929. In: De Gaulle, Lettres, notes et carnets, 1919-Juin 1940, 354.

2 De Gaulle, Vers I'armée de métier (Paris: Presses Pocket, 1963) (1934), 26-27. In Homer’s Odyssey, Penelope is
Odysseus’s wife, who was beset by suitors when her husband did not return after the fall of Troy. She put them off
by saying that she would marry only when she had finished the piece of weaving on which she was engaged, every
night unravelling the work she had done during the day.

27.0n de Gaulle’s years at the Secretariat-General of the Conseil Supérieur de la Défense Nationale, see Lacouture, The
Rebel, 118-128. De Gaulle’s letter to his mother is reprinted in: Lettres, notes et carnets, 1919-Juin 1940, 441-443.
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battles,” de Gaulle concluded. “Once the ratio between the end and the means is snapped, the
maneuvers of a genius are in vain.” Napoleon thus compared unfavorably to the governments of
the old regime, who “strove incessantly to increase their territory, to support their allies and to
weaken their rivals, but they avoided great jolts, ruptures of the equilibrium and upheavals.” De
Gaulle could be uncompromising in his defense of the French interest, but he was not a
warmonger.

The primacy de Gaulle accorded to the nation-state in the international system was
furthermore not just a result of his penchant for realism. It was equally influenced by the
romantic nationalism of the nineteenth and early twentieth century, according to which the state
derived its political legitimacy from the particular attributes and the unity of those it governed.
De Gaulle's views of the nation-state can in particular be compared to those of the early
Romantic nationalism of Johann Gottfried von Herder (1744-1803). This German poet and
philosopher posited that the geography determined the economy of a people and its customs and
identity, and talked of the “physiology of the whole national group,” a life form imbued with a
“national spirit” and the “soul of the people” (Volksgeist). Besides a political and legal entity, a
nation was organic, whole, and sui generis. De Gaulle likewise regarded the nation-state as the
principal vehicle of the collective personality of those who were reared within its realm. He
interpreted the behavior of nation-states as if they had a personality, with a life of its own,
instilled by largely immutable facts of geography, religion, language, culture, and historical
experience. The English were thus “insulaire” and “maritime” — a trading nation with global
connections; the Germans, haunted by a restless and uncertain ambition engendered by the
combination of their economic and cultural achievements and their central geographic situation;
Italy, “the sorrowful mother of a dead Empire”; the Jews, “un peuple d’élite, sir de lui-méme et
dominateur”; the Chinese, “une race, ou la capacité patiente, laborieuse, industrieuse des
individus a, depuis des millénaires, péniblement compensé son défaut collectif de méthode et de
cohesion...”; and so on.*® “He who is France,” Jean Lacouture poignantly remarked, “speaks

better with nations than with men.”*

28 De Gaulle, La France et son armée, 47-48.

2 De Gaulle, La France et son armée, 109, 110, 63. De Gaulle devotes a long chapter on Napoleon (pages 109-150). On
de Gaulle’s assessment of Napoleon, see also: Mahoney, De Gaulle, 6-8, 36-38.

30 On England, see de Gaulle’s press conference of 14 January 1963; on Italy, see Malraux, Felled Oaks, 16; on Israel
and the Jews, see press conference of 27 November 1967; on the Chinese, see press conference of 31 January 1964.
For the texts of these press conferences, see Discours et messages, vol. 4, Pour I'effort, (Paris: Plon, 1970) and Discours et
messages, vol. 5, Vers le terme, Février 1966-Avril 1969 (Paris: Plon, 1970).

31 Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 333.
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One result of de Gaulle’s views on the perennial pre-eminence of the nation-state was
that he attributed little consequence to the ideological disposition of a regime. Reason of state
was a more important explanation of a nation’s behavior than ideological persuasion. The first
motive was lasting and deep-seated, whereas the latter was essentially temporary and superficial.
“L'étendard de I'idéologie ne couvre en réalité que des ambitions,” he said in a press conference
in 1963, elucidating his refusal to comment on the ideological rivalry between Moscow and
Beijing.* Ideology was to de Gaulle, as Le Monde’s editor André Fontaine wrote, “transitory,
while the fact of nations endures — and with it the fundamental rivalries, born of geography and
nourished by history.”* De Gaulle’s views were therefore teleological and ontological rather than
ideological: he interpreted human behavior and events as part of a predestined historical process
and expressions of the fundamental nature of people and nations, not as a result of some
organized collection of ideas about how society should work.> His aversion to interpret events
from an ideological vantage point undoubtedly also reflected his quest for national unity, since
ideological divisions were a major threat to this unity. De Gaulle’s assessment that the role of
ideology in international affairs was marginal certainly affected his view of the Cold War. While
he did not discount the ideological threat of communism, more than any other statesman he
stressed that reasons of state were more important factors, thus putting the United States and the
Soviet Union on the same moral plane. This assessment, too, typified him as a conservative and
realist. It also revealed, once again, the primacy de Gaulle accorded to the nation-state and the
destiny of France. The nation-state was to him the prime vehicle of historical reality, which
caused the political scientist Edward Kolodziej to compare its role in Gaullist thought to that of
classes in Marxist theory: “Where Marxism portrays history as the struggle of classes, Gaullism
speaks of the rise and fall of nations.”* De Gaulle’s military and political career was wedded to
the decline of French power rather than its rise. He rose to prominence because of France’s near
eclipse in World War II; in 1958, he was requested to resume the levers of power in order to
restore stability to a France riven by the Algerian conflict. At the same time, de Gaulle sought to
embody and symbolize France’s continuation and hence resurgence as a major power. In the

words of his biographer Jean Lacouture:

The philosophy inspiring Charles de Gaulle’s diplomatic words and actions is simple and strong:

32 Press conference, 23 July 1963. De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 4.

33 André Fontaine, “What is French Policy?” Foreign Affairs, XLV, October 1966, 59.

34 See, e.g., Cerny, The Politics of Grandeur, chapter two.

35 Edward A. Kolodziej, French International Policy Under de Gaulle and Pompidou: The Politics of Grandeur (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1974), 23.
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all human activity is ordered around the nation, which in turn is shaped by history and geography,
armed by the State, held together by common interests, animated by culture and led by a hero.
[...] His foreign policy was merely a long march in which France would be dragged back to the

position it once could claim in the pantheon of nations.®

Grandeur and Independence

Since de Gaulle understood that the classic ingredients of power were shifting away from France,
his foreign policy program comprised a reinvention of French power. The old ingredients —
military prowess, economic and industrial strength, colonial empire, diplomatic standing — had to
be replaced or amplified with new ones. In general terms, to speak in today’s international affairs
jargon, it had to rely more on ‘soft’ power and less on ‘hard’ power (although the latter remained
important and had to be updated in the nuclear age).” This reinvention of French power was
required above all by the Cold War dominance of the United States and the Soviet Union and by
the unstoppable process of decolonization. At the same time, however, it could not do without
references to France’s time-honored place in international affairs. De Gaulle’s view of ‘eternal’
France demanded that the story of the nation be told in terms of continuity as well as renewal.
The reinvention of French power under these circumstances implied there was an inevitable but
conscious gap in Gaullist foreign policy: the gap between the modest means available to the
French state relative to the superpowers and the pretension to play a prominent role. Two
notions require closer inspection in this regard: ‘grandeur’ and ‘independence.’ Such an inspection
is justified as well because of their significance for Franco-American relations; many Americans
did not share de Gaulle’s exalted view of France’s position in the world and did not consider it
justified on the basis of means or historical record. They thus had little patience for the gap in
Gaullist foreign policy between means and ambition, deriding it as folly — folie de grandeur.

