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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.



16 INTRODUCTION

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.
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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



INTRODUCTION 23

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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popular in Great Britain, for instance, among parliamentary backbenchers of the Labour Party. They were
determined to prevent the division of Europe, to preserve British independence from the United States and to avert
a costly arms race which would be incompatible with its welfare programs. In the immediate postwar years,
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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
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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 of things, as much in relation to the German menace as to the
endeavors of Anglo-American hegemony.” *** Hence he travelled to Moscow as early as
December 1944, prior to the Yalta conference, to negotiate a twenty-year treaty that revived the
traditional Franco-Russian security pact against Germany and to underscore to Stalin that France
would be an interlocutor independent from the Anglo-Saxons. As de Gaulle’s associate Géraud
Jouve had explained to Soviet diplomat Serge Vinogradov earlier in the war, “the two countries
are both continental powers and for this reason they have specific aims that are different from
those of the Anglo-Saxon powers.”'?

De Gaulle, to be sure, readily acknowledged that the Franco-Russian pact of December
1944 did not have much practical value under the prevailing circumstances. He was moreover
genuinely concerned with the Soviet threat and, in particular in the late 1940s, frequently sounded
the alarm to his countrymen. He considered the sheer mass and proximity of Soviet military
power in the heart of Europe — separated from France by barely “two étapes of the Tour de
France bicycle race”™? — as a breach of the traditional European equilibrium, a breach that the
Anglo-Saxons in his view had allowed to occur as a result of their meek behavior towards Stalin
at the Yalta conference. The “European equilibrium [...] has been shattered,” de Gaulle said to
President Harry Truman in August 1945, “because with the consent of America and Great
Britain, the states of Central Europe and the Balkans are forced to serve as satellites to the Soviet
Union.”*¥ De Gaulle also never contemplated a ‘reversal of alliances’ in the Cold War, as was
sometimes presumed after he had once again lashed out against NATO or the United States.
Preparing his March 1966 withdrawal announcement from NATO and his ensuing June 1966
visit to Moscow, for instance, he underscored to Hervé Alphand, French ambassador to the

United States at the time, that a genuinely improved attitude towards Western Germany and the
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United States would still be required on the part of Moscow in order “to create European
solidarity from the Atlantic to the Urals.”*?® In 1962, he had already asserted to the same Alphand
that “for such a Europe to be possible, great changes will have to take place. To begin with, the
Soviet Union must no longer be what it is.” De Gaulle’s views of cooperation with Russia in the
framework of a European equilibrium, Alphand rightfully concluded, was a “historical
anticipation that implied no abatement of the Atlantic alliance” as long as the Soviet threat
remained alive.'”

Yet de Gaulle’s vision of a Franco-Russian entente as the flying buttress of a durable
European equilibrium was remarkably unaffected by the Cold War and by the nature of the
Soviet regime. He never lost sight of his aim to restore the European equilibrium and of the place
to be accorded in this equilibrium to Russia. “Elle [la Russie] apparait & la France comme un
interlocuteur avec lequel la compréhension et la collaboration sont éminemment naturelles,” he
declared during his visit to the Soviet Union of June 1966. “Puisqu’il s'agit de faire évoluer dans
le bon sens la situation internationale, Paris, pour en parler a I'Est, s'adresse nécessairement a
Moscou.”*® He always considered both the Cold War and the Soviet regime as unfortunate
interludes that would some day fade into history. The Soviet regime, which he characteristically
separated from ‘eternal’ Russia, rested only on the “semblance of authority”;**" at other times, he
regarded the Soviet Union simply as a vast colonial empire run by Russia.’*? As he became
convinced that the immediate threat of a Soviet invasion of Western Europe had receded after
the early years of the Cold War, his words of warning made place for a willingness to seek
relaxation in the East-West relationship as a first step towards ending the division of Europe and
resolving the German question. In this endeavor, the French — as inhabitants of the continent —
rather than the Anglo-Saxons would have to lead the way; in addition, he requested that Moscow
similarly regard Paris as the main interlocutor in the West. In March 1960, de Gaulle stressed to
Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev, on his visit in France, that “the solution [to the German
problem] must be sought not in raising two monolithic blocs, one against the other, but on the
contrary in working step by step towards détente, understanding and co-operation within a

European framework. In this way, we shall create among Europeans, from the Atlantic to the Urals,
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new relationships, new ties, a new atmosphere, which will take the sting out of the German
problems [...].”**#

In all of this, as may be surmised from the above, de Gaulle’s ideas on Great Britain’s
part in the European equilibrium were deeply ambiguous.** “La politique d’un Etat,” de Gaulle
approvingly quoted Napoleon in one of his books before the war, “est dans sa géographie.”
(“The policy of a State is decided by its geography.”)**® Applied to Great Britain, however, this
dictum had confusing implications. On the one hand, the British Isles were not geographically
part of the continent and were culturally and commercially more intimately linked with other
parts of the globe. When de Gaulle spoke about achieving peace on the European continent, the
Anglo-Saxons were persistently absent from the array of peoples mentioned. He also could never
rid himself entirely of a sense of rivalry with the British for global influence; in Churchill's apt
words, “he is one of those good Frenchmen who have a traditional antagonism engrained in
French hearts by centuries of warfare against the English.”**

On the other hand, precisely because of its geographic disposition, Great Britain had
historically and geopolitically been an inevitable participant in the continental balance of power.
In the twentieth century it had moreover been a participant on the side of France and against
Germany. In the run-up to World War Il, the French elite had deliberately staked the national
interest on association with Great Britain.**’ In his Oxford speech of November 1941, de Gaulle,
too, hailed Franco-British ties, analyzing how “Albion” never could accept any hegemony on the
European continent and how this had given occasion to the Entente Cordiale to counterbalance
Germany'’s rise. He was at the time, of course, wholly dependent on British support for the Free
French and for his mission to re-establish France as a great power; “libération” had become
synonymous with “victoire anglaise.” But there is no reason to believe that he was not earnest
when advocating “stronger and more sincere Anglo-French collaboration than has as ever yet
existed once the war has been won.”**® De Gaulle greatly respected British civilization and stood
far removed from the Anglophobia of many Vichy officials. In particular, Britain’s political
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system inspired his envy because of its proven stability and its unquestionable commitment to
liberty — all of which compared it favorably to that of France.** The inclusion in his earlier
quoted Algiers speech of March 1944 of the English Channel as one of the “arteries” of a “kind
of western group” suggested that Great Britain might in his view as well be part of a European
grouping.® In November 1944, in the Consultative Assemblee’s first debate on foreign policy
after the liberation, he furthermore declared that “the unity of Europe should be built around
these three poles: London, Paris, and Moscow.” ! And in 1949, de Gaulle stressed that with the
advent of aviation, Great Britain had actually stopped being an island from a strategic point of
view.* The ‘immutable’ facts of geography were not so absolute after all.

In certain respects, however, Great Britain would remain an island to de Gaulle, not least
because leading British politicians continued to describe their country in this way. British interests
were less directly at stake in continental affairs, even in relation to the German question, than
those of France or Russia; in addition, British political leaders were often too preoccupied with
managing the Commonwealth and nurturing close ties with the United States to devote
themselves wholeheartedly to building up ‘Europe.” De Gaulle, for one, concluded that the
British did not want to join an association of Western European states since, as he clarified to
John Foster Dulles in 1947, “they prefer a fluidity which enables them to influence events on a
day-to-day basis” and “do not want to decide definitively whether to throw in their lot with the
continent or with their overseas dominions.”*** Hence, while Great Britain was entitled to play a
substantial part in the European equilibrium as one of its three “poles,” its relative weight was
bound to be less than that of either France or Russia. That, however, was still more than he was

prepared to grant the other, more powerful Anglo-Saxon nation.

139 “At the worst of moments, who among you challenged the legitimacy and authority of the state?” he asked
rhetorically to a crowd of British dignitaries in the Great Hall of Westminster of April 1960. (“Aux pires moments, qui
donc contesta chez vous la légitimité et I'autorité de I'Etat’ ") De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 3, Avec le renouveau, 180.

140 In the same vein, it is important to stress that de Gaulle was never categorical about refusing British membership
of the Common Market after his return to power in 1958. If anything, his declarations prior to his infamous January
1963 press conference, in which de Gaulle clarified that he would block Britain’s entry, demonstrate his ambivalence
on this account. See: Jouve, Le Général de Gaulle et la construction de I'Europe, 1940-1966 tome I, 175. This refusal was
rather contingent on issues of timing and on Britain’s preparedness to place priority on relations with Europe over
those with the Commonwealth and with the United States. At the end of his presidency, de Gaulle was moving in
the direction of accepting British membership (see chapter nine).

141 “Discours prononcé a I'assemblée consultative, le 22 novembre 1944, in: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, 1940-
1946, 524.

142 1n a speech in Bordeaux on September 25, 1949. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 308.

143 FRUS, Council of Foreign Ministers; Germany and Austria, 1947 (Washington: US Government Printing Office), vol.
11, 793-794.



FROM THE ATLANTIC TO THE URALS 73

Ally of Ultimate Recourse — De Gaulle’s Views of the United States

De Gaulle’s Core View of the United States

Many of de Gaulle’s core views of the United States predate World War 1l to an extent that is
seldom acknowledged. These views were shaped in particular by his experiences out of World
War | and his study of American mobilization methods in the 1930s; in addition, they echoed the
routine condemnations and concerns of European elites regarding American society.

To begin with, the American intervention in World War | did not make a particularly
positive impression on the de Gaulle in his twenties. As a junior officer of the French army, he
rather tended to belittle military value of this intervention. Writing to his father from Poland in
1919, for instance, he complained that while the French had done the fighting alongside the
Polish, the Americans — along with, to be sure, the English and the Italians — had been “as
insolent as they were useless” and had been interested above all in developing business ties in the
city of Warsaw.* Nor had material assistance from overseas been of much weight to the
outcome of the war. “The Armistice was signed without a single gun, a single aeroplane or a
single tank made in America having appeared on any battlefield,” he wrote in 1934.*

More importantly, the young de Gaulle considered the Americans lacking in reliability
when it came to defending French security interests. Not only had they joined the war at a very
late stage, in its aftermath they rescinded on their responsibilities as a result of the Senate’s refusal
to ratify the Treaty of Versailles. In 1919, in an address on the Franco-Polish relationship, de
Gaulle hence observed that the United States — as well as Great Britain — could not be counted
upon to counteract German power and that France would therefore be well advised to seek
continental alliances: “qui nous garantit I'alliance éternelle et surtout I'alliance immédiatement
efficace de 'Angleterre et de 'Amérique? Pour surveiller I'’Allemagne sournoisement résolue a la
revanche, pour lui en imposer et, le cas échéant, pour la réduire encore une fois, il nous faut un
allié continental sur lequel nous puissions compter en tous temps. La Pologne sera cet allié.”**
De Gaulle was thus never one to build his strategic vision on American security guarantees. The
story of the United States’ late entry would moreover repeat itself in World War 11. None of this
was unnatural in his view: the United States simply did not inhabit the European geopolitical

space and enjoyed the luxury of distance. It had never been much of a factor in the European
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equilibrium, least of all a consistent one. It could therefore, at best, be a distant ally, involved in
European affairs — as de Gaulle volunteered to Stalin in December 1944 — through “...the future
United Nations pact, in which America would play a decisive role, crowning the entire edifice and
serving as an ultimate recourse.”