The first thing that must be said about the notion of grandeur is that it had an important

domestic function.® Much of de Gaulle’s political program was geared towards getting the

3 Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 1945-1970; translated from the French by Alan Sheridan (New York: W.W.
Norton & Company, 1992), 211.

37 The term ‘soft power’ was coined by Harvard University professor Joseph Nye, who remains its most prominent
proponent, in Bound to Lead: The Changing Nature of American Power (1990). He further developed the concept in Soft
Power: The Means to Success in World Politics (2004). ‘Soft power,” according to Nye, is the ability to get what you want by
attracting and persuading others to adopt your goals. In the case of Gaullist foreign policy, one might add
intransigent diplomatic opposition as an element of soft power. Soft power differs from hard power, the ability to
use the carrots and sticks of economic and military might to make others follow your will.

3 |n particular Philip Cerny has underscored the domestic meaning of de Gaulle’s policy of grandeur: “The real
significance of de Gaulle’s idea of grandeur is [...] as a symbol, and not as a means to extend French power.” Cerny,
The Politics of Grandeur, 6-7.
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French to retrieve their amour propre. The future of France as a sovereign state, he believed, was
contingent on the conviction among the French that their country means something to humanity
as a whole. Grandeur became an important ingredient of Gaullist foreign policy in part because it
addressed a deep political and psychological need among the French for reassurance in a time of
decline. It entailed positioning France as a paragon of civilization and a moral force on the basis
of its historical, political, and cultural achievements. It referred to — and cultivated — an ambition
to be regarded as pertinent to the course of world events. It was built on the ardent desire de
Gaulle expressed as early as in 1934: “de jouer un grand rdle dans de grands événements” (“to
play a great role in great events”).* De Gaulle’s other writings also gave ample sustenance to the
‘domestic’ interpretation of grandeur. It was, above all, articulated in the incomparable words on
the opening page of de Gaulle’s War Memoirs:

The positive side of my mind assures me that France is not really herself unless in the front rank;
that only vast enterprises are capable of counterbalancing the ferments of dispersal which are
inherent in her people; that our country, as it is, surrounded by the others, as they are, must aim
high and hold itself straight, on pain of mortal danger. In short, to my mind, France cannot be

France without greatness. (“La France ne peut étre la France sans la grandeur.”)*

As such, grandeur was a foreign policy guideline that resonated easily in French society; it
was specific enough to reverberate broadly and vague enough not to alienate even the French
Communists. The pretension to speak for an international constituency that was much broader
than France, the desire for status and independence, and an attitude of inflexibility in negotiations
were broadly supported and were features of French diplomacy even during the Fourth
Republic.** Most Frenchmen are moreover not devoid of a sense of cultural superiority, believing
that France — even as it may no longer rank among the most powerful — is a moral superpower;
this view, incidentally, is not much dissimilar to the popular American image of the United States
as a ‘city upon a hill.’

In addition, the notion of grandeur did serve to enhance French influence abroad. It
appealed to the psychology of power inherent in Hobbes' adage that the “reputation of power, is
power; because it draweth with it the adherence of those that need protection.”** Grandeur, in

Raymond Aron’s estimation, is “power recognized by others, power whose fame spreads [...]
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across the world.”* Or as Michael Harrison wrote: “Grandeur is secured when France receives
the homage of the world and her status is recognized and confirmed in the behavior of others.”*
In fact, in the absence of the physical components of great power, the aspiration to count for
something more than the sum of these components had become one of the most vital political
assets of French foreign policy. De Gaulle’s politics of grandeur both reflected the fact that
France had little power to wield and served to disguise it. It turned the relative absence of power
into a virtue and an asset, thereby enhancing France’s international position. While it drew from a
large reservoir of sentiment and nostalgia, it was therefore a rational approach to furthering the
interests of the French state in an international environment dominated by other powers.

De Gaulle’s notion of grandeur was closely related to that of ‘independence’ in that, as
Stanley Hoffmann once observed, “independence is the condition of grandeur.” ** An
‘independent’ foreign policy above all meant that France retained the right to decide for itself,
without such a decision being imposed by “any other State or by any other collective body.”*® De
Gaulle’s emphasis on a foreign policy autonomously arrived at did not negate the reality of
interdependence in international relations; de Gaulle was a realist enough not “to confuse
national independence with self-sufficiency.” “ He considered a system of international
cooperation entirely feasible and even necessary for the preservation of peace. But he was not
prepared to engage in institutional bonds that would subject France to the decisions of others.
The fact that France was relatively short of power was hardly a reason to be more accepting of
supranational integration or of the will of more powerful nations. On the contrary, it made it all
the more incumbent on France to preserve a measure of independent judgment, for the
alternative was that it would gradually be subsumed in a larger entity that was not of its own
making. The intransigent defense of the national interest was one way — and a fairly effective one
— for a medium power such as France to hold its own against greater powers in an
interdependent world. It reduced the implications of French dependence in an interdependent
world to more tolerable and manageable proportions and it enhanced the French position in an
inherently competitive international system. What is more, an ‘independent’ foreign policy served

to strengthen the self-awareness and sense of unity among the French, as it allowed them to think
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they were making a difference in the world. De Gaulle’s claim to independence in the conduct of
foreign affairs thus gave fibre to his politics of grandeur.

The implications of the primacy of the nation-state and the notions of grandeur and
independence were most apparent in the military realm. The glory of the nation was expressed
through its military. In de Gaulle’s view, national defense was considerably more than a system of
military measures designed to protect a state against foreign adversaries. National defense was the
core responsibility and the primary source of legitimacy of the state, and hence could not be
entrusted to others. “The defense of France must be French,” de Gaulle declared in his legendary
speech to the Ecole Militaire of November 3, 1959. “The Government’s raison d’étre has always
been the defense of the independence and integrity of the territory. [...] If, therefore, a
government lost its essential responsibility, it would lose by the same token its justification.”*
And in 1960, in a press conference, he asked: “How indeed in the long run could a government, a
parliament, a people give their money and their services with all their heart in time of peace, and
make their sacrifices in time of war, for a system in which they are not responsible for their own
defense?” In de Gaulle’s view, the French defense effort could only be sustained if its defense,
“while being of course combined with that of other countries,” remained national in character.*®
To him, the allied system of military integration that had been built up under NATO’s banner in
the 1950s was thus an anathema.

De Gaulle’s reading of the significance of grandeur and independence in relation to
national defense was carried to its full implications in the nuclear realm. In the 1959 speech to the
Ecole Militaire, he revealed his ambition to build “a [nuclear] force capable of acting exclusively on
our behalf, a force which has been conveniently called a force de frappe susceptible to deployment
anywhere at any time.”*® This ambition, as Wilfrid Kohl has pointed out, was inspired more by
considerations of a political nature than by military requirements: de Gaulle presumed that the
existence of such a force would in particular give France political clout vis-a-vis both its enemies
and its allies.”* The development of an ‘independent’ nuclear force was indeed central to de
Gaulle’s foreign policy from the moment of his return to power in 1958. It was both the most
physical and the most symbolic evidence of his determination to ensure a position ‘in the first

rank’ for France. It was the only way in which France could hope to deter Soviet aggression with
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means of its own (i.e. without being wholly dependent on the United States). And it was the
surest way of strengthening France’s position vis-a-vis its allies, in particular the United States
and Germany.

The emphasis on grandeur and independence can also be seen to have greatly influenced
the style of de Gaulle’s foreign policy. It meant that much of French foreign policy under de
Gaulle had a highly symbolic quality; its rhetorical profile was at least as important as its real and
often more pragmatic stance in negotiations. It also entailed a refusal to act as “demandeur,”
meaning a party that asks for favors, since this would enhance France’s dependence on the
willingness of other nations to — continue to — grant it favors and thereby potentially reduce its
self-esteem. In the defense of the national interest, France had to be impervious to the interests
and opinions of others. The disinclination to act as a demandeur was, again, most obvious in the
nuclear realm. Although de Gaulle was a strong proponent of an autonomous French nuclear
program, he was not principally opposed to purchasing American nuclear technology.” But he
would never openly request it, nor would he have accepted any strings attached. Great Britain’s
growing dependence on American nuclear assistance, which reduced it more than once to the
humiliating position of a satellite reliant on the sustained munificence of the superpower, was an
abomination to de Gaulle. French diplomacy could not claim independence unless it
disassociated itself from the United States.

In addition, the notions of grandeur and independence influenced de Gaulle’s
constitutional ideas. It implied that only a strong presidency could credibly pose as executor of
the nation’s independent will and assume the near-monarchical allure associated with grandeur.
Only a strong president could be expected to rise above the level of party politics and to
incarnate the general interest. De Gaulle’s profile as a leader was laden with heroic symbolism.
Apart from his commanding personality, this image was the result of a calculated policy to
minimize internal dissension and maximize the effect of the nation’s external policies. It even
required him to make a deliberate distinction between the public and the private de Gaulle. The
downside to all this posing, however, was that it fostered the image of de Gaulle as haughty, self-
absorbed, and unbearably obdurate. Among non-Frenchmen, it tended to repel rather than to
attract. The record of the effectiveness of de Gaulle’s politics of grandeur in the international
domain would therefore be decidedly mixed. But there is no question that he succeeded in

52 In his address to the Ecole militaire on November 3, 1959, for instance, he explicitly kept open the possibility of
purchasing nuclear weapons. De Gaulle, Discours et Messages, 3: 127.
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forging a lasting national consensus on the perimeters of French foreign policy and in providing a

presidential leadership model that none of his successors could afford to ignore.

A Conservative in the Modern Age

Neither the fate of France nor the nation-state was the be-all and end-all of politics to de Gaulle.
A review of de Gaulle’s political ideas and values would certainly be inadequate if it did not
include an examination of him as a conservative statesman. Such a review is all the more
pertinent for our purposes because his conservative outlook shaped his appraisal of the United
States as a civilization model. Vice versa, this review will be instructive because the precise make-
up of his conservatism was often mistaken by his detractors in the United States and elsewhere
for reactionary; de Gaulle, however, was not a man who could be easily dismissed as the
backward-looking representative of the old school of European politicians.

In many ways, de Gaulle was a conventional French conservative. He was raised a devout
Catholic with a steadfast belief in the ‘natural order of things.” He deeply valued social cohesion
and stability and was averse to unrestrained and dislocating capitalism. And he was, of course, a
military man who cherished many of the values that appear to come with the profession —
discipline, order, and a deep attachment to the state. But he was not ‘conservative’ in all senses of
the word. Far from being reactionary, de Gaulle sought in various ways to bring his views in
agreement with the requirements of the modern age. His penchant for going against the accepted
wisdom of the establishment often even put him in the role of the dissenter. In spite of his
conservative outlook on matters of politics and society, his record would therefore also become
that of a “rebel”* and a modernizer.

This combination of an intrinsic conservatism and a receptivity for modernity was first of
all obvious in his professional domain, that of the military. In the aftermath of World War I,
France possessed the world’s most powerful military force — “la premiére du monde,” as the
young Charles asserted to his father in 1919.% During the 1920s, the French army was still so
large that British and American commentators found the country “militaristic” and “obsessed
with security.”* Military dominance, however, also fostered an attitude among its military leaders
that was deeply averse to modernization. Following the Locarno Pact of 1925, which ensured the
diplomatic rehabilitation of Germany in return for a non-aggression pact between France,

Germany, and Belgium (underwritten in turn by Britain and Italy), France began to invest heavily
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in defensive fortifications in order to further insure itself against a future Germany military threat.
As a young officer given to impatience and extraordinary self-assurance, de Gaulle had no
sympathy for the outmoded thinking that led to the Maginot Line (so called after Minister of War
André Maginot). From the mid-1920s onwards, through his writings and lectures at France’s
military schools, he earned the reputation of a firebrand continually at odds with the military
establishment (despite the tutelage he received from France’s “military god” Marshal Phillipe
Pétain).® In Vers l'armée de métier (1934), then lieutenant-colonel de Gaulle castigated the defensive
and old-school stratagems of the French general staff. “Tomorrow the professional army will
move entirely on caterpillar wheels,” he prophesied.”” His advocacy of a radical overhaul of the
French military by building up professional armored forces equipped with armored vehicles and
trained in rapid manoeuvre was not well received by his superiors, inviting criticism from those
who continued to discount the importance of the tank on the battlefield as well as those who
valued citizen armies. His dogged insistence on the matter earned him the nickname colonel Motor
among his fellow officers and ultimately even led to a fall-out with Pétain.*® In January 1940, a
few months before the war, de Gaulle was still trying to convince the leadership of his ideas on
mechanized warfare in a remarkable memorandum sent to eighty military and political top
officials.*® Germany’s stunning application of mechanized military maneuver in the spring of
1940 would gain him belated — albeit overblown — recognition as a pioneer in this field.” “During
those difficult hours I could not help imagining what the mechanized army of which | had so
long dreamed could have done,” de Gaulle mourned in his War Memoirs.®* In terms of military