At the same time, notwithstanding his deprecation of America’s contribution to the
victory of 1918, de Gaulle was acutely aware of the unique power of the United States — and this
awareness equally informed many of his later decisions. De Gaulle’s awe of in particular
America’s industrial power and his attentiveness to its military implications are to be traced back
to the 1930s, when, as lieutenant-colonel at the Secretariat-General of the Conseil Supérieur de la
Défense Nationale, he undertook a number of studies on enhancing France’s preparedness for war.
On January 1, 1934, for instance, he published an article in Revue Militaire Frangaise in which he
paid tribute to the American system of mobilization “in a tone that few European officers would
have adopted at that time.”**® And in 1936 he recommended that France follow the example of
the American National Defense Act of 1920 in order to allow for a massive mobilization of the
country’s industrial resources in case of war.*** Four years later, the power of American industry
suddenly became de Gaulle’s last vestige of hope. His professional admiration for the United
States as a military-industrial power explains why he put more store in it than those Frenchmen
who had capitulated to Germany’s Blitzkrieg in 1940. “You have forgone the resources to be
offered in the future by immense America,” de Gaulle declared on June 26, 1940, in a stinging
rebuke of Marshall Pétain’s decision to capitulate.”™® In July, de Gaulle furthermore issued a
proclamation in which he stressed to the French that they may have lost a battle but not the war,

“because this war is a global war” (“parce que cette guerre et une guerre mondiale”):

In the free world, immense powers have not yet made their contributions. One day, these powers

will crush the enemy. On that day, France must be on the side of victory. If she is, she will

become what she was before, a great and independent nation. That, and that alone, is my goal.**!
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Yet the sheer preponderance of American industrial power also disturbed de Gaulle, for it
signalled not only the salvation of France but also a potential threat to its independence and
‘great power’ status. De Gaulle was well aware that the United States would be the most powerful
country after the war, that it would want to have the deciding voice in the peace settlement, and
that during the war it was “already trying to rule the world” (as he observed in July 1944 to his
associate Raoul Aglion while gazing down at the endless river of cars from his New York
hotel). **2 This fretfulness about American power was hardly unjustified from de Gaulle’s
perspective, as we will see. It is equally noteworthy that it has important antecedents in French
diplomatic history. “Since Napoleon 1,” one historian concluded, “French governments,
monarchical and republican alike, treated the United States as a friend whose shadow always
frightened them” and many Frenchmen wished to put the brakes on its emergence, “not so much
out of hatred for the United States as of concern for the safety and independent future of their
own country.”*%3

De Gaulle’s views of the United States as an international actor were determined in no
small part by his views on foreign policy. As a foreign policy realist, he was wont to discard
idealistic motivations as rhetoric and to discern the self-serving motives of a policy. “As was only
human,” he famously observed about a conversation with Roosevelt in 1944, “his will to power
cloaked itself in idealism.”*>* From the early days of the Republic, American foreign policy has
often been laden with idealism cultivated on a belief in America’s unique history and morality. To
de Gaulle, however, the ideological component of American foreign policy was clearly less of an
explanation for American policies than the pursuit of interests and the innate desire to amass
power. (In this sense, his view of the United States was similar to his view of the Soviet Union.)
During the Cold War, despite his frequent references to the United States’ late war entries, de
Gaulle hence appears to have been less concerned about a return to American isolationism than
about American meddlesomeness. As he explained to President Eisenhower in 1960, he did not

think a return to isolationism was a realistic option for American policymakers:
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[...] while believing America to be indispensable to the world, I did not wish to see her setting
herself up as a universal judge and policeman. As for the opposite eventuality, her drawing in on
herself, | regarded it as highly unlikely. At the level of power to which she had attained, her
strongest temptations were towards intervention, and besides, how could she remain detached in
the event of a world conflict, when at any moment and from any point of the compass she could

be dealt a deathblow?'*®

It is, once again, noteworthy that these views of the United States as captivated with its
own power — shrouded, as it is, in idealism — were hardly unique in French diplomatic history. As
early as 1908, the French diplomat and politician André Tardieu used words that could have been

de Gaulle’s:

The United States is [...] a world power [...]. A nation of ninety million souls, which sells wheat
to the universe, coal, iron, and cotton, cannot isolate itself. [...] it has a sense of puissance oblige. Its
power creates for it a right. The right turns itself into a pretension. The pretension becomes a
duty — to pronounce upon all those questions that hitherto have been arranged only among
European powers. These powers themselves, at critical times, turn toward the United States,
anxious to know its opinion. [...] The United States intervenes thus in the affairs of the universe.

[...] Itis seated at the table where the great game is played, and it cannot leave it.**®

And very much like Jules Cambon, a celebrated French ambassador in the United States at the
turn of the century, de Gaulle would support European cooperation to keep the *“American
octopus” at arms length.*’

The dilemma de Gaulle continually faced in respect of the United States was that the very
continuation of the French nation-state depended on its willingness to serve as the ‘great arsenal
of democracy’ while this very dependence threatened to undermine his subsidiary aim to restore
France as a great and independent power in international affairs. De Gaulle’s apprehension about
American power was furthermore aggravated by the way American policies came about.
American presidents had to work within a system of popular democracy and divided government.

As a result, American foreign policy was sensitive to public mood swings and to the often
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differing opinions of Congress and between the various branches within the executive.® “The
United States brings to great affairs elementary feelings and a complicated policy,” he therefore
judged in his War Memoirs.*>®

More generally, de Gaulle’s respect for the industrial might and political vitality of the
United States hardly resulted in a desire to emulate the American example. While he appears to
have envied the dynamism of American society, de Gaulle disliked its salient economic and social
characteristics; his motives in “resisting the American challenge,” as Richard Kuisel pointed out,
were certainly more varied than “primarily political.”**® De Gaulle’s conservative cultural and
intellectual preferences, in particular his ambivalent attitude towards modernity and his
hesitations with regard to personal liberty and individualism (which had been reinforced by
Péguy), made him inherently critical of the American social order and way of life. His disapproval
of the profit motive in American society, which he considered to be the “motivation of all
activity and the basis of all hierarchy” among Americans, was barely disguised in his studies

before the war.!®

During the war and thereafter, he avowed his loyalty to “a certain conception
of man despite the progressive mechanization of society,” by which he meant to distinguish the
European model of civilization from those provided by the United States and the Soviet

Union.**?

De Gaulle’s views were thus a muffled echo of more strident French — and European —
denunciations of American society as crude and excessively materialistic. Such verdicts were the
rule rather than the exception in most of continental Europe, and the pervasive fear that France
and Europe might be overwhelmed by America undoubtedly influenced de Gaulle as well.*** He
did not go so far as Georges Clemenceau, who is known to have observed that “America is the
only nation in history which miraculously has gone directly from barbarism to degeneration
without the usual interval of civilization.” But he would no doubt have acknowledged the veracity
of Henry Adams’ observation in The Education of Henry Adams (1918) about the general attitude of

the European towards the American:

157 On Cambon’s views in this regard, see Blumenthal, France and the United States, 222, 261.

1% De Gaulle was astonished when he leamed that the American president could not dissolve the Congress.
Thompson, “Prologue to Conflict: De Gaulle and the United States, From First Impressions Through 1940,” 18.

159 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 209. De Gaulle applied this label in particular to American attitudes toward the Free
French in 1941.

160 Richard F. Kuisel, “De Gaulle’s Dilemma: The American Challenge and Europe,” French Politics and Society, vol. 8,
no.4, Fall 1990, 21.

161 De Gaulle, Trois Etudes, 77. Also: Thompson, “Prologue to Conflict: De Gaulle and the United States, From First
Impressions Through 1940,” 15-16.

162 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 727.

163 Blumenthal, France and the United States, x; Thompson, “Prologue to Conflict: De Gaulle and the United States,
From First Impressions Through 1940,” 17.
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the limits and defects of the American mind were one of the favorite topics of the European.
From the old-world point of view, the American had no mind; he had an economic thinking-
machine which could work only on a fixed line. The American mind exasperated the European as
a buzz-saw might exasperate a pine forest. The English mind disliked the French mind because it
was antagonistic, unreasonable, perhaps hostile, but recognized it at least as a thought. The
American mind was not a thought at all; it was a convention, superficial, narrow, and ignorant; a

mere cutting instrument, practical, economical, sharp, and direct.*®*

De Gaulle’s core view of the United States cannot, however, simply be described as anti-
American. For this, his view was too complex an amalgamation of traditional European criticism
of American society as crude and a genuine respect for its vigorous energy and industrial power;
it was also a mixture of, on the one hand, a concern with either too much or too little American
involvement in European affairs and, on the other hand, a solid sense of alliance and shared
attachment to western political values. De Gaulle was not against the United States per se. But he
did not have much affinity with American society. The American diplomat Robert Murphy may
have been too harsh by stating that “I never regarded him as a close friend of my country” and
that “he knew little of the United States or of Americans.”*® But there was an element of
slackening in de Gaulle’s powers of orientation when it came to the United States. De Gaulle
believed every nation-state was imbued with its own character bequeathed by history and
geography. Yet he never quite knew what to make of the New World. In the words of his

wartime associate René Pleven:

The reason that General de Gaulle misunderstood the United States and Roosevelt was that he
was a man for whom history counted more than anything else. In order to understand states and
policies his natural and unvarying tendency was to resort to history. That was why he was so
successful in describing and dealing with Britain, Germany or China. But where the United States
were concerned he was at a loss; he found no historical keys. Not that the United States possess
no history. But de Gaulle was not acquainted with it in 1940, and did not think it could be
compared to that of ‘real’ nations.**®

164 Henry Adams, The Education of Henry Adams (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1973) (1918), 180-1
165 Robert Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1964), 182.
166 Pleven cited in Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 334-335.
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World War 11

Neither de Gaulle’s views of the United States nor the chemistry of the Franco-American
relationship after his return to power can be fully understood without considering his dealings
with the Americans as leader of the Free French during World War Il. De Gaulle’s thorny
relationship with in particular Roosevelt has been discussed at length elsewhere, and the
American president has been justly criticized for refusing for the longest time to accept de
Gaulle’s wartime claim to represent France. “It is astonishing that the relations between
Roosevelt and de Gaulle began as badly as they did,” Raoul Aglion observed, and that “the
relations between the leader of the free world and the leader of a national movement of
resistance against totalitarianism worsened instead of improved, even as the war progressed
toward an Allied victory.”*

It is, however, important to understand that FDR’s failure to develop a rapport with de
Gaulle was more than a matter of personal incompatibility. Their quarrel concerned above all the
status of France, both during the war and thereafter. For de Gaulle, France’s military defeat in the
spring of 1940 did not diminish its claim to be treated as a great power; he insisted that Paris
have a say in the postwar order. For Roosevelt, however, this defeat had disqualified France for
the foreseeable future; in addition, he considered France to be part of the historical European
problem of internecine war and endemic belligerence rather than part of its solution. ®® Their
argument must therefore also be seen as the harbinger of similar bouts of tension in the Franco-
American relationship after the war. “The French have the impression that you no longer

consider the greatness of France necessary to the world and to yourself,” de Gaulle told

167 Aglion, Roosevelt and De Gaulle, x. As a French diplomat in Washington, Aglion had seen at first hand how the
relationship developed. On de Gaulle’s relationship with Roosevelt, see also: Milton Viorst, Hostile Allies: FDR and
Charles de Gaulle (New York: MacMillan, 1965); Robert Dallek, “Roosevelt and De Gaulle,” in: Paxton and Wahl, De
Gaulle and the United States, 49-60; Claude Fohlen, “De Gaulle and Franklin Roosevelt,” in: Cornelis A. van Minnen
and Johns Sears, eds., FDR and His Contemporaries: Foreign Perceptions of an American President (New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1992), 33-44; Arthur Funk, Charles de Gaulle: The Crucial Years 1943-1944 (Norton: University of Oklahoma,
1959); Francois Kersaudy, De Gaulle et Roosevelt. Le duel au sommet (Perrin, 2004, 2006); Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel,
332-351, passim.

168 Roosevelt's state of shock at France’s collapse in June 1940 is well documented. It was all the more pronounced
because he had been led to believe by his ambassador to France, William Bullit, that France was militarily superior to
Germany. When he learnt of Germany’s victory, Roosevelt was “terribly depressed” and was “never to forgive
France”; as a young man, he had built up a considerable reservoir of sympathy for the country, but in 1940 the
French state instantly became a “res nullius” in his eyes. See Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 337-338. Harry Hopkins
confirmed the indelible impact of France’s military defeat on Roosevelt's mindset. When asked by de Gaulle in
January 1945 about the cause of the “unfortunate state of relations” between Paris and Washington, he responded
that it “is above all the stupefying disappointment we suffered when we saw France collapse and surrender in the
disaster of 1940. Our traditional conception of her value and her energy was overthrown in an instant.” De Gaulle,
War Memoirs, 760.
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Roosevelt's confidante Harry Hopkins at the end of the war. “If you want relations between our
countries to be established on a different footing, it is up to you to do what must be done.”**

In defense of Roosevelt, one does well to remember that when de Gaulle, in his epic
radio address from London of June 18, 1940, summoned his people to continue the war from
overseas, he was largely unknown to most Frenchmen and the legitimacy — and even the legality
— of his call was very much in doubt.™ His address of June 18" was, besides audacious,
presumptuous to say the least — and it is difficult to overstate the enormity of his gamble. Driven
to despair by the stunning collapse of its defense, the French government in Bordeaux — of
which de Gaulle had been a junior member — ** was seeking an armistice with Germany. Marshal
Philippe Pétain, de Gaulle’s chief and mentor, had declared a few days earlier that “we must await
the rebirth of France here, in France itself rather than relying on the conquest of our territory by
the Allies after a period of time that cannot be estimated.”*’? Who, then, was going to follow the
call of this largely anonymous brigadier-general of the French army, who had established himself
in relative safety in London? His call had moreover been all but drowned out by other news
about the war and for a while it appeared little more than “a dud shell that had fallen without
exploding.”*” The sobering fact that, by the end of 1941, de Gaulle was heading “a far-flung
empire stretching from central Africa to the faraway islands of Tahiti and New Caledonia” and
that the first Free French expedition, namely to take Dakar (Senegal) in September 1940, ended
in utter failure was hardly a recommendation either; nor was the reality that most Frenchmen in
the United States “were hostile to his mission.”*™ What is more, the fate of his undertaking to
restore France to the position of a great power would be almost entirely determined by others.
He was reliant on Britain’s will to continue the fight and on the promise of American material aid;
it was a position of nearly complete dependence.’ Why, however, should the British and the

169 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 763.