matters, de Gaulle was clearly on the side of modernity.®
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De Gaulle’s ability to unite his conservatism with liberal modernity — as opposed to its
fascist and communist alternatives — was, however, most observable in other areas. This ability
was arguably most significant in relation to constitutional matters. For most of his political life,
de Gaulle has had to defend himself against charges of protofascism and Bonapartism, which
greatly unnerved him. His military background, his authoritarian bearing, his low opinion of
‘politicians,” his daring claim to personify France, the personal cult — all of these aspects gave
sustenance to doubts about his democratic standards from the outset. His views were frequently
associated with rightwing thinkers considered unsavory; or as Resistance leader Emmanuel
d’Astier once observed, de Gaulle “was to make of Nietzsche, Charles Maurras and Machiavelli a
very personal salad.” Such assessments, however, rested on superficial analysis. “There is
obviously a good deal of Nietzsche in the superman de Gaulle created and became,” the British
journalist Nora Beloff — not a friend of de Gaulle — wrote in 1963, but she agreed that “his
orthodox Catholic upbringing and convictions always made it impossible for him to accept the
cult of physical violence and totalitarianism adopted by other Nietzsche disciples.”® De Gaulle
also rejected Maurras’ reactionary nationalism and monarchism, considering it outmoded and
extremist; de Gaulle accepted — and even stood up for — France’s republican form of
government.** He viewed liberal democracy as an important legacy of European history and an
unalienable part of Western civilization. And if de Gaulle was Machiavellian, his Machiavellianism
was little more than the “moderate Machiavellianism recognized by the classical political
philosophers or by reasonable observers of political life as a constituent and permanent element

of politics™® —

not the unprincipled pursuit of the personal or national interest that is normally
conjured up. Moreover, while de Gaulle’s radical-minded patriotism and his tendency to ground

his policies on the “general will” earned him the epithet of “revolutionary Jacobin,”®® he was in
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truth far too moderate and too fond of order and stability to be considered a twentieth-century
disciple of Robespierre.

Any thorough analysis of his political views must therefore conclude that de Gaulle was a
firm supporter of French democratic values and institutions. “In the great argument between
democracy and dictatorship,” as Lacouture put it, “Charles de Gaulle has never hesitated about
which side to take.”® Such an analysis would also have to acknowledge his early and consistent
rejection of totalitarianism, in both its fascist and its communist guises. De Gaulle, despite his
authoritarian style, was not susceptible to dictatorial temptation. For absolute rule was bound to

degenerate into despotism and could only end in debacle, as he declared in 1946:

What is dictatorship but a great adventure? Its beginning undoubtedly appears advantageous. [...]
But it is the destiny of dictatorships to indulge in excesses. [...] In the end, the spring breaks. The
nation again finds itself broken and in a worse condition than it had been before the adventure

began.®®

De Gaulle had his share of misgivings about democratic politics, as is well known. But
this did not connote that he rejected the democratic system of government. In this regard, his
approach to democracy was not dissimilar to that of Alexis de Tocqueville, the nineteenth-
century French aristocrat whose penetrating analysis of the burgeoning democratic order in the
New World in De la démocratie en Amérique (1835) had raised concerns about the implications of
individualism and materialism on the social fabric of society and on the standard of democracy.
Like Tocqueville, de Gaulle accepted the new democratic order as the wave of the future and
acknowledged the value of an open society based on individual liberty. Both also tried, however,
to square their dedication to liberty and social stability with their fear for the conformity and
materialism of an egalitarian society.*

One particular challenge that democracy faces was, in de Gaulle’s view, the seemingly
endless struggle to establish a leadership capable of counteracting disunion without inviting
tyranny. “[...] Even as | dismissed the notion of my own despotism,” he declared in his War
Memoirs, “I was no less convinced that the nation required a regime whose power would be
strong and continuous.”™ De Gaulle spelled out his constitutional views most clearly in his

Bayeux speech of June 16, 1946. Not only did he denounce dictatorship, he also stated that in
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order to inoculate democracy against anarchy and moral confusion — and thereby reinforce the
yearning for dictatorship — it needed an elite devoted to the nation — “exercising a kind of priestly
function based on sacrifice and example” — as well as a strong head of state as “arbiter above
political contingencies” and guarantor of “national independence” — indeed as the focal point of
national politics. De Gaulle proposed to invest the president with the power to dissolve
parliament and to invoke special emergency powers; a two-house legislature meanwhile would
limit itself to legislative functions. He only stopped short of proposing the election of the head of
state by universal suffrage, explaining later that he did not want to conjure up memories of the
first election of this kind in France (which had brought Louis-Napoléon Bonaparte to power in
1848, who would go on to stage a coup four years later).™

In de Gaulle’s view, democracy hinged on the quality of leadership. It is therefore not
surprising that he had given much thought to the marks of an effective leader in modern society.
De Gaulle never viewed himself as a professional ‘politician’ and always maintained a disdainful
distance from the political class. Neither was he a populist, even though he repeatedly sought to
obtain his legitimacy directly from the people’s vote. “A leader of this quality is inevitably distant,
for there can be no authority without prestige, nor prestige unless he keeps his distance” he wrote
in Le fil de Iépee.”? The leadership he considered necessary in a democracy was of a heroic kind.
The leader must build on popular consent, but his prime feature is that of self-sufficiency. “When
faced with events,” he declared, “the man of character has recourse to himself.”” It was in this
conception of a leader as a “man of character” that de Gaulle was probably most influenced by
the philosopher Henri-Louis Bergson (1859-1941).” Bergson, who enjoyed popularity in the early
decades of the twentieth century as a celebrity, was a leading critic of rationalism and the belief
that progress could be achieved through the scientific approach; evolution, he argued, was rather
the result of élan vital, or ‘creative impulse.” Importantly, Bergson also ranked intuition above
analysis. “It is Bergson,” de Gaulle stressed in Le fil de I'épée, “who has shown that the only way in
which the human mind can make direct contact with reality is by intuition, by combining his
instinct with his intelligence.”” The true leader in de Gaulle's eyes — and the leader de Gaulle

strove to become — relies on a perspicacity instilled by intuition as much as by logic.
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De Gaulle’s aptitude for combining his conservatism with the conditions of liberal
modernity was also evident in the social and economic domain. De Gaulle was both a proponent
of economic modernization and deeply apprehensive about its effects on the social fabric of
society. On the one hand, France needed to be in the forefront of economic and technological
development in order to justify and to uphold its position in the first rank. This, he understood,
required a degree of modernization and hence economic liberalization. It is the main reason why,
on a visit to the United States in August 1945, he asked Jean Monnet to engineer the
modernization of the French economy with the infusion of American dollars, a request that led
to the Monnet Plan.™

On the other hand, de Gaulle dreaded the dehumanizing effects of modernity and the
implications of economic dependency on national sovereignty. “Would the working classes be
the victim or the beneficiary of technical progress?” he asked in his War Memoirs.”” De Gaulle’s
statements and social policies echoed Péguy’s thesis that the real conflict was between France and
the pernicious and debasing influence of money and machinery. He may have been even more
significantly affected by the socially conscious Roman Catholicism expressed in Rerum Novarum,
the influential encyclical issued by Pope Leo XIII in 1891, and in the works of René de la Tour
du Pin (1834-1924).” De Gaulle certainly proved himself to be a strong proponent of social
legislation and of imposing specific constraints on economic liberalization. As early as March
1944, he proclaimed a range of measures in order to promote social stability and cohesion in
postwar France as well as to protect national economic interests.”

De Gaulle’s well known address at Oxford University on November 25, 1941, is probably
the clearest expression of his views on the problems of modern civilization. In this speech, he
described individual liberty as being under threat from the standardizing influence of
modernization and globalization. One passage is worth quoting at some length because de Gaulle
appeared not just to take aim at the mass ideologies of fascism and communism, but also to raise
the spectre of Americanization:
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The change in our mode of life due to machinery, the growing aggregation of humanity, and the
widespread uniformity imposed on society have all combined to strike hard at individual liberty.
In a world where human beings are herded together for work and pleasure, and where even their
thoughts and interests are determined for them; in a world where housing conditions, clothing,
and food are gradually standardized; where everyone reads the same thing in the same papers at
the same time; where, from one end of the earth to the other, they see the same films and hear
the same news, ideas, and music broadcast; in a world where, at the same hours, similar means of
transport take people to the same workshops and offices, restaurants and canteens, sports-
grounds and theaters, to the same buildings, blocks, or courts for work, food, recreation, and rest;
where men and women are similarly educated and informed, and all lead the same busy life and
share the same worries, it is only obvious that freedom of choice tends to disappear, and
individuality — the “essential 1” — finds it increasingly difficult to survive. The result is a kind of
general mechanization in which only a tremendous effort can preserve the individual as such. This
is all the more true since the masses, far from reacting against such standardization, are actually
developing a taste for it and encouraging the process.8

De Gaulle accepted that economic strength hinged on the ability of market forces to play
themselves out and understood that France had to be in on the game or be marginalized. But
there is also no doubt that de Gaulle’s social and cultural criticism of the capitalist system was
fundamental. This criticism moreover had important moral overtones. “For a long time,” he
declared in Memoirs of Hope, “I had been convinced that modern mechanized society lacks a
human incentive to safeguard its equilibrium.” The postwar social security system that he had

helped to implement reduced its excesses, but could not salvage its morality:

A social system which reduces the worker — however respectably paid — to a tool or a cog is [...]
at variance with the nature of our species and indeed with the spirit of sound productivity.
Notwithstanding the undoubted benefits which capitalism produces not only for the few but for
the community as a whole, the fact remains that it carries within itself the seeds of a gigantic and
perennial dissatisfaction. It is true that the excesses of a system based on laissez-faire are now
mitigated by certain palliatives, but they do not cure its moral sickness.8t
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Since communism was even less commendable as a system than capitalism, primarily
because it invited an “odious tyranny on the individual” without producing any of the results
attainable in a free society, de Gaulle sought to define a ‘third way’ between the American model
and the Soviet one. “Condemning both these diametrically opposed systems,” he wrote in his
Memoirs of Hope, “I believed that it was incumbent upon our civilization to construct a new one
which would regulate human regulations in such a way that everyone would have a direct share in

82 Much earlier, in November 1944, de

the proceeds of the concern for which he worked [...].
Gaulle tried to persuade Winston Churchill of these views. Speaking fearfully of the emergence
of the United States and the Soviet Union as the two superpowers, he called on the British prime
minister to support the idea of a “European equilibrium” and an “organization of nations” which
would regard “the primacy accorded in world politics to a certain conception of man despite the
progressive mechanization of society” as one of its greatest interests in the postwar world.®* De
Gaulle’s concerns about the degenerating effects of modernity were thus inextricably wound up

with his search for a Europe that did not have to endure the tutelage of the superpowers.

De Gaulle’s Search for the European Equilibrium

De Gaulle was not an early convert to the idea of European unity, and what he meant by it has
remained a subject of considerable debate. “European union was [...] an illusive and ambiguous
Gaullist term,” Kolodziej judged, “more easily adapted to propagandistic and ideological
purposes than to accurate prescription.”® His writings and statements prior to — and in the early
stages of — World War Il certainly do not indicate a well-defined notion of ‘Europe.” In June
1940, just days before his call of June 18", de Gaulle had approved of Jean Monnet’s scheme for
an Anglo-French Union — a breathtaking proposition, for it envisioned the merger of Great
Britain and France into one political entity with joint citizenship. But rather than revealing a
federalist inclination or the germ of a greater European design, de Gaulle had only lent his
support in an attempt to counter the defeatist mood within Premier Paul Reynaud’s cabinet in
Bordeaux. The plan failed to stave off Germany’s military victory in the spring of 1940 and years
later de Gaulle discounted its significance: “It was a myth, made up like other myths, by Jean

Monnet. Neither Churchill nor 1 had the least illusion.”®
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De Gaulle’s ideas about Europe started to take shape, however, took shape in the course
of World War I1. ‘L’Europe’ began to appear more often in de Gaulle’s speeches as a geopolitical
stage upon which peace could only be ensured if the European nations were prepared to
somehow engage in closer ties among each other.® De Gaulle’s first public comments on the
need for a system of European cooperation date from his speech for the assembled Fighting
French in London’s Albert Hall of November 11, 1942, when he called upon the European
nations with common interests to associate themselves with France in a “practical and durable”
fashion.®” In March 1944, during a mass rally in Algiers, he elaborated on the theme by proposing
“a kind of western group [..] principally formed on an economic base” in which “the English
Channel, the Rhine, and the Mediterranean would be as arteries [...].”* Within his growing
foreign policy apparatus in London, meanwhile, much thought was given to postwar Western
European cooperation to attend to the economic needs of France. In December 1941, de Gaulle
had established commissions to anticipate France’s postwar problems, and by 1943 the theme of
Western European cooperation, particularly on an economic level, was well established by men
such as Hervé Alphand, René Mayer, and Jean Monnet.*

De Gaulle’s propensity in the majority of his wartime statements to define Europe in
geographic terms was striking, reflecting his view of the symbiotic relationship between
geography and politics. Europe is seen as stretching from Minsk to Bordeaux and from Athens to
Narvik in 1941 (thus excluding Spain and most of the Soviet Union) and from the Pyrenees to
the Volga and the Urals in 1942 (still excluding Spain but including the most populous part of the
Soviet Union). After the war, in his War Memoirs, de Gaulle described Europe as the area reaching
from Iceland to Istanbul and from Gilbraltar to the Urals (thus including Spain); he would
eventually settle on defining Europe as the territory extending “from the Atlantic to the Urals.”®
In its varying extensions, Europe presented a simple but powerful expression of a geographic
reality, a mold within which Western civilization had settled and within which political relations
were bound to be cast. Within this geopolitical and cultural entity, the nation-states had to strike a
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lasting balance. “After the terrible lacerations she had undergone in the last thirty years, and the
vast changes which had occurred the world over,” de Gaulle wrote, “Europe could find
equilibrium and peace only by an association among Slavs, Germans, Gauls and Latins.”* In all
of these descriptions, the Anglo-Saxons were hence excluded;* they did not, in de Gaulle’s view,
inhabit the same geopolitical space. “When all is said and done,” de Gaulle observed to Churchill
in 1940, in the dark early days of the war, “Great Britain is an island; France, the cape of a
continent; America, another world.”®