170 Aglion notes that “the number of non-Gaullists and enemies of de Gaulle [among the French] in London was
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173 Dorothy Shipley White, Seeds of Discord: De Gaulle, Free France, and the Allies (Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University
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FROM THE ATLANTIC TO THE URALS 81

Americans concede to de Gaulle’s assertion that he was the only legitimate spokesperson of the
French people? Whereas Churchill had decided early on to support de Gaulle’s case because he
had been the only one to come forward to continue the fight,'”® Roosevelt saw no good reason to
endorse the transfer of the legitimacy of an occupied country to his movement. Instead, the
American president gave priority to maintaining good relations with Pétain’s Vichy government
in order to persuade it not to deliver itself entirely — and the Toulon-based French navy and the
French colonies with it — to Nazi Germany. It seemed to him the most ‘expedient’ policy
available. Moreover, whereas the “Vichy Embassy was all-powerful in Washington,” de Gaulle’s
representatives in the United States were a motley crew and, as Aglion remarked, little more than
“men without a country.”*”

Even so, de Gaulle can hardly be blamed for feeling slighted by the American president;
given de Gaulle’s ability to rally the French behind the war effort, Roosevelt's dismissive attitude
towards his leadership pretensions was considered unwise and unproductive even by a growing
number of officials within his administration (albeit not his Secretary of State Cordell Hull who
“hated de Gaulle so fiercely that he was almost incoherent on the subject”).”® Roosevelt’s instant
and almost visceral dislike of de Gaulle stood in the way of any rapprochement between the two.
Ever since their first encounter, near the Moroccan port of Casablanca in January 1943, the
American president habitually derided de Gaulle as a self-appointed Joan of Arc with “the
makings of a dictator.”*” It appears that Roosevelt perceived a feminine side to this intractable

had no real foothold anywhere.” Churchill, The Second World War, vol. 1V, 611.
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177 Aglion, Roosevelt and De Gaulle, 34, 40, passim.
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character; de Gaulle’s initial refusal to come to Casablanca for a meeting with Henri Giraud
occasioned the American president to dub the Frenchman a “bride” and a “temperamental lady”
who mulishly resisted her destiny: to be joined up with her “groom.”**® At the same time,
Roosevelt's antipathy towards de Gaulle may have been fuelled by the latter’s obvious
imperviousness to the president’s charm. Although Roosevelt, in their first private meeting in
Casablanca, greeted de Gaulle with “much cordiality” in an attempt to woo him into accepting
American leadership, the leader of the Free French persisted in the “cold and austere” demeanor
with which he had arrived.’®* “Beneath his patrician mask of courtesy,” de Gaulle would observe
in his memoirs, “Roosevelt regarded me without benevolence.”*#

There also appears to have been an element of jealous resentment on Roosevelt’s part. It
is important to realize that he had reserved a critical role for himself in determining France’s
make-up after the war. Roosevelt had been utterly shocked by the rapid collapse of France in
June 1940. He also held France’s body politic, which had been unable to prevent this collapse, in
low regard. De Gaulle was both seeing through Roosevelt’s intentions to determine the future of
France and usurping this role by his growing ability to garner support among the French. At the
Casablanca conference, at any rate, the American president did not hesitate to throw cold water

on de Gaulle’s claims to represent France:

none of the contenders for power in North Africa had the right to say that he, and only he,
represented the sovereignty of France. The [...] sovereignty of France, as in our country, rested
with the people, but [...] unfortunately the people of France were not now in a position to
exercise that sovereignty. [...] it was, therefore, necessary to resort to the legal analogy of
“trusteeship” and that it was his view that the Allied Nations fighting in French territory at the

Autobiography of Eleanor Roosevelt (New York: Da Capo Press, 1992) (1961), 248.

180 Roosevelt cabled to Cordell Hull from Casablanca: “We delivered our bridegroom, General Giraud, who was
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18 January 1943, in FRUS, The Conferences at Washington, 1941-1942, and Casablanca, 1943 (Washington DC:
Government Printing Office), 816. “The conduct of the BRIDE,” Roosevelt still fumed in a letter to Churchill a few
months later, “is well nigh intolerable.” Warren F. Kimball, Roosevelt and Churchill:The Complete Correspondence
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1984), 2: 209, 8 May 1943, Roosevelt to Churchill.
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Brothers Publishers, 1948), 685-686.
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moment were fighting for the liberation of France and that they should hold the political situation
in “trusteeship” for the French people. [...] France is in the position of a little child unable to

look out and fend for itself 2

Neither had their rendezvous in Casablanca persuaded Roosevelt that he should
acknowledge de Gaulle’s claim after all."® “De Gaulle may be an honest fellow but he has the

Messianic complex,” he wrote Churchill in May 1943:

[...] further he has an idea that the people of France itself are strongly behind him personally.
This | doubt, I think the people of France are behind the Free French Movement; that they do
not know de Gaulle [...]. I am inclined to think that when we get to France itself, we will have to

regard it as a military occupation run by British and American generals.*®®

And in June 1943, the American president pressured Churchill hard to withdraw support entirely
for de Gaulle because he “has been and is now injuring our war effort” and “has proven to be
unreliable, uncooperative, and disloyal to both our governments.”*® Roosevelt even believed that
he had a better understanding of the future needs of the country than de Gaulle. De Gaulle,
however, did not fail to perceive the more fundamental source of Roosevelt's opposition in his
War Memoirs:

From the moment America entered the war, Roosevelt meant the peace to be an American peace,
convinced that he must be the one to dictate its structure, that the states which had been overrun
should be subject to his judgment, and that France in particular should recognize him as its savior
and arbiter. Therefore the fact that France was reviving in the heat of the battle, not in terms of a
fragmentary and hence convenient resistance but as a sovereign and independent nation, thwarted

his intentions.*®”

Upon entering the war, the United States continued to regard the Pétain-led Vichy
government as the legitimate representative of the French people. Roosevelt was preoccupied

183 Roosevelt-de Gaulle conversation, 22 January 1943 (McCrea notes), FRUS, Conferences at Washington and Casablanca,
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with preparing the ground for the first major Allied offensive operation: the invasion of French
North Africa by American and British troops in November 1942 (codenamed Operation Torch).
He set his cards on negotiating a deal with high Vichy representatives, in particular with Admiral
Francois Darlan, in order to minimize armed resistance to the invading troops. Washington
ended up retaining Darlan as civil and military chief of French North Africa in return for his
instruction to French forces to cease all resistance.'®® After Darlan’s ensuing assassination in
December 1942 by an anti-Nazi royalist, Roosevelt set his sights on Henri Giraud, a high-ranking
general of the French army who had escaped from German prison in April 1942 with the help of
the Allied secret services. At the Casablanca conference of January 1943, Roosevelt forced de
Gaulle to accept Giraud as co-president of the French Committee of National Liberation; Giraud
would also retain control of the French armed forces in North Africa until April 1944." De
Gaulle was irate at these American ‘intrusions’ in France’s affairs, in particular since none of
these were in support of his cause. He had not even been informed of the impending Anglo-
American invasion of French North Africa (although Churchill had planned to tell him “just
before the blow fell”),** nor would he be informed of the Normandy invasion of June 1944 until
two days before D-Day. “Until the whole of France was liberated,” Roosevelt had stated bluntly

to de Gaulle’s representative André Philip, “it would be his [Roosevelt’s] government alone that
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would determine which Frenchman would eventually administrate the free territories.”*** To him,
de Gaulle was too reminiscent of France’s past and too similar to authoritarian rulers elsewhere
in Europe. Was he influenced by journalist Pierre Lazareff’s description in Life of de Gaulle as an
“ambitious royalist”?** His relationship with de Gaulle from the outset certainly appears to have
been tainted by the “combination of animosity and hubris™ he nurtured toward the Old World,
of which de Gaulle appeared an orthodox representative.’*® Who could guarantee that this
professional soldier with his authoritarian demeanor was not a budding French-style Benito
Mussolini or Francisco Franco, a reincarnation of the vengeful Georges Clemenceau, or even an
“apprentice Hitler”?** “It is obvious that we were mistaken in supporting Giraud, just as the
British were mistaken in supporting de Gaulle,” Averell Harriman observed. “It’s a pity that no
Frenchman has come forward with the courage of de Gaulle but none of the egoism.”* This
opinion of de Gaulle may not have been entirely unjustified at the time, and it was fed by such
Frenchmen in Washington as the influential diplomat-poet Alexis Léger.’*® It was, however, not
giving de Gaulle the credit he deserved.

Neither can de Gaulle be censured for fearing Roosevelt’s postwar design for France, as
this design initially lumped France together with Germany, Italy, Japan, Czechoslovakia, and
Rumania as culprits of the war. In the relationship between Roosevelt and de Gaulle, one

historian rightfully judged, “the will to power of the New World collided head on with the
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instinct for survival of the Old.”*" Roosevelt’s conception of the ‘four policemen’ that would
watch over the postwar settlement not only denied France’s restoration to the position of a great
power, but even comprised the complete degradation of its armed forces (along with those of
Germany and Italy). In Roosevelt’s view, France would have to be treated as occupied rather than
liberated territory and would be governed by the American military."*® France’s reestablishment as
a power helping to maintain international peace might “perhaps be possible within 10 or 20
years,” the American president had said to Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov in May
1942, but only after the French had given evidence of their dependability and upon the approval
of the ‘policemen.’ Roosevelt was moreover reluctant to grant France a role of significance
because he perceived a danger in the presence of too many ‘policemen’: “the first thing they
might do would be to start fighting amongst themselves.”*** And in March 1943, during a White
House dinner with British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden, he put forward the question why,
after Germany would be “disarmed,” France should have a “big military establishment.”?®
Roosevelt even considered detaching Alsace-Lorraine from France as well as Germany and join it

with Belgium and Luxembourg in a new federal state, as Eden recalled:

After the war, armaments in Europe should be concentrated in the hands of Britain, the United
States and Russia. The smaller powers should have nothing more dangerous than rifles. He
[Roosevelt] thought that the three Powers should police Europe in general. His next anxiety was
about the future of Belgium. [He recommended] [...] the creation of a new state called Wallonia.
This would include the Walloon parts of Belgium with Luxembourg, Alsace-Lorraine and part of

northern France.2

Meanwhile, Roosevelt’s postwar intentions with the French colonies were no less intolerable
from de Gaulle’s vantage point. In the view of the American president, “France was not only the
defeated nation of 1940, but also the citadel of colonialism.”? He had discerned a “palpable
surge toward independence” as a result of which “white nations [...] could not hope to hold

197 Harper, American Visions of Europe, 113.

198 For the purpose of governing the occupied territories, a military school had even been established in
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these areas as colonies in the long run.”® In order to prepare the ground for independence,
Roosevelt therefore proposed a system of international trusteeship instead of the mandate system
that had followed World War 1. The era was over in which the European powers determined the
fate of other parts of the globe.

De Gaulle’s unease about the United States’ rise to prominence during the war and its
ramifications for France was confirmed during his first visit to Washington, in early July 1944,
even as he was hosted with full honors and “observed with admiration the flood of confidence
that sustained the American elite and discovered how becoming optimism is to those who can
afford it.” He was graciously welcomed by the American president — “all smiles and cordiality” —
and his cabinet officers and chief advisers — “a coherent ensemble [...] equal to its tasks.”®* The
meeting was arranged in order to resolve the increasingly embarrassing squabble about the
question who should be acknowledged as the legitimate administration over liberated French
territory. Roosevelt was sufficiently impressed with de Gaulle’s demeanor and, more importantly,
with the passionate response of the French to de Gaulle’s return to French soil in Normandy on
June 14 and the highly favorable response in the American press to de Gaulle’s visit and his claim
to represent the French, to communicate to Churchill that the “visit has gone off very well” and
that he was now “prepared to accept [de Gaulle’s] Committee as temporary de facto authority for
civil administration in France” (albeit under the condition that Eisenhower would retain full
military authority over war operations and that the French people would be allowed to freely
elect their government after the war).”® On October 23, 1944, three months after the liberation
of Paris, the United States at long last recognized the cabinet led by de Gaulle as the Provisional
Government of France.”®
But Roosevelt’s hints at a “four-power directory” had appeared to de Gaulle “disquieting

for Europe and for France,” as it seemed to amount to a “permanent system of intervention”

203 Memorandum of Conference between President Roosevelt and Mr Molotov, Monday, June 1, 1942, FRUS, 1942,
vol. 111, 1942, 581.
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and “to involve the installation of American forces on bases distributed throughout the world
and of which certain ones would be located in French territory.” De Gaulle countered
Roosevelt’s ruminations about a directory that included the Soviet Union and China by stating
that “it is the West [...] that must be restored,” or else “barbarism will ultimately sweep
everything away.” This, he argued, plainly required the reinstatement of Western Europe and
above all of France to the rank of great powers. In a press conference on the last day of his visit,
de Gaulle furthermore made clear that he expected that France “will find everything intact that
belongs to her” in terms of colonial possessions and that “the flag of the French army may well
fly over certain European territories.” He was thus both resisting American pressure to relinquish
France’s colonial empire in Africa and Asia and claiming a part in the postwar occupation of the
Axis powers.?” France under de Gaulle was not about to be cowed into a subordinate role after
the war.

Roosevelt’s relationship with de Gaulle would remain rancorous. Following the July 1944
meeting, his wife Eleanor wrote in her autobiography, “l saw no difference in Franklin’s
attitude.””®® While he recognized de Gaulle’s committee as a party to be dealt with in an official
capacity, he continued to refuse to recognize it as France’s provisional government. As it
happened, Stalin recognized de Gaulle as France’s head of state before Roosevelt did. Roosevelt
wrote to an American congressman, in a letter that made its way to de Gaulle, that he considered
the Frenchman “very touchy in matters concerning the honor of France” but suspected “that he
is essentially an egoist.” This assessment caused de Gaulle to observe with acerbic wit in his War
Memoirs: “l was never to know if Franklin Roosevelt thought that in affairs concerning to France
Charles de Gaulle was an egoist for France or for himself.”?® Their relationship plummeted to
new depths as a result of Roosevelt's determination not to invite de Gaulle to the Yalta
conference in early February 1945 and de Gaulle’s public rebuke of Roosevelt’s suggestion to

meet in Algiers — on French territory, but not in the capital Paris (as the American president had
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already been invited to do) — following the conference.”® In Roosevelt’s view, de Gaulle always
remained a “prima donna” who lacked democratic legitimacy.

None of this is to say that de Gaulle did not recognize that the support of the United
States was essential for winning the war against Nazi Germany and reclaiming French sovereignty.
On the contrary, in his appeal to the French to keep the flame of resistance alive, he had talked
courage into his countrymen by pointing out that France, like Great Britain, was in the position
to draw on the immense industrial resources of the United States “sans limites.”?"! In May 1941,
he had sent René Pleven, a man with exceptional business contacts in the United States, on a
mission to establish full relations with Washington. In the early stages of the war, fearing a
German invasion in Africa, de Gaulle had also offered the United States the military use of
French bases in North Africa: “l am sure that France’s African possessions would be in safe
hands if strategic points were occupied by the American Navy.”?? Washington declined the offer,
but on November 11, 1941, it did extend the Lend-Lease Act to France, which elated de
Gaulle.* Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, removed any doubts de Gaulle
still may have had about the outcome of the war. “L’entrée dans la guerre de notre alliée
Amérique [...] équivaut, tout simplement, a la certitude de vaincre,” he announced on the radio
on December 15. “Dans cette guerre de machines, 'Amérique possede, a elle seule, un potentiel
égal au potentiel total de tous les autres belligérants.”?* But de Gaulle also understood that the
American war effort did not only consist of its industrial prowess. His visit to Washington in July
1944, three weeks after he had first set foot on French soil again in four years, was not
undertaken to “seek any specific agreements” but “to show his appreciation for the thousands of

brave Americans who were fighting so valiantly and effectively in Europe.”®®
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In the end, moreover, Roosevelt could not ignore the fact that de Gaulle had been able to
establish his authority in France and that a strong France was important to the maintenance of
international security after the war, both in relation to Germany and to the colonies. Toward the
end of 1944, Roosevelt had reluctantly agreed to arm eight French divisions with American
weaponry and to accord France a role in the occupation of Germany. This grudging but
nonetheless real change of attitude toward de Gaulle’s pretensions was moreover induced by
Roosevelt’s belief that, as he cabled a much disconcerted Churchill, “after Germany’s collapse |
must bring American troops home as rapidly as transportation problems will permit.”# As the
war drew near the end, the postwar reestablishment of France as a military power was
increasingly being considered as necessary from Washington’s perspective in order to allow for a
substantial military drawdown by the United States. “In the long run,” Secretary of State Edward
Stettinius thus concluded, “this Government will undoubtedly gain more by making concessions
to French prestige and by treating France on the basis of her potential power and influence, than
we will by treating her on the basis of her actual strength at this time.”?” Although Roosevelt
would volunteer to Stalin at the Yalta conference that he had agreed to France’s status as an
occupying power “only out of kindness,” by early 1945 it had unmistakably become in the
American interest to do s0.**®

What lessons did de Gaulle draw about the United States from his wartime experiences?

De Gaulle did not draw the lesson that the Americans were irrevocably hostile to his
mission. The American press, including newspapers such as the New York Times and the New
York Herald Tribune, was, in fact, overwhelmingly sympathetic to the Free French as soon as the
movement began to show some traction in France and the French colonial empire, certainly
more so than the French-language press in the United States; it frequently criticized Roosevelt for
failing to recognize the Free French as the legitimate government of France.?® Within the
administration, there was also a diversity of opinion about de Gaulle, with the War Department
and the Office of Strategic Services — the forerunner of the Central Intelligence Agency —
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markedly more favorably disposed toward the Free French than the White House and Cordell
Hull's State Department. A prominent public figure such as Fiorello La Guardia, the mayor of
New York, also strongly supported the Free French movement, and hosted de Gaulle in July
1944 without any of the reservations he encountered in Washington.

If there is one lesson de Gaulle drew, it was nonetheless that France could not rely on the
Anglo-Saxons for its security interests, even as he acknowledged that without their support it
could not have been liberated, and that it therefore “must count only on herself.” The British
supported de Gaulle’s Free French movement, but they also destroyed the French fleet in Mers-
el-Kebir in July 1940 and pursued interests in the Near East at France’s expense. The United
States had to be directly attacked before it entered the war. The ensuing list of wartime clashes
between de Gaulle and the Americans is long and well-rehearsed. His response to French
dependence on American and British support was not meekness but intransigence. Whereas
Churchill was able to build his wartime strategy on Anglo-American intimacy, de Gaulle — more
painfully confronted with the American “will to power cloaked by idealism” — was continually
compelled to defend his legitimacy and to resist the Anglo-Saxon tendency to dominate
decisionmaking in the West. He instructed French troops to keep Strassbourg in spite of
Eisenhower’s order to withdraw from that city in December 1944. In March 1945, he ordered
General de Lattre de Tassigny to take Stuttgart by surprise, in order to press French claims to an
occupation zone in Germany. In both cases, even though French troops had been trained and
equipped by the United States and had been placed under Eisenhower’s military command, de
Gaulle insisted that the French military would respond only to French authorities. When, on the
eve of D-Day, Churchill pushed him to visit Washington to talk with Roosevelt about the
administration of France in the wake of the invasion, de Gaulle said: “Why do you seem to think
that | need to submit my candidacy for the authority in France to Roosevelt? The French
government exists. | have nothing to ask, in this sphere, of the United States of America nor of
Great Britain.”?® To de Gaulle, World War 11 above all demonstrated the benefits of an unyielding

stance in the face of superior power. Or as he observed in his War Memoirs:

| was starting from scratch. Not the shadow of a force or of an organization at my side. In
France, no following and no reputation. Abroad, neither credit nor standing. But this very
destitution showed me my line of conduct. It was by adopting without compromise the cause of
national recovery that | could acquire authority. It was by acting as the inflexible champion of the

220 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 556.
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nation and of the state that it would be possible for me to gather the consent, even the
enthusiasm, of the French and to win from foreigners respect and consideration. [...] the slightest
wavering would have brought collapse. In short, limited and alone though | was, and precisely

because | was so, | had to climb to the heights and never then to come down.?*

Yalta, the Early Cold War, and the Atlantic Community

Recognition of the Free French as the provisional government of France was not the same as
recognition of France as a full-fledged ally and a great power. This much became clear when de
Gaulle was refused admittance — through Roosevelt’s doing — to the conference of the Big Three
from February 4 to 11 in Yalta on the Crimean peninsula. The French provisional government
had formally requested to be invited.?”? Roosevelt, however, had cabled Churchill before the
conference that “any attempt to include de Gaulle in the meeting of the three of us would merely
introduce a complicating and undesirable factor.”?* De Gaulle could neither count on Stalin’s
support; the Soviet leader considered his request “unrealistic in the sense that France had not
done very much fighting in this war and de Gaulle demanded full rights with the Americans,
British and Russians who had done the burden of the fighting.”?** France was still marred
politically by the collapse of 1940 and far too weak militarily to command a place at the
negotiating table of the conquerors.

At the Yalta conference, the last conference that Roosevelt — already gravely ill — attended,
the Big Three confirmed the policy adopted at the Casablanca conference of demanding
Germany’s unconditional surrender. In addition, the Soviet Union secretly agreed to enter the
war against Japan within three months of Germany’s surrender and was promised Southern
Sakhalin, the Kuril Islands, and an occupation zone in Korea in return. At least as importantly,
the Big Three laid the groundwork for their postwar treatment of Germany, which they agreed
would have to be demilitarized and denazified, and of the territories in Eastern Europe in control
of the Red Army. In addition, Roosevelt was able to ensure Soviet participation in the United
Nations, after he had consented that each permanent member of the Security Council would be
granted veto power and that the Soviet Union would be granted three memberships (the Soviet
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Union, Byelorussia, and Ukraine). The contours of the postwar international order were thus
drawn up during these tripartite talks on the shores of the Black Sea.”®

De Gaulle was resentful about being excluded from the Yalta conference, albeit “not at
all surprised,” as he claims in his War Memoirs, because “I knew the starting point too well to
believe we had reached our goal already.”?*® But he was confident that the Big Three could not
afford to ignore France: “For none of their decisions concerning Europe, particularly Germany,
could be put into effect if France did not lend her voice. Soon we would be on the Rhine and the
Danube with a strong army. Moreover, the war’s end would leave us in force on the continent,
while America would be back in her hemisphere and England on her island.”%’
The results of the Yalta conference, where the British had “fought like tigers for

France,”?%

were moreover quite favorable for France, in particular because the Big Three agreed
that it was to have a say in Germany’s future and to assume a seat in the United Nations’ Security
Council — and de Gaulle recognized these results as such.” It was decided that Germany would
be split into four occupied zones after the war, with a quadripartite occupation of Berlin as well,
and that France would have the fourth occupation zone, carved out from the British and
American zones. France would also be granted a seat in the Allied Control Council, the military
body that would administrate occupied Germany. Along with China, France was furthermore
asked to join in sponsoring the founding conference of the United Nations in San Francisco in
April 1945 and, as a permanent member of the Security Council, would be granted veto power.”®
De Gaulle’s distress about the results of the Yalta conference therefore did not concern the
position they accorded to France, although he was gravely concerned about their implications for
France’s colonial possessions (a subject on which he did not and could not trust the British).

The main negative aspect of the Yalta conference, in de Gaulle’s reading, was that it failed
to prevent the Cold War division of Europe. The Big Three had agreed that all original
governments would be restored in the invaded countries. Democracies would be established and

all territories would hold free elections.”®* The Red Army, however, was physically in control of
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most of Eastern Europe; at the time of Yalta, Russian Marshall Zhukov was only forty miles
away from Berlin. Stalin was determined to establish a Soviet sphere of influence as a buffer
against future aggression. The Russians were to keep the eastern portion of Poland for which
Poland was to be compensated by extending its western borders at the expense of Germany. At
Yalta, Stalin promised free elections in Poland, but it soon became apparent that he had no
intention of relinquishing control. The elections, which were held in January 1947 and resulted in
the official transformation of Poland into a socialist state by 1949, were rigged in favor of the
communist party. Much earlier, on March 5, 1946, Winston Churchill — now a former prime
minister — had already famously spoken, in his address in Fulton, Missouri, of an “iron curtain”
that had descended “from Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic.” With the onset of the
Cold War, the Yalta agreements became subject to considerable and often hot-tempered dispute
in the West, not least in the United States. Rightly or wrongly, Roosevelt was posthumously
accused of having been far too indulgent and naive with Stalin or too willing to trade Eastern
Europe for Soviet support in the war against Japan and for the United Nations. By the early
1950s, Yalta had acquired in important American and British circles “a connotation of shameful
failure, if not outright treason, matching that attached to the Munich Conference of September
1938.7%%

De Gaulle became the most vocal and most consistent European assailant of the ‘Yalta’
system. At Yalta, the Soviet Union had been allowed its exclusive sphere of influence in Eastern
Europe, he argued. This had nipped his hoped-for European equilibrium in the bud. “I believed
[...] that timely action by the western Allies with regard to the masters of the Kremlin, on
condition that such action be concerted and categorical, would safeguard the independence of the
Poles, the Czechs, the Hungarians and the Balkan peoples,” he professed in his War Memoirs;
“after which the unity of Europe could be established in the form of an association including its
peoples from Iceland to Istanbul, from Gibraltar to the Urals.”?* His vision of European unity
had been aborted by Roosevelt's “excessive concessions” to Stalin in the dying stages of the

war.?* But he did not think that Roosevelt's indulgence was the result of naiveté, which

must be achieved by processes which will enable the liberated peoples to destroy the last vestiges of Nazism and
fascism and to create democratic institutions of their own choice.”
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distinguished him from most American and British critics of Yalta. De Gaulle rather faulted the
United States for having wittingly arranged the destiny of Europe in collusion with the Soviet
Union, with deplorable (“facheuses”) and crippling (“boiteuses”) consequences for Eastern
Europe.” One of Roosevelt’s chief concerns had been to devise a postwar system that would
prevent Europe from descending back into internecine war. To de Gaulle, however, the Yalta
‘system’ was synonymous with the division of Europe. It demonstrated the ineffaceable partiality
of the two superpowers to establish a condominium in Europe in which they would each
dominate one ‘bloc’ of nations. It condemned Europe to the position of a “continent misérable”
absorbed by hegemony “sous la laquelle disparaitraient son génie et sa lumiére.”*®

France’s absence at Yalta had one major advantage: it allowed de Gaulle to freely criticize
the — alleged or real — decisions that had been endorsed there by the Anglo-Saxons. France was
not an accomplice of the Cold War division of Europe. It was rather one of the victims since this
division prevented it from resuming its ‘natural’ place within the European equilibrium. Time and
again, de Gaulle stressed that Europe had been partitioned on the shores of the Crimea and that
France had had no part in it; as he wrote in his War Memoirs, “the world would discover that there
was a correlation between France’s absence and Europe’s new laceration.”?” By implication,
European interests in unity would have been better defended if France — as the only undeniably
European power among the victors — had been granted a place at the table.