De Gaulle was hardly unique in espousing the need for closer collaboration between the
states of Europe. Federal cooperation on a pan-European scale had been sponsored prior to the
war by such men as Richard Nikolaus Graf Coudenhove-Kalergi and French Prime Minister
Avristide Briand, and the war merely reinforced such ideas.* European cooperation was seen
within Resistance movements as indispensable to averting future wars. And Churchill, in a
message to his Foreign Secretary of October 21, 1942, after having learned of Roosevelt’s idea of
the ‘Four Policemen,” admitted that his greatest concern was — in words that could have been de
Gaulle’s own — “the revival of the glory of Europe, the parent continent of the modern nations
and of civilisation.” Churchill’s support for the idea in 1942 and 1943 was, if anything, more

explicit than de Gaulle’s:

Hard as it is to say now, | trust that the European family may act unitedly as one under a Council
of Europe. | look forward to a United States of Europe in which the barriers between the nations
will be greatly minimised and unrestricted travel will be possible. | hope to see the economy of
Europe studied as a whole. | hope to see a Council consisting of perhaps ten units, including the
former Great Powers, with several confederations — Scandinavian, Danubian, Balkan, etc. — which

would possess an international police and be charged with keeping Prussia disarmed.*®
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What distinguished de Gaulle’s support for European unity from that of Churchill was
that it was greatly reinforced by an apprehension about the emerging dominance of the Soviet
Union and the United States in the European realm. As the war came to a close, he was casting
the need for a Western European alignment ever more emphatically against this background. The
overbearing involvement of the United States and the Soviet Union in European affairs, he feared,
would either lead to a new war or to their condominium; consequently, it also put de Gaulle’s
overriding aim — the reinstatement of France as a major power — in jeopardy.

The concern about the emergence of the two superpowers itself was hardly new.® Nor
was it entirely unique at the time, as a similar concern had driven Churchill into championing his
‘United States of Europe’ buttressed by subregional confederations. But de Gaulle’s and
Churchill’'s conceptions of European cooperation diverged as the war approached its conclusion.
Both the United States and the Soviet Union had opposed Churchill’s pan-European ideas in the
wartime conferences of 1943, primarily because they had no interest in giving Europe independent
weight in the world’s councils and did not want to prejudice any understanding between Moscow
and Washington. Increasingly alarmed by the prospect of Soviet preponderance in Europe,
Churchill’'s strategy therefore shifted toward implicating the Americans as deeply as possible in
Europe’s postwar settlement; he considered any Western European grouping, as envisaged by de
Gaulle, as too weak to resist Soviet pressure and too vulnerable to renewed German domination.”’
Their different approaches to postwar Europe surfaced during Churchill’s visit to Paris in
November 1944. Defining French interests in an alliance with the British in “the equilibrium of
Europe,” de Gaulle pressed his guest to support “an organization of [European] nations which
will be something more than an arena for disputes between America and Russia.” Churchill,
however, declined this invitation by famously responding that “it is better to persuade the

stronger than to pit yourself against him.”® The conceptual rivalry between de Gaulle’s
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‘European’ Europe — i.e. a Europe that has freed itself from the constraints imposed by
superpower competition — and Churchill’s preference for an ‘Atlantic’ Europe — which implied
close association with the United States — thus has its origins in the latter stages of World War II.
Their inability to agree would prejudice the 1960s debate about British membership of the
Common Market. As his December 1944 proposal to Churchill showed, de Gaulle was not
principally opposed to a European organization that included Great Britain. In July 1947, too, he
implied that a European grouping would in his view have to be open to the British. The essential

precondition remained, however, that they subscribe to the goals he had defined:

[...] cette Europe soit assez large et assez prospére, non seulement pour vivre, mais encore pour
attirer. C'est dire qu’elle ne doit étre fermée a aucun peuple, du moment qu'il adhére franchement &

Iidéal et & I'organisation sur lesquels elle serait batie.”® (emphasis added)

The idea of Western Europe as a ‘third force’ in international affairs would continue to be
a central element of de Gaulle’s thinking about European cooperation. In the first parliamentary
debate on foreign policy in liberated France in November 1944, de Gaulle evoked a Europe
which is “presently oppressed and cannot talk” but which some day will re-emerge.’® After his
sudden relinquishment of power in January 1946, de Gaulle would carry on to give voice to the
idea that Europe had to free itself from the tutelage of the superpowers. “If this is not done, the
world will be divided into a rivalry between Russia and the United States,” he explained to Cyrus
Sulzberger of the New York Times in 1947. “That would lead to a war — a horrid war.”*" De
Gaulle was unable to resist the flow of events that led to the Cold War, and by the end of the
1940s Paris had given up much of its aspiration to be a mediating power in the Soviet-American
rivalry.’? Yet de Gaulle never abandoned the idea; for as he professed in his War Memoirs, one
consuming aim of his political life had become ... to persuade the states along the Rhine, the

Alps, and the Pyrenees to form a political, economic, and strategic bloc” and “to establish this
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organization as one of the three world powers and, should it become necessary, as the arbiter
between the Soviet and Anglo-American camps.”*®®

De Gaulle’s ideas about the precise institutional make-up of this ‘bloc’ or ‘organization’
remained unclear during the war and its immediate aftermath. For one, he spoke alternatively
about federation and confederation.’® For another, his European idea appeared loath to an
elaborate institutional dimension because of his conviction that the nation-state was the
unassailable bedrock of international cooperation. He had little patience for federalist supporters
of European unity. “On peut voir 'Europe et peut-étre la faire, de deux fagons: lintégration par
le supranational ou la coopération des Etats et des nations,” he wrote. “C'est la deuxiéme que
jadhére pour mon compte.”'® “De Gaulle’s notion of European unity,” Kolodziej therefore
concluded, amounted to little more than “the residual product of intermeshing bilateral state
accords and behavior between European states.”**

De Gaulle, however, did prove capable of envisaging an institutional framework on top
of this network of bilateral understandings. As early as 1947, he volunteered that “it should be
possible to build a Europe on the basis of treaties between the European nations and to establish
a method under which they would systematically be meeting at conferences to study common
economic, political, and social problems.”' On February 25, 1953, prompted by the rapid
institutional build-up of NATO in the wake of the Korean War and by the vigorous debate over
the proposal for a European Defence Community, de Gaulle gave the most detailed explanation

of his conception of European cooperation hitherto:

Au lieu d'une fusion intolérable et impracticable, pratiquons I'association. [...] Commencons par
faire I'alliance des Etats libres de I'Europe. [...] Iy faut une direction: ce sera le Conseil des Chefs
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de gouvernements réunis d'une maniere organique et périodique. A cette direction, il faut un
instrument de travail et d’exécution. Ce sera I'Etat-major combiné, si I'on veut le Commissariat,
mais un Commissariat qui n'aura pas le front de se proclamer souverain. Ainsi, seront arrétés les
plans, fournis les moyens, répartis les commandements. Ainsi, seront fusionnés tous les services
qui doivent I'étre: infra-structure, communications, ravitaillement, fabrications d’armements, etc.