In the Cold War, de Gaulle from the outset nonetheless strongly supported alliance with
the United States (on the condition, of course, that ‘alliance’ did not mean ‘submission’ or
‘deference’ to American leadership). The Soviet threat in the heart of Europe was simply too
overwhelming to be dealt with without the Americans. De Gaulle’s discussions with Stalin in
December 1944 had been disconcerting, too, despite the signing of the Franco-Soviet pact. “In
Stalin’s person,” he recalled, “I had the impression of confronting the astute and implacable

champion of a Russia exhausted by suffering and tyranny but afire with national ambition.”%® So
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when de Gaulle was preparing his visit to President Truman from August 22 to 25, 1945, he
instructed his Foreign Minister Bidault to communicate “our [France’s] desire to wipe the slate
clean of the past, start afresh and work with the US as closely as we possibly can in the
international field. We have made plenty of mistakes in the past and we think you have made
some, but we ardently hope to stick very close to you in the future.”?*® De Gaulle’s talks with
Truman were indeed convivial throughout. He found Roosevelt’s successor to be “an extremely
positive man” who showed few grudges towards him, although Truman did share his
predecessor’s disinclination to treat France as a major power and declined to support de Gaulle’s
insistent proposals to separate the Rhineland from Germany and to internationalize the Ruhr area.
De Gaulle was also apprehensive about the apparent “simplicity” of Truman’s world view and
the store he put in American “leadership.” In particular his one-size-fits-all solution — to remake
the Old World in the image of the New World, to institute American-style democracy, to foster
federal cooperation along American lines, to grant independence to the colonies — showed a lack
of understanding for the “complex problems of the Old World.” Yet, “the new President,” de
Gaulle noted with a hint of approval, “had abandoned the plan of a world harmony and admitted
that the rivalry between the free world and the Soviet bloc now dominated every other
international consideration.”?%

Following the elections of October 1945 in which the Communists gained twenty-six
percent of the French vote, de Gaulle’s resolve to strengthen ties with the United States only
grew; vice versa, Washington was “genuinely regretful” when he abruptly resigned from office in
January 1946 because it was concerned he might leave a dangerous vacuum.** As statesman in
abeyance, de Gaulle would continue to voice support for the Western alliance. In no uncertain
terms, he declared sympathy with the Truman doctrine of March 12, 1947, stating that “chez le
président des Etats-Unis et chez votre serviteur les mémes causes ont produit les mémes
gffets.”®* In the new international predicament, he explained in April 1947, the French had to
remain who they are:

preferring the tactics of guile, a conqueror with an affable smile, he was a past master of deception. But so fierce was
his passion that it often gleamed through this armor, not without a kind of sinister charm.” (737)

239 Telegram from the Ambassador in France (Caffery) to the Secretary of State, 11 August 1945, in: FRUS, 1945.
Europe, volume 1V (1945), 703.

240 Memorandum of Conversations at the White House between President Truman and General de Gaulle on August
22,1945, FRUS, 1945. Europe, volume 1V (1945), 707-711. For de Gaulle’s account and the quotes, see War Memoirs,
906-911. Also: Irwin M. Wall, “Harry S Truman and Charles de Gaulle,” in: Paxton and Wahl, eds., De Gaulle and the
United States, 117-129; DePorte, De Gaulle’s Foreign Policy, 1944-46, 184-186. Despite the conviviality of the August
1945 meeting, Wall points out that there was a great deal of anger and frustration in their relationship.

241 \Wall, “Harry S Truman and Charles de Gaulle,” 127-128.

242 From a press conference on April 24, 1947. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 58.
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... C’est a dire des Occidentaux, fideles a une conception de I'nomme, de la vie, du droit, des
rapports entre les Etats, qui nous a faits tels que nous sommes, a laguelle ont toujours tenu notre
influence et notre rayonnement et qu’il nous faut défendre et faire valoir dans le tumulte du

monde, pour servir et pour survivre2*®

What is more, he declared that France and the United States were tied by an unbreakable
moral bond (“une sort de lien moral vraiment exceptionnel, qu’aucune vicissitude n'a pu

rompre”):

... chaque fois que, dans le monde, la justice se trouve blessée, une sourde alarme s'éveille a la
fois dans les consciences frangaises et dans les consciences américaines et que nos deux
démocraties y ont toujours trouvé la méme et puissant résonance quand elles ont eu a défendre la

liberté menacée.®*

De Gaulle in fact expressed fervent support for most American initiatives during the early
Cold War years. He called the Marshall Plan, including its demand for European cooperation, “une
initiative clairvoyante,” calling the American largesse vis-a-vis Europe possibly the salvation of the
world (“le salut du monde™).** In April 1948, de Gaulle pressed for a security alliance — “sous forme
de garantie réciproque” — with the United States in order to offset the menacing power of the Soviet
Union — hence giving his blessing to secret talks already underway.?® So when the North Atlantic

Treaty was signed in April 1949, he reacted favorably to assembled journalists:

Le Pacte Atlantique [...] est @ mon avis une trés heureuse et trés importante manifestation
d'intentions. De la part des puissances de I'Europe occidentale, en particulier de la part de la
France, il est trés naturel qu'un pareil pacte soit signé. La France sait a quel point il lui serait
nécessaire d'étre aidée par I’Amérique, si elle-méme était attaquée ainsi que la liberté.

243 From a speech in Strassbourg on April 7, 1947. De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 54.

24 From an address in Strasbourg on 6 April 1947, in: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 46-47.

245 From a speech to British and American journalists on July 9, 1947. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans
I'attente, 92. From 1948 to 1951, France would receive $2.4 billion in the context of the Marshall Plan, much of it in food,
fuel, and equipment imports needed to carry out the Monnet Plan. Costigliola, France and the United States, 63.

26 In an address in Marseille on April, 17, 1948. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 184. Secret
talks had in fact been initiated in early 1948 after a meeting between Georges Bidault, Ernest Bevin, and George
Marshall in December 1947. On March 4, 1948, Bidault had sent an impassioned letter to Marshall, pleading for
American involvement in “political consultations” on a “common defense” against the Soviet threat. See Bruna
Bagnato, “France and the Origins of the Atlantic Pact,” in Ennio di Nolfo, ed., The Atlantic Pact Forty Years Later: A
Historical Appraisal (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1991), 83-86.
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De Gaulle emphasized that France would equally rush to the defense of the United States if it were
to be attacked first — *“on ne sait jamais!” — and saluted the Americans for resisting “les tendances
classiques qui les portent vers Iisolationnisme.” " Interestingly, given his later antipathy towards
NATO and its system of integrated defense, he pressed for detailed and practical arrangements
for the provision of American assistance and underscored that the signatory nations “assument
en commun cette défense [...] d’'une maniére claire et effective.”?*® Like many Frenchmen of the
day, de Gaulle was concerned by the absence of an automatic assistance clause in Article V of the
treaty as a result of the American Senate’s reserve, which created the possibility that the Anglo-
Saxons would once again leave France largely to its own devices in case of an invasion. In the
early years of the alliance, de Gaulle thus joined those who called for substantial American forces
on the front line as a deterrent and a guarantee for immediate American involvement in a war
with the Soviet Union. On the day that Eisenhower arrived in Europe to assume his duties as
NATO's first Supreme Allied Commander in Europe (SACEUR), on January 7, 1951, de Gaulle
called on the United States to defend Europe — “Américains, défendez I'Europe!” — and declared
that “le camp de la liberté ne doit, en aucun cas, a aucun prix, perdre ce que lui reste d’Europe.
[...] Cela implique, évidemment, que la force américaine soit mise sur pied en vue d'affluer, le cas
écheant, massivement et sans délai de ce coté-ci des mers.”* While de Gaulle continued to insist
that France should play a central role in the defense of the West and stressed that the French
would have to reserve judgment on the treaty until these practical arrangements were made, “this
man,” as Lacouture observed, “never forgot that American power was necessary to the freedom
of the West and that, however enormous their responsibilities, the Americans assumed them with
wisdom and dignity.”?°

Yet de Gaulle’s choice for alliance with the United States seemed at once categorical and
ambivalent. He continued to think that the deep involvement of the Americans in the heart of
Europe was just as perverted as the imposing presence of the Soviets and that the former was

only justified as the result of an aberrant and therefore transitory international situation wrought

247 From a press conference on March 29, 1949. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 273. In
addition, de Gaulle pressed for a much stronger defense effort on the part of the European nations, and France in
particular, arguing that the Americans could not be reasonably expected to continue their assistance if the Europeans
reneged on their responsibilities for their own defense.

28 |n a statement issued on April 4, 1949. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 282. De Gaulle’s
insistence on practical arrangements to rebuild European military power, to be sure, reflected the policies of the
French government at the time, which was concerned about the American preference to stick to vaguer formulas.
Bagnato, “France and the Origins of the Atlantic Pact,” 90-110.

249 De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 403, 404.

250 | acouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 214,
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by the latter. The fear of either a “horrid war” between the superpowers or a superpower
condominium — “another Yalta” — would continue to mark de Gaulle’s views as well. The Cold
War made it just as incumbent upon France to seek an alliance with the United States so as to
safeguard its independence against the crushing pressures emanating from American-Soviet
rivalry and to build a Europe that could both mitigate the rivalry between the superpowers and
prevent their collusion. “Placed where she [France] is, in Europe, in Africa, in Asia, oriented
traditionally at the same time toward the West and toward the East, she can be and wants to be a
link and, under no condition, a pawn,” de Gaulle declared to the Constituent Assembly on
November 23, 1945.2" And in his Strasbourg speech of April 7, 1947, in which he announced the

establishment of the Rassemblement du Peuple Francais, he said:

Notre planete [...] présente deux masses énormes, toutes deux portées a I'expansion, mais
entrainées par des dispositions essentiellement différentes et, du méme coup, par des courantes
idéologiques opposés. L’Amérique et la Russie, si on a le droit d’espérer qu’elles ne deviendront
pas ennemies, sont automatiquement rivales. [...] placés la ou nous le sommes, le maintien de
notre indépendance devient pour nous le probléme brilant et capital. [...] Il implique, en méme
temps, que nous nous appliquions a refaire I'Europe, afin qu'existe, a coté des deux masses
d'aujourd’hui, I'élément d'équilibre sans le lequel le monde de demain pourrait peut-étre subsister

sous le régime haletant des modus vivendi, mais non point respirer et fleurir dans la paix.***

This inclination to occupy a halfway position in the Cold War was not only engendered
by de Gaulle’s foreign policy views. Just as importantly, it reflected the domestic political scene in
France and de Gaulle’s worry that the Cold War was undermining his dream of national unity. In
his Bayeux speech of 1946, having spoken of “our ancient Gallic propensity for divisions and
quarrels,” de Gaulle observed that “the present world situation, in which the powers between
whom we are placed confront each other behind opposing ideologies, adds a disturbingly
passionate factor to our political struggles.”?* And when de Gaulle declared that France wanted
to be a “link,” not a “pawn,” Le Monde observed that “he is defining at the same time national

aspirations and the present possibilities of French policy. No one in France desires a choice

21 De Gaulle, Discours et messages, 1940-1946, 707.

252 De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 53. In December 1954, he once again proposed a modus vivendi
between the two camps and suggested that France was particularly well-placed to build a bridge towards the East. In
an address on December 4, 1954. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 625.

253 “| 3 situation actuelle du monde ou, derriére des idéologies opposées, se confrontent des Puissances entre
lesquelles nous sommes placés, ne laisse pas d'introduire dans nos luttes politiques un facteur de trouble passionné.”
De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 7.



100 FROM THE ATLANTIC TO THE URALS

between the East and the West, a choice which would aggravate certain internal and foreign
dissensions.”?*

It is important to call to mind that there was indeed a strong neutralist opinion in France, a
desire to be the “hyphen” between East and West, and that consecutive French governments had to
take this into account.® Substantial segments of French — and European — public opinion to the
left and to the right moreover remained critical about the American way of life, which found its
way to Europe through the Marshall Plan and the commercial activities of American business.
The rise in living standards was welcomed and American cultural and other products were often
popular, but there was also a strong desire to protect French society and culture against
American-style capitalism — a desire not to be overwhelmed by America.®® The anti-communist
scare in the United States during the 1950s, epitomized by Senator Joseph McCarthy's anti-
communist witch-hunt and the trial of the Rosenbergs, and the racist treatment of black
Americans in the American South further damaged the image many Frenchmen held of the
United States. Worried about the consequences of rising anti-Americanism, the United States
engineered a campaign to influence French public opinion, but negative attitudes persisted and
American diplomats reported that “American prestige [...], particularly in influential non-communist
intellectual circles, has dropped to the lowest point we can remember.”?" The decolonization issue
also furnished a constant source of terse disagreement between France and the United States,
with Franco-American differences of view about the world beyond Europe culminating in the
Suez crisis of 1956. While there was genuine gratitude for the American war effort and its
generous postwar assistance, French opinion was thus never sold on the idea of an Atlantic
community, and the dismissive attitude was stronger in France than in most other countries. “We
and the Americans want to start building up an Atlantic Community which includes but

transcends Western Europe,” a British diplomat recorded in his private diary in 1950, “while the

254 |_e Monde, 9-10 December 1945, as cited in: DePorte, De Gaulle’s Foreign Policy, 1944-1946, 235.

255 Alexander Werth has noted a “gap” between official French policy and public sentiment which was decidedly
neutralist and anti-war and observed that French governments were playing a “double game.” Werth, France, 1940-1955,
395. For a similar argument, see Creswell and Trachtenberg, “France and the German Question, 1945-1955,” 14.

256 The campaign waged in France by an unlikely coalition of Communists, conservative Catholic winegrowers, and
journalists against the “Coca-Colonization” of France was one case in point. The soft drink had come to Europe in the
wake of the G.1.’s; after the war, its bright red delivery trucks drove all over the country, advertising the drink to the
French but upsetting some in the process. Opposition to this intrusion into French daily life by American-style commerce
grew to such an extent that a law proposing to ban Coca-Cola on health grounds attracted considerable support in the
French parliament. It was only after the United States had applied pressure on the French government, threatening to halt
aid to France under the Marshall Plan, that the proposal was defeated. See Costigliola, France and the United States, 78.

257 Costigliola, France and the United States, 90.
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French still hanker after a European solution in which the only American function is to produce
military and other aid.”?®

As for de Gaulle, he seemed to have genuinely believed that history had given ample
evidence of a fundamental solidarity between the United States and France. This solidarity, he
declared in one of his press conferences as president of the Fifth Republic, “has existed for close
on 200 years as an outstanding psychological reality in keeping with the nature of the two
countries” and it was evidenced by the fact that “among all world powers France is the only one,
with the exception, | should say, of Russia, with which the United States never exchanged a single
cannon shot, while it is the only power without exception which fought at its side in three wars —
the War of Independence and the First and Second World Wars — under conditions forever
unforgettable.” He also never wavered from his conviction that the Atlantic alliance remained a
sine qua non of French security as long as the Soviet Union held on to its iron grip on Central and

Eastern Europe:

Indeed, so long as the free world is faced with the Soviet bloc, which is capable of suddenly
submerging this or that territory, and which is moved by a dominating and detestable ideology, it
will be essential that the peoples on both sides of the ocean, if they wish to defend themselves, be
linked together to do s0.25°

De Gaulle furthermore acknowledged that France and the United States in the final
analysis belonged to the same Europe-grown Western civilization, for in his seminal Oxford
speech of 1941 he had declared:

This civilization, born in Western Europe, has weathered many storms. [...] But so far, it has
always managed to retain sufficient internal vitality, sufficient power of attraction, to enable it to
finally carry the day. More than that, it has moved like a conqueror through the world, gaining
vast regions, much to their advantage. So saturated has America become with this civilization of

258 Quoted in Don Cook, Forging the Alliance: NATO, 1945 to 1950 (London: Secker & Warburg, 1989), 235. Younger,
who was Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin's principal political deputy, added: “The difference is important because it
stems from two quite different conceptions.” He recorded Bevin as a proponent of an Atlantic Community: “Bevin
has no faith in the solidity or efficiency of France or Belgium, and believes Western Europe will be a broken reed,
and will not even attract the loyalty of Europeans or impress Russians, unless it is very solidly linked to North
America.”

29 press conference of July 29, 1963. In: France, Ambassade de France, Major Addresses, 1958-1964, 232-233. De
Gaulle understandably overlooks the fact that when American troops landed in North Africa in November 1942
(Operation Torch), French Vichy troops initially put up fierce resistance at Oran, resulting in 1,500 American
casualties. There were also at least three near-clashes between French and American troops in the latter stages of the
war: at Strasbourg in December 1944, Stuttgart in April 1945, and in the Cuneo province in Italy in June 1945.
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ours that it may truthfully be said to have reached its fullest expressions beyond the Atlantic. It
has penetrated Asia, Africa, and Oceania. As a result, first of colonization and then of the gradual
emancipation of innumerable peoples, the moment was fast approaching when all the inhabitants

of the earth would have recognized the same high principles and been clothed in the same
260

dignity.

But de Gaulle never supported the vision of an Atlantic community. For this, de Gaulle’s
attachment to his triptych — France, the nation-state, Europe — was simply too deeply entrenched.
While he judged strong transatlantic ties necessary given the Soviet menace, he never came to
view the United States as an intrinsically ‘European’ power. From his perspective, the Atlantic
community idea was at odds with his objective of a ‘European’ Europe — the creation of a self-
sufficient equilibrium between the states and the peoples that inhabited the European
geographical space. And its popularization was an attempt to rationalize or, worse yet, transform
ties arising from temporary necessity into permanent institutional bonds that would submerge
French power and identity in a larger entity dominated by the United States.

In addition, while de Gaulle was a proponent — perhaps even an exponent — of Franco-
American solidarity, he did not think that the French and the Americans belonged to the same
‘community’ as a fellowship of interests, least of all a community affecting the identity of the
participants and their degree of adhesion. Nor did de Gaulle believe that transatlantic security
was indivisible, as was often asserted in the context of the Atlantic alliance. His doubts about the
value of the American security guarantee were buttressed by his reading of the United States’ late
war entries in 1917 and 1941, after having been attacked first, and by the flexible wording of
Article V of the North Atlantic Treaty at the Senate’s insistence. These doubts were further
enhanced by the Soviet acquisition of nuclear weapons shortly after the signing of the Treaty. For
a few months after the first Soviet atomic explosion in July 1949, de Gaulle remarked that “le
Pacte [Atlantique], dans son contenu et sous sa forme actuels, perdrait, pour I'Europe, une grande
partie de son efficacité. En tout cas, la nation doit étre prévenue que rien n'oblige, ni ne prépare,
les Etats-Unis a participer largement a la défense directe et immédiate de notre continent.”**

As importantly, de Gaulle objected almost from the outset to the extensive military
organization that was being built on top of the Treaty after General Eisenhower’s arrival as
NATO's first SACEUR in January 1951. De Gaulle objected to a security system in which, as he

260 “Discours prononcé a I'université d’Oxford, le 25 novembre 1941, in: De Gaulle, Discours et Messages, 1940-1946,
155.
21 From a speech in Bordeaux on September 25, 1949. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 307.
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wrote in his memoirs, “an American generalissimo with headquarters near Versailles exercised
over the old world the military authority of the new.”?2 He had rather hoped that the United
States would be prepared to help restore France’s political and military power on the European
continent in the spirit of the Truman Doctrine and under the banner of the North Atlantic
Treaty. However, instead of assisting France to become the military stronghold in Western
Europe vis-a-vis the Soviet menace, the United States sought to maintain control of the
European allies through NATO’s integrated military command system and gave priority to
paving the way for German rearmament. Washington moreover refrained from fully supporting
French policies in Indochina and Africa.

As a result, de Gaulle turned into an early critic of NATO. He publicly called for a
“reorganization” of the Atlantic alliance for the first time on March 10, 1952. These comments
actually prefigured his September 1958 memorandum proposal for a global security organization
(see chapter three), as he posited that the alliance should be given global coverage in order to
respond to the increasingly global communist threat. He also sought to prevent the institution of
an American-German axis “under the cover of the Atlantic Pact and the European army,”
presaging the Franco-German Treaty of Reconciliation of January 1963 (“un accord direct entre
la France et I'’Allemagne & la fois sur les sujets qui les ont toujours divisées”).

Most importantly, de Gaulle stressed in December 1954, “le systeme appelé 'OTAN”
amounted to the abandonment of the sovereignty and the spirit of the nation:

Elle [France] place ses armées, ses bases, ses communications, directement sous une autorité qui
n'est pas la sienne. Elle est dans une situation de dépendance qui met, en fait, sous contrdle
étranger toute action militaire et, par extension, toute action politique qu’elle entreprend dans des
territoires qui lui sont, pourtant, rattachés [...] Elle laisse & d’autres le monopole des armes
atomiques sans lesquelles un Etat ne peut étre que subordonné. [...] Si ces conditions n’étaient
pas, de fond en comble, révisées, comment intéresser la nation a sa propre sécurité et, par suite, a

son propre destin??®*

It is for this reason that, in July 1957, de Gaulle confided to Cyrus Sulzberger of the New York
Times that he wanted NATO “seriously modified”:

262 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 11.
263 De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 510-511.
264 From an address on December 4, 1954. In: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 2, Dans I'attente, 625-626.
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As it is, the alliance is completely unsatisfactory. America has taken everything. America has taken
all the commands. America has all the responsibility. And America provides all the force. This is
not sensible for an alliance. Look at Russia, Russia’s satellites have proven valueless. | would insist
upon a repartition of the responsibility and the authority of the alliance. The alliance must be
something spiritual as well as physical. And it cannot be spiritually viable unless there is some sort

of shake up.®®

In February 1958, in addition, only months before his return to power, he gave a preview of
things to come:

I would quit NATO if | were running France. NATO is against our independence and our
interest. Our membership in NATO is said to be for the reason of protecting France against a
Russian attack. But | don't believe that the Russians will attack at this time [...]. NATO is no
longer an alliance. It is a subordination. [...] After France has regained her independence, perhaps
she will be linked with the Western countries in formal alliances [...]. But we cannot accept a

superior, like the United States, to be responsible for us.2

* k%

For almost eleven years following his return to the helm in May 1958, de Gaulle’s vision would
be France’s vision. During these years, his dedication to France and the primacy accorded to the
nation-state would continue to be the salient features of his policy. But de Gaulle was much more
than a French nationalist whose sole preoccupation was the protection of the French national
interest or the amplification of his nation’s glory. He was a strategic thinker of unusual acumen,
one who actively sought to use French influence to resolve the outstanding political issues of the
day. “Perhaps the most striking and authentic feature of this Gaullist grand design was the
considerable feat of uniting an attractive and often logical view of the emerging international
order with a pivotal role for France,” Michael Harrison has reasonably judged. “The coincidence
of French national interest with a transformed global system and a revised East-West settlement
in Europe brought French diplomacy unprecedented attention in the 1960s and gave it a

universal appeal unmatched in the postwar era.”?’

265 Sulzberger, The Last of the Giants, 60-61.
266 Sulzberger, The Last of the Giants, 61.
27 Harrison, The Reluctant Ally, 68-69.
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De Gaulle defined a response to the European ‘question’ that had been posed by a
history of continental conflict. This response was inevitably different from the American one as it
was informed above all by French history and by de Gaulle’s singular determination to reinstate
France as a great power. De Gaulle’s European ‘question’ was also different from the one that
had vexed American foreign policy. What Americans tended to define broadly as the ‘European’
question posed by chronic and internecine war, was to de Gaulle — as to most Frenchmen —
above all the ‘German’ question, which, as World War 11 drew to a close, increasingly became
overshadowed — albeit not entirely substituted — by the emergence of the two superpowers. De
Gaulle’s European ‘question’ might therefore be formulated as follows: How to safeguard French
security and influence in a Europe susceptible to German domination and to maintain a measure
of independence and freedom of action vis-a-vis the Soviet Union as well as the United States?

In addition, resolving this question was in de Gaulle’s analysis a European matter. The
nation-states of Europe would have to find a modus vivendi among themselves if continental peace
was to endure. When de Gaulle talked of European unity, he either referred to this continental
modus vivendi defined by the equilibrium between these nation-states or, in a narrower sense, to the
ensemble of Western European nations headed by France. In his view, the resurgence of
‘Europe’ hinged on strengthening the position of France as the leader of the Western European
grouping of states vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and the United States; in this grouping, moreover,
France, not Germany, would have to be the dominant nation-state (at least in military and
political matters). France distinguished itself from the other great powers, de Gaulle stressed,
because it had “no ambition of extending ourselves beyond the soil where we are sovereign;
because our present frontiers are sufficient for us as they are [unlike the Germans]; because we
presume neither to convert nor to dominate anyone, either ideologically, politically, or
economically [unlike the Americans or the Russians].”2®

In de Gaulle’s European equilibrium, the Anglo-Saxons would play a largely subsidiary
role. There was, in de Gaulle’s view, no question that France had to side with the democratic
powers of the West as long as there existed the threat of Soviet domination. In this regard,
France under de Gaulle would be as steadfast an ally as the United States could have hoped for.
But de Gaulle had no interest in being swallowed up in an evolving Atlantic community
dominated by the Americans. In his vision of the European equilibrium “from the Atlantic to the

Urals,” the United States would be requested to take a backseat. De Gaulle’s policy of

268 Press conference of October 28, 1966, in: France, Ambassade de France, Major Addresses, Statements, and Press
Conferences of General Charles de Gaulle, March 17, 1964 - May 16, 1967 (New York: Service de Presse et d’Information,
1967), 152.
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independence and grandeur would do much to restore French self-awareness in a world in which
France could no longer count on being in the first rank by force of numbers. This policy,
however, inevitably set France on a course of conflict with its much more powerful American ally.
“My only international rival is Tintin!” de Gaulle quipped to André Malraux towards the end of
his life. “We are the little fellows who refuse to get taken by the big ones. No one sees this,

because of my height.”?*

269 Malraux, Felled Oaks, 33.



Chapter Two
The Atlantic “Community” in American Foreign Policy: An

Ambiguous Approach to the Cold War Alliance!