Chacun entre dans l'alliance avec tous les moyens dont il dispose et tous les territoires dont il a
la charge. L’engagement est pris, par tous, de se tenir pour attaqué si I'un d’eux est attaqué.
Chacun s’engage également a n’entamer d’hostilités contre I'éventuel adversaire que si le Conseil
est d'accord. Enfin, la coopération de I'alliance européenne avec d’autres puissances, notamment
avec I'’Amérique, pour la défense de I'Europe, est réglée par le Conseil. [...]

Sur la base de cette alliance, il faut batir une Confédération, c’est-a-dire un organisme commun
auquel les divers Etats, sans perdre leur corps, leur &me, leur figure, déléguent une part de leur

souveraineté en matiére stratégique, économique, culturelle.*®

In these comments, de Gaulle did not spell out the relationship between this European
confederation and the United States. He did make clear, however, that this confederation would
preferably include Great Britain and West Germany. One may also assume, as Michael Harrison
has done, that in de Gaulle’s mind “they were to be equal in status and that American influence
over Europe and individual European states would be held to a minimum.”*® To lend this
confederation the necessary democratic legitimacy and popular support, de Gaulle moreover
proposed a referendum in all of the participating countries as well as the creation of two
assemblies — one elected through universal suffrage, the other appointed by the states — and of a
judicial court. De Gaulle may have been doctrinaire in his attachment to national sovereignty, he
was far from dogmatic in responding to the challenges of his time and was capable of ‘delegating’
national sovereignty in specific areas. His comments of February 1953 were, in fact, a fairly
accurate preview of the proposal he would put forward in the early 1960s for an
intergovernmental system of regular political consultation and cooperation between the six
member states of the Common Market (which became known as the ‘Fouchet Plan’ — see chapter
five).

Apart from these ideas about the cooperation among Western European states, de Gaulle
continued to strive for a stable continent-wide balance of power for which he most often used

the word “equilibrium.” De Gaulle believed that only such an equilibrium — the condition in

108 From a press conference on February 25, 1953. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 573-574.
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which power in the European system would be evenly distributed and national interests would be
accommodated in a healthy balance of forces — could ensure peace. It is tempting to use de
Gaulle’s eulogy of French landscaping from La discorde chez I'ennemi as an analogy for this European

equilibrium:

In a French park no tree seeks to smother the other trees with its shade; the lawns accept being
geometrically laid out; you do not get the lake trying to be a waterfall or the statues claiming that
they alone must be admired. Sometimes there is an air of noble melancholy about such a park.
Perhaps it comes from the feeling that each part, in isolation, might have shone more brightly.
But that would have been damaging to the whole, and those who walk in the park rejoice in the

sound sense which has produced its present splendid harmony.**°

Yet, while this tribute to French landscape artists may be seen as an apt metaphor for de Gaulle’s
quest for stable relations between the European powers, this analogy would insufficiently take
account of the earlier discussed importance of grandeur and independence in Gaullist foreign
policy. For there is no question that de Gaulle’s foreign policy sought ‘to smother the other trees
with its shade,” such as in the relationship with Germany and some of the smaller Western
European nation-states, and that there was an element in de Gaulle’s politics of grandeur of
‘getting the lake trying to be a waterfall’ or ‘the statues claiming that they alone must be admired.’
It would, perhaps, be more to the point to regard de Gaulle’s Europe as a mosaic composed of
many bits of stone and glass: some bits are indisputably larger and brighter than others, and they
may glisten differently depending on the light at a particular moment — but taken together they
make up a balanced and pacific image.

If one prefers a less metaphorical description, the European equilibrium should probably
be interpreted as de Gaulle’s twentieth century version of the nineteenth century Concert of
Europe which had preserved peace for forty years after the Napoleonic wars (i.e. until the
Crimean war of 1854-1856) through a system of concerted diplomatic action reinforced by
periodic conferences to deal with problems of mutual concern. In his Memoirs of Hope, he refers to

this system:

I myself had always felt [...] how much the nations which peopled it [Europe] had in common.
Being all of the same white race, with the same Christian origins and the same way of life, linked

110 Charles de Gaulle, La discorde chez I'ennemi (Paris: Berger-Levrault, 1924), x; translated as The Enemy’s House Divided
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2002)
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to one another since time immemorial by countless ties of art, science, politics and trade, it was
natural that they should come to form a whole, with its own character and organization in relation
to the rest of the world. It was in pursuance of this destiny that the Roman emperors reigned over
it, that Charlemagne, Charles VV and Napoleon attempted to unite, that Hitler sought to impose
upon it his crushing domination. But it is a fact of some significance that not one of these
federators succeeded in inducing the subject countries to surrender their individuality. On the
contrary, arbitrary centralization always provoked an upsurge of violent nationalism by way of
reaction. It was my belief that Europe could not today, any more than in previous times, be a
fusion of its peoples, but that it could and should result from a systematic rapprochement. [...] My
policy therefore aimed at the setting up of a concert of European States which in developing all sorts

of ties between them would increase their interdependence and solidarity.™™ (

emphasis added)
Like the Concert system, de Gaulle’s equilibrium was a variation on the conservative-realist
theme of balance of power mixed in with instruments of international cooperation such as
methods to ensure regular consultation. It was marked by a reasonably even distribution of
power, by temperance in the conduct of foreign affairs, by special responsibilities given to the
great powers (thus relegating smaller powers to a second-class status), by keeping intact the
ultimate sovereignty of states, and by keeping ideological differences on the back burner of
international diplomacy. Intriguingly, de Gaulle did not preclude that even this habit of
cooperation might in the long run evolve into something more regimented than an equilibrium:
“From this starting-point, there was every reason to believe that the process of evolution might
lead to their confederation, especially if they were one day to be threatened from the same
source.”**?

Any examination of de Gaulle’s perspective on the main actors in a European equilibrium
— the more dazzling bits in the colorful mosaic of European nations— must begin, unsurprisingly,
with France. It is not without significance that the first pages of his chapter on ‘Europe’ in
Memoirs of Hope are in fact devoted to France.™ The restoration of France on the world stage
presupposed the restoration of ‘Europe’ — and vice versa. Of all nation-states in Western Europe,
he asserted in November 1948, “the physical and moral center is France!”*** This meant ipso facto
that continental Western Europe would have to be arranged around a strong France rather than a

strong Germany.
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As the culprit of Europe’s wounding conflicts, Germany had forfeited the right to lead
Europe and had been thrown back into a state of dependence. Unlike Germany, France could
not be reasonably suspected of harboring the intention to annex the other states of Europe. In de
Gaulle’s view, given its geographical position and its history of grandeur, it could moreover
justifiably act as their spokesman in the highest councils of decision.