One of this study’s contentions is that the American experience with de Gaulle from 1958 to
1969 must be understood in the context of the history of American foreign policy and of
American views of Europe and the transatlantic relationship. This chapter is devoted to analyzing
this context. It does not, therefore, focus on the historical context of the bilateral Franco-
American relationship.

It is important to understand that American policymakers on the whole had little
understanding of — and patience for — the postwar resilience of national perspectives in Europe.
As geographic outsiders, Americans rather considered Europe as a whole rather than as divided
into national societies; or, as Stanley Hoffmann put it, as “a basket of eels, perhaps, but one
basket all the same.”? European-style nationalism as a political creed had moreover been
discredited because of the sequence of wars that had emanated from the rivalry between
European powers. Against this background, American policymakers were inclined to advise to
Europe what had worked so well for the United States: to begin modes of cooperation that
would rise above the level of individual states and move beyond the principle of national
sovereignty. American reactions to de Gaulle’s policy of national independence and grandeur
were predetermined by considerations of this nature rather than by historical experiences in the
bilateral realm. De Gaulle’s defiance of American leadership within the Western alliance was
moreover not only a challenge to American control over European affairs, but this defiance also
chipped away at the Atlanticist ideology that was a derivative of the Cold War.

This chapter will, first of all, proceed from the notion that the American experience with
de Gaulle was prejudiced by the interplay between two main political traditions in American
foreign policy, by the New World’s ambivalence toward the Old World, and by a gradual
transformation in America’s geopolitical approaches to the European question from one of
aloofness to that of engagement. As we shall see, whether Americans condemned or appreciated
de Gaulle’s foreign policy generally depended on whether their foreign policy outlook was liberal
or conservative. It will also help to explain why de Gaulle invoked disturbing — if also exaggerated

1 Parts of this chapter have been published earlier in Reyn, Allies or Aliens?.
2 Stanley Hoffmann, Gulliver's Troubles or the Setting of American Foreign Policy (New York: McGraw-Hill for the Council
on Foreign Relations, 1968), 103.
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— memories among American policymakers of the ‘old’ Europe tormented by nationalism and
internecine war. And it will help to make clear that de Gaulle’s foreign policy distressed in
particular those Americans who favored throwing America’s weight in the scale of intra-
European politics on the side of political and economic integration and reform; those who took a
more distant view of America’s role in Europe were on the whole less alarmed by this foreign
policy.

Secondly, this chapter will analyze the views and the expectations that American
policymakers entertained about the transatlantic relationship in the 1950s and 1960s. Their
reactions to de Gaulle’s policies vis-a-vis the Western alliance were biased by the way in which
American policymakers themselves looked at this transatlantic relationship. It will in particular
dissect the notion that the Western alliance was evolving into an ever closer Atlantic community.
An analysis of the notion of the Atlantic community would, finally, be incomplete without an
examination of its diplomatic utility. The idea would not have been so pervasive among
Americans if it did not further the chief objectives of American foreign policy in the context of
the Cold War.

American Foreign Policy Towards Europe: An Interpretive Framework

On Liberalism and Conservatism in American Foreign Policy

American foreign policy has been shaped from the outset by the interplay of the two mainstream

traditions in American politics: liberalism and conservatism.® In essence, the older conservative

3 For the initial idea of distinguishing between a conservative and a liberal tradition in American foreign policy, | am
indebted to Professor John L. Harper of the Bologna Center of the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced
International Studies. The idea of distinguishing between these traditions is, in addition, a variation on the writings of
the British historian Edward Hallett Carr and his American counterpart Arthur M. Schlesinger on the eve of World
War 1. Carr earned fame with his distinction between ‘utopians’ and ‘realists’ in The Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1939
(London: Macmillan, 1939), which spurred the ‘realist-idealist debate’ running through the study of international
relations in the 1940s and 1950s (particularly in the United States). In the same year as the publication of Carr’s
analysis, Schlesinger issued an influential article in Yale Review (December 1939) entitled “Tides of American
Politics,” contending that American history had followed a wave pattern of eleven alternating periods of either liberal
or conservative dominance in domestic politics. In Schlesinger’s view, conservative periods were marked by a
“concern for the rights of the few,” an emphasis on the “welfare of property,” and “inaction” on the part of the
government; liberal periods reflected a “concern for the wrongs of the many,” an “emphasis on human welfare,” and
governmental activism. His son Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. redefined his father’s thesis by setting out his idea that
American politics is characterized by cyclical rhythms shifting “between public purpose and private interest.” Arthur
M. Schlesinger Jr., The Cycles of American History (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1986), 27. Relevant, too, is the influential
work of Felix Gilbert, who wrote that America’s attitude toward the world was shaped by “the tension between
Idealism and Realism [...] and her great moments have occurred when both were combined.” Gilbert, The Beginnings
of American Foreign Policy (New York: Harper, 1965). The first attempt at uncovering cyclical patterns in American
politics, to be sure, was undertaken by Henry Adams; see “Rule of Phase Applied to History” in: Henry Adams and
Brooks Adams, ed., The Degradation of the Democratic Dogma (1919). Adams postulated a “pendulum” model with a
period of twelve years in which American politics alternated between periods of “diffuse” and “centralized” power.
For an entirely different, mathemical approach to alternating phases in American politics, using differential
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tradition derived its intellectual provenance from the emergence in the seventeenth century of the
national state and the ensuing notion of the reason of state (raison d’Etat) whereas the liberal
tradition is informed by the eighteenth century progressive idealism of the Enlightenment, which
places a premium on considerations of morality and the rights of the individual human being.*

The appendix to this study provides a schematic survey of the American politicians and
strategic thinkers to be associated with either tradition. In order to better understand the
differences between the conservative and the liberal traditions in the context of American politics,
we will briefly examine the views of the two founding fathers of American foreign policy:
Thomas Jefferson (1743-1826) and Alexander Hamilton (1757-1804). Before we do so, however,
it is instructive to consider the disparate philosophical precepts of Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679)
and John Locke (1632-1704). Of all thinkers who have contributed to the dogmas of American
foreign policy, their contributions have arguably been the most clearly recognizable.

* k%

Thomas Hobbes built his entire moral and political philosophy on the principle of self-
preservation. In Leviathan (1651) he notoriously described the life of man as “solitary, poor, nasty,
brutish, and short.” Rather than living sociably, “men are continually in competition” and always
at risk of falling victim to “their own impetuous desires, rashness, or indiscretion.” The natural
state of society is, by extension, anarchic and warlike. Hobbes therefore stressed the need for a
formidable state — as awe-inspiring as the terrifying biblical sea monster — and the exercise of
absolute sovereignty in order to maintain peace. There is in Hobbes’ view no moral law to speak
of. The only moral obligation men have is to themselves. Hobbes’ bleak conception of man and
his environment did not mean that the interaction between sovereign states was necessarily
characterized by war; since self-preservation is best guaranteed when there is peace, “all men

16

agree on this, that Peace is Good.”® But the natural state of affairs between sovereign states,

equations, see Daniel Barclay, “Cyclical Behavior and Ideological Change in American Politics,” Michigan Journal of
Political Science, Volume 11: Issue iii, Fall 2004: 4-38.

4 The idea of reason of state dates back to early sixteenth-century Italy, where it was developed into a coherent
political philosophy by Niccolé Machiavelli (although Archbishop Giovanni della Casa was the first to put the notion
into words as ragion di stato). Reason-of-state thinking is characterized by putting the well-being of the state over
individual considerations of morality or of ideological affinity. See, e.g., Friedrich Meinecke, Machiavellism: The Doctrine
of Raison d’Etat and Its Place in Modern History (New Haven, 1957). Although the first political expression of the
Enlightenment was that of the enlightened despotism of the likes of Frederick the Great of Prussia and the Russian
empress Catherina the Great, it is more typically represented by ideas about democratic accountability and the
diminution of centralized state power, such as John Locke’s defense of the Glorious Revolution of 1688, Jean-
Jacques Rousseau’s volonté generale (general will) or Montesquieu’s trias politica.

5 Hobbes, Leviathan, 84, 113.

6 Johann P. Sommerville, Thomas Hobbes: Political Ideas in Historical Context (London: Macmillan, 1992), 29. The quote
is from Leviathan, chapter 15.
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Hobbes reasoned, is inherently one of the jealous protection of interests. “The law of nations and
the law of nature is the same thing,” he posited, and “every sovereign has the same right, in
securing the safety of his people that any particular man can have in securing the safety of his
own body.”” The relationship between states is hence not governed by law or morality but
marked by a struggle for power. Since Hobbes did not extend his logic as far as advocating a
world government — a Leviathan amongst Leviathans — as the panacea, his ideas have been taken
to support the concept of a balance of power as the system most likely to provide international
peace and stability.®

John Locke’s benevolent view of human nature gave cause to a more optimistic view of
the world than Hobbes’. Since man was in large measure a product of his environment and his
own innate capability for reason, mankind as a whole could be brought to a more advanced state.
Locke developed his views on human nature and politics to a large degree in response to those of
Hobbes.? He acknowledged the human instinct for self-preservation, but in his opinion this
instinct does not necessarily turn men into predators when left to their own devices. On the
contrary, the instinct for self-preservation induces them to be sociable and to strive for and
sustain a society in which they desire to live — a society in which self-preservation is inherently
guaranteed: one’s interests lie in procuring the most benefits for the most people, not in a
survival of the fittest.”® The idea that men are eminently capable of reason was central to Locke’s
understanding of human nature. Although Locke rejected the idea of innate principles, he
criticized the “Hobbist” for disregarding “a great many plain duties of morality.” He accepted the
possibility of a rational demonstration of moral principles.'* As a result of the rational and moral
behavior on the part of men, Locke reasoned, society naturally tended towards harmony. Locke’s
perspective on human nature was closely tied to his political ideas. The preservation of civil peace
and general well-being necessitated the establishment of government. But Locke, unlike Hobbes,
firmly entrenched sovereignty in the individuals who make up the state. His Two Treatises on
Government (1690) made the case for limited, representative government. The absence of popular
consent, Locke wrote in a barely disguised reference to Hobbes, “would make the mighty

7 Sommerville, Thomas Hobbes, 37.

8 The idea of a balance of power is commonly believed to be first noted by Thucydides in his History of the
Peloponnesian War, which analyzed the relationship between Athens and Sparta in the fifth century B.C. in these terms.
Hobbes published a translation of this history in 1629 and called Thucydides his “special favorite” among historians.
See Rogow, Thomas Hobbes, 79; Hedley Bull, “International Theory: The Case for a Classical Approach,” World
Politics, 1966, 18, 361-77.

9 See lan Harris, The Mind of John Locke: A Study of Political Theory in Its Intellectual Setting (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1994), 4, 93-4., 101, 105-6, passim.

10 On Locke’s position vis-a-vis self-preservation, see Harris, The Mind of John Locke, 38-9, 99-100, 106, 217-23.

11 Harris, The Mind of John Locke, 94. Locke criticized Hobbes’ Leviathan because it disregarded all notions of morality
beyond self-preservation: “of the gratitude of mankind to their Creator, there is deep silence.”
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leviathan of a shorter duration than the feeblest creatures, and not let it outlast the day it was
born in.”*? The individual had unalienable rights, Locke argued, and these rights had to be
secured against the power of the state. He regarded any attempt to gain absolute power as
unlawful, leading to the most revolutionary of his axioms. “Whenever the legislators endeavor to
take away and destroy the property of the people, or to reduce them to slavery under arbitrary
power,” Locke reasoned, “they put themselves into a state of war with the people who are
thereupon absolved from any further obedience [...].”""

Of the two, Locke’s influence on American foreign policy undoubtedly has been the
more pronounced.* His political philosophy helped to justify the American Revolution (as well
as the Glorious Revolution of 1688); it laid the foundation for the liberal inclination to regard the
American Republic as a political and social experiment based on unalienable individual rights. But
Hobbes, too, left an indelible mark on American political thought. Although his plea for
irrevocable authority in the hands of the sovereign went unheeded, Hobbes' emphasis on
ensuring the security of the people is reflected in calls for a strong state — a state whose focus is
on imposing law and order on a society otherwise thought to be rife with violence and on
protecting American interests in an essentially unfriendly international environment. Hobbes has
been the philosopher of choice within the realist school in political science, which rose to
prominence along with the emergence of the United States as a great power,” and his more
dismal world view has resonated particularly with hard-nosed practitioners of foreign policy
throughout. Both the Lockean theme of promoting individual liberty and reason and the
Hobbesian preoccupation with safeguarding state power and the national interest in an inherently

dangerous world have made important contributions to American foreign policy.*®

* % %

12 |bidem, 131-2.

13 Of Civil Government, as reprinted in Charles Hirschfeld and Edgar E. Knoebel, Classics of Western Thought:The Modern
World (31 ed.) (San Diego: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1980), 136.