De Gaulle’s preoccupation with the German question was understandable given the
history of Franco-German conflict, a history with which he was intimately familiar through his
personal background, his avid study, and his military experience.*® At the conclusion of the war,
de Gaulle did not deviate much from traditional French approaches to the German question: he
aimed to ensure French security by bolstering the French position and clipping Germany’s wings
— in particular by placing the Ruhr under international control —and by “the abolition of a
centralized Reich!”*® Paris also gave mixed signals about either wanting to place the Rhineland
under international control or outrightly annex it. Germany’s political and industrial make-up
would at the very least have to be reconfigured so that it would not be able to regain the strength
to threaten the European equilibrium.*" This is not to say, however, that de Gaulle’s government
or the majority of French opinion wished to see Germany completely dismembered.™® “The
French,” the State Department assessed in late 1944, “will not sponsor the destruction of
German industry and the reduction of Germany to an agrarian state” and “a very considerable
proportion of the French population — possibly a majority — still holds that some Germans are
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not beyond salvation and that a purged and chastened Germany must eventually regain an
important position in Europe.”*"

Step by step, the benevolent aspects of French approaches to Germany were gaining the
upperhand in the early postwar years, and de Gaulle slowly began to shift his pose in the
direction of Franco-German reconciliation. In particular, the gradual emergence of the bipolar
world order transformed the context of the traditional Franco-German rivalry.'? If France were
to hold its own among the superpowers, Germany’s economic revival coupled with closer
Franco-German cooperation was of the essence. In December 1947, with the Cold War in its
chilly early stages, de Gaulle explained this view on Germany to John Foster Dulles, then the
principal foreign policy adviser to the Republican Party. Decentralization was key, he stressed,
because the threat “had always come from initiative by Prussia and the influence of that initiative
over other Germans.” This did not mean, however, that he objected to Germany’s industrial
revival, albeit that he envisioned a special arrangement — “along the lines of [the] TVA™? — for
the Ruhr area; “there has never been, and need not be, strong commercial rivalry between French
and Germans.” On the contrary, he believed that the French and German economies were
complementary and could well provide the nexus for “increasing economic unity in all of western
Europe to create a solid and vigorous grouping of over 100 million people.”*? By 1947, it had
thus dawned on de Gaulle that the reconstruction of the German economy without the
restoration of the Reich had the potential of strengthening the power base of French diplomacy.
And in an important speech in Bordeaux on September 25, 1949, he even presaged the treaty he

would conclude with Adenauer fourteen years later:

Mais, parmi les peuples de I'Europe, le peuple allemand sera-t-il présent? Je réponds qu’a travers
toutes les tristesses et toutes les coleres que suscite, parmi des millions d'étres et, d’abord, parmi

119 “French Views on the Treatment of Germany,” in: FRUS, Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 307-309.

120 The extent to which the Soviet threat changed French approaches to Germany, however, has become a topic of
debate among historians. The traditional view is that a grudging France was forced time and again by the United
States into consenting to measures aimed at rebuilding Germany. Creswell and Trachtenberg, however, have taken
issue with this view, arguing that anxiety about the Soviet threat influenced France’s early postwar policies to a much
greater degree than concerns about Germany and that French policies vis-a-vis Western Germany were hence far
more moderate than is usually appreciated. See Michael Creswell and Marc Trachtenberg, “France and the German
Question, 1945-1955,” Journal of Cold War Studies, Vol. 5, No. 3 (Summer 2003): 5-28. The thesis is further elaborated
in: Michael Cresswell, A Question of Balance: How France and the United States Created Cold War Europe (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 2006).

121 TVA: Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), created by the Roosevelt administration in 1933 as a federally owned
corporation to provide navigation, flood control, electricity generation, fertilizer manufacturing, and economic
development in a region that was particularly hard hit by the Great Depression. It was set up as a regional economic
development agency whose jurisdiction covered the territory of various states and which wielded some state powers
but had no citizenry or elected officials.
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les Frangais, la seule évocation de I'Allemagne, 'homme de bon sens voit les Allemands la ou ils
sont, c'est-a-dire au centre de notre continent. Il les voit tel qu'ils sont, c’est-a-dire nombreux,
disciplinés, dynamiques, dotés par la nature et par leur travail d'un trés grand potentiel
économique, largement pourvus de charbon, équipés pour la grande production malgré les ruines
et les démantélements, aptes a s'élever jusqu’aux sommets de la pensée, de la science, de I'art, des
lors qu'ils cessent d'étre dévoyés par la rage des conquétes. 1l voit aussi I'Europe amputée, par la
domination soviétique, d’une partie tres vaste et tres précieuse d'elle-méme. Il voit encore
I’Angleterre s'éloigner, attirée par la masse d'outre-Atlantique. Il en conclut que I'unité de
I'Europe doit, si possible et malgré tout, incorporer les Allemands.

Mais la raison exige que, pour cela, il y ait un jour moyen d'établir entre le peuple
allemand et le peuple frangais une entente directe et pratique, répondant au fait qu'ils sont, a tant
d'égards ! complémentaires I'un de I'autre et surmontent les vicissitudes de I' Histoire. Au fond,
c’est le ceeur du probléme. Il 'y aura ou il n'y aura pas d’Europe, suivant qu’un accord sans

intermédiaire sera, ou non, possible entre Germains et Gaulois.'*

By the same token, there is little doubt that Germany’s recovery was genuinely acceptable
to Gaulle only as long as it continued to support France’s re-entry on the world stage. The Cold
War, of course, ensured Germany’s inferior status in the bilateral relationship. But Paris was
nonetheless continually apprehensive about the bilateral balance of power, in particular as
Germany rapidly outgrew France in economic terms and was gradually freed of some of its
political shackles of the early postwar period. De Gaulle’s opposition to the proposed European
Defense Community in the early 1950s was in part motivated by a concern for German military
dominance. De Gaulle’s vigorous support for the development of a French nuclear weapons
arsenal must also be partially understood in this light. France furthermore could on no account
afford to put all of its eggs in the Franco-German basket. Germany’s relationship with the United
States inevitably continued to be very close, thereby reducing the potential to win German
support for those French policies that were at variance with the western superpower; alternatively,
there was always the possibility that the Bonn government would break free from its Western
allegiances in a search for a separate deal with the Soviet Union on unification. In relation to the
German question, therefore, bilateral contacts with in particular Soviet Russia and Great Britain
continued to be of great importance to France.

De Gaulle never wavered from his belief that Russia was the unavoidable eastern

lodestone in the European equilibrium; the Russian empire had been a significant factor in the
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European balance of power ever since the time of Czar Peter the Great and he was convinced it
would continue to be one regardless of the outcome of the Cold War. In the same vein, he
deemed a pact between France and Russia but a fact of life in intra-European diplomatic relations
dictated by their respective geographic locations and by the Teutonic mass in their midst. De
Gaulle had supported the Franco-Russian pact of 1935, designed to counteract the emerging
power of Germany, and after the war he felt that “the old Franco-Russian solidarity [...] remained
no less a part of the natural order