14 See, e.g., Roger D. Masters, “The Lockean Tradition in American Foreign Policy,” Journal of International Affairs, vol.
XXI, 1967, no. 2, 253-277; Louis Hartz, The Liberal Tradition in America: An Interpretation of American Political Thought
Since the Revolution (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1955); Edward Weisband, The Ideology of American
Foreign Policy: A Paradigm of Lockian Liberalism (London: Sage Publications, 1973).

15 After the outbreak of World War 11, interest in Thomas Hobbes increased in the Anglo-American world as a point
of departure for thinking about international relations. See, e.g., Hedley Bull, “International Theory: The Case for a
Classical Approach,” World Politics, 1966, 18, 361-77. Some of the influential ‘realist’ thinkers in the United States
whose work has been informed by Hobbes include Reinhold Niebuhr, Hans J. Morgenthau, Henry A. Kissinger,
Richard Rosecrance, Kenneth N. Waltz, Arnold Wolfers, and, more recently, John Mearsheimer. Going against
conventional wisdom, George Mace has argued that Hobbes has had more influence on the American Constitution
than Locke. See: George Mace, Locke, Hobbes, and the Federalist Papers: An Essay of the Genesis of American Political
Heritage (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1979).

16 For a more detailed analysis, see Reyn, Allies or Aliens?, 25-31.
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Traversing from the world of English philosophers to that of American politics, one can see
traces of Lockean and Hobbesian thought as early as among the founding fathers — and of these,
Thomas Jefferson and Alexander Hamilton most clearly represented the diverging perspectives
on the newly born republic and its place in the world. Their vehement political debate in the late
eighteenth century was at least in part a reflection of the philosophical debate between the two
English thinkers one century earlier.

Jefferson was as much a prodigy of the Enlightenment as any one in the budding
Republic. Indeed, he told Hamilton that he considered Locke “one of the three greatest men the
world has ever produced.”” Locke’s allegiance to the natural rights of the individual certainly left
an indelible mark on the Declaration of Independence (1776), which Jefferson authored and
became the most revered document in American history together with the Constitution. Jefferson
strongly believed that the birth of the American republic, by breaking with the European
monarchical mould, was holding out a mythical promise to the world. He was in Paris as minister
to France when the Constitutional Convention was called in 1787 to replace the Articles of
Confederation with a stronger federal government. Jefferson was pleased inter alia by the
separation of powers among the legislative, executive and judicial branches in the new
constitution — an idea that had been borrowed from the French philosopher Montesquieu. Yet he
was much less enamored by the absence of a bill of rights — to which “the people are entitled to
against every government on earth” — and by the possibility to re-elect the president, which he
thought was likely to turn him into an “officer for life.” Jefferson was prepared to accept the
Constitution once supported by “the will of the Majority,” but not without expressing the hope
that “they will amend it whenever they shall find it wrong.”® He also continued to believe that
the people were entitled to rise up against the state if it was no longer representing their interests.
He had, as a consequence, not been as alarmed as others, including Hamilton, by the protest
marches of destitute farmers and former soldiers throughout western Massachusetts known as
Shays’ rebellion. “God forbid we should ever be 20 years without such a rebellion,” Jefferson
confessed in a letter to a friend in November 1789. “What country can preserve it's [sic] liberties

if their rulers are not warned from time to time that their people preserve the spirit of resistance?

17 As quoted in Ron Chernow, Alexander Hamilton (New York: Penguin Press, 2004), 398. The other two were Sir
Francis Bacon and Sir Isaac Newton.

18 Jefferson expressed these concerns in a letter to James Madison in December 1787. Reprinted in: Noble E.
Cunningham, jr., Jefferson vs. Hamilton: Confrontations That Shaped the Nation (Boston/New York: Bedford/St.Martin’s,
2000), 23-5. With regard to a bill of rights, his hopes for constitutional amendment were soon fulfilled. After
considerable debate, Congress reached agreement on twelve amendments of which ten were finally ratified by the
states in 1791. However, only after fourth presidential term of Franklin D. Roosevelt, which ended when he died in
1945, was the Constitution amended to limit the number of terms anyone could serve as president to two
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[...] The tree of liberty must be refreshed from time to time with the blood of patriots and
tyrants.”*®

Hamilton’s connection to Hobbes is less well documented, although there is sufficient
evidence that he read his works.? Yet in his unfailing advocacy of a strong state, both vis-a-vis its
citizens and other states, he frequently adhered to Hobbesian logic. At the Constitutional
Convention of 1787, for instance, Hamilton characteristically proposed a more powerful central
government than had been envisioned in the plans put forward by Virginia and New Jersey. As
long as the states held on to their sovereignty, he argued, there could be no effective central
government — and such a government was in his view required both to protect the republic
against foreign rivals and to secure domestic peace.?> While declaring himself prepared “to go the
full length of republican principles,” he was not hopeful that they would provide the answer. He
rather urged the Constitutional Convention to follow the elitist example of the British monarchy
(albeit in republican form):

| believe the British government forms the best model the world ever produced [...]. This
government has for its object public strength and individual security. It is said with us to be
unattainable. If it was once formed it would maintain itself. All communities divide themselves
into the few and the many. The first are the rich and well born, the other the mass of the people.
The voice of the people has been said to be the voice of God; and however generally this maxim
has been quoted and believed, it is not true in fact. The people are turbulent and changing; they
seldom judge or determine right. Give therefore to the first class a distinct, permanent share in
the government. They will check the unsteadiness of the second, and as they cannot receive any
advantage by a change, they therefore will ever maintain good government. Can a democratic

(amendment XXII, 1951).

19 As quoted in: Cunningham, Jefferson vs. Hamilton, 16.

20 Chernow, Hamilton, 52, 110. The one thinker more explicitly associated with Hamilton than Hobbes is the Swiss
Emmerich de Vattel, whose The Law of the Nations (1758) was widely read at the time. See, in particular, John L.
Harper, American Machiavelli: Alexander Hamilton and the Origins of U.S. Foreign Policy (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2004), 26-28. Vattel's emphasis in The Law of Nations on a nation’s obligation to “perform the duty of self-
preservation” and “to preserve all its members” (book I, chapter two), however, are also reminiscent of Hobbes’
ideas about self-preservation. Harper, on the other hand, suggests that Hamilton was also influenced by Machiavelli's
reason-of-state thinking, albeit through the works of others. (28) On Vattel's influence on America’s founding
fathers, see Robert Trout, “Life, Liberty, and The Pursuit of Happiness,” Fidelio Magazine, Vol . VI No.1 , Spring,
1997.

21 Hamilton supported a strong federal army and lamented the fact that “the present confederation [...] can raise no
troops nor equip vessels before war is actually declared” and “cannot therefore take any preparatory measure before
an enemy is at your door.” What is more, he considered a strong federal army necessary for preventing war among
the states and this for maintaining unity. He had, in addition, supported the crackdown of the Shays’ “rebellion” by a
Massachusetts expeditionary force. “A certain portion of military force is absolutely necessary in large communities.”
From notes taken by Robert Yates and James Madison at the Convention on June 18, 1787, as reprinted in:
Cunningham, Jefferson vs. Hamilton, 17-21.
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assembly, who annually revolve in the mass of the people, be supposed steadily to pursue the
public good? Nothing but a permanent body can check the imprudence of democracy. [...] See
the excellency of the British executive. He is placed above temptation. He can have no distinct
interests from the public welfare. Nothing short of such an executive can be efficient. [...] And let
me observe, that an executive is less dangerous to the liberties of the people when in office during

life, than for seven years ... %

Hobbes would undoubtedly have nodded in approval. In The Federalist Papers (1787), too,
Hamilton followed essentially Hobbesian logic in urging ratification of the new Constitution.
Defending the authority of the federal government over foreign affairs, he stated that any policy
must be rooted in the fact that “men are ambitious, vindictive, and rapacious” and that conflict is
a fact of life in world affairs. He also denied the popular contention that democracies or
commercial nations were less inclined to engage in war than monarchies. “There have been [...]
as many popular as royal wars.” To believe otherwise, he censured, is to believe in “Utopian
speculations.” Hamilton moreover rejected the idea — “the deceitful dream of a golden age” —
that the new American republic was somehow exceptional. “Have we not already seen enough of
the fallacy and extravagance of those idle theories which have amused us with promises of an
exemption from the imperfections, weaknesses, and evils incident to society in every shape?”
Following the ratification of the Constitution, the policies of the United States, he warned,
should not be guided by the delusion that it constituted “the happy empire of perfect wisdom
and perfect virtue.”* Hamilton’s view of the new republic was thus much less exalted — or
experimental — than that of his political nemesis. “Unlike Jefferson,” Chernow wrote, “Hamilton
never saw the creation of America as a magical leap across a chasm to an entirely new landscape,
and he always thought the New World had much to learn from the Old.”*

It was in shaping the new nation that Jefferson and Hamilton found themselves most
directly at odds — the former serving as George Washington’s secretary of state until December
1793, the latter as secretary of the treasury until January 1795.% By 1792, their rivalry resulted in
the formation of America’s first political parties, under the banners of Jeffersonian

22 From notes taken by Robert Yates and James Madison at the Convention on June 18, 1787, as reprinted in:
Cunningham, Jefferson vs. Hamilton, 17-21.

2 From The Federalist No. 6, written by Alexander Hamilton, in The Federalist Papers (New York: Bantam Classic,
2003) (1887-1788), 31.

24 Chernow, Hamilton, 110.

25 At the time, the secretary of state was not only charged with the direction of foreign affairs, but also with all other
matters except finance and military affairs. In the early 1790s the most important disagreement between Jefferson
and Hamilton was over public finances, which was the single most pressing issue facing the fledgling republic.
Jefferson vigorously defended the prerogatives of the states against Hamilton’s plans to strengthen the sovereignty of
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Republicanism and Hamiltonian Federalism. It furthermore made itself felt in the realm of
foreign policy on various occasions.

Hamilton first of all disapproved of Jefferson’s conduct of foreign affairs because he
considered it too tainted by the latter’s ideological sympathy for the French Revolutionary cause
and by an irrational antipathy toward the British. What is more, the secretary of the treasury did
not shrink from interfering in foreign policy matters to avoid a confrontation with the British. In
the summer of 1790, for instance, Hamilton acted behind Jefferson’s back to avert a conflict with
Great Britain in the Nootka Sound crisis between Great Britain and Spain. In the absence of
formal British diplomatic representation in the United States, he made informal contact with
George Beckwith, an aide to the British governor-general of Canada. Hamilton reported on his
conversation to Washington and Jefferson, but Beckwith’s report to his superior showed him far
more conciliatory to Great Britain than either Hamilton’s own report or official American policy.
Hamilton in fact put the perspective of a strategic partnership between the United States and
Great Britain on offer.”” The Hamilton-Beckwith link was the first such link in a long history of
close personal ties between Americans and British at the highest political level.

Hamilton also differed with Jefferson on the nature of international relations and the
value of treaties. This became particularly clear at the outset of George Washington’s second
term, when England, Spain, Holland, and other European nations joined the war coalition against
France in February 1793. As Paris prepared to send Edmond Charles Genét — “Citizen Genét” —
to the United States and appeal to the treaty that the two countries had concluded in 1778 against
England, Washington was compelled to formulate a position. Many looked upon the French
Revolutionary cause with sympathy and burning moral compassion — and Jefferson was their
natural leader. Jefferson moreover set high store on the French Revolution’s success because he

considered the future of the American experiment itself at stake. As he wrote to George Mason

the federal government in the financial and economic realm.

2% “They have a womanish attachment to France and a womanish resentment against Great Britain,” Hamilton wrote
to a friend about Jefferson and his associate James Madison. “They would draw us into the closest embrace of the
former & involve us in all the consequences of her politics, & they would risk the peace of the country in their
endeavours to keep us at the greatest possible distance from the latter. [...] if these two Gentlemen were left to
pursue their own course there would be in less than six months an open War between the U States [sic] & Great
Britain.” Hamilton’s letter to Edward Carrington, dated 26 May 1792; reprinted in Cunningham, Jefferson vs. Hamilton,
86-94, 90.

27 Beckwith reported Hamilton as stating that “there is the most sincere good disposition on the part of the
government here to go into the consideration of all matters unsettled between us and Great Britain, in order to effect
a perfect understanding between the two countries, and to lay the foundation for future amity....” Quoted in
Cunningham, Jefferson vs. Hamilton, 40. On Hamilton’s contacts with Beckwith and, later, George Hammond, see also
Lawrence S. Kaplan, Thomas Jefferson: Westward the Course of Empire (Wilmington, Delaware: Scholarly Resources
Books, 1999), 84-89.



116 THE AMBIGUOUS ATLANTIC “COMMUNITY”

in early 1791, in what may be one of the first expressions of the importance of ideology in
American foreign policy:

I look with great anxiety for the firm establishment of the new government in France, being
perfectly convinced that if it takes place there, it will spread sooner or later all over Europe. On
the contrary, a check there would retard the revival of liberty in other countries. I consider the
establishment and success of their government as necessary to stay up our own and to prevent it

from falling back to that kind of Halfway-house, the English constitution.?®

So when, in the spring of 1793, the question was raised whether the treaty of alliance with France
was valid, Jefferson was much inclined to say it was (even though the United States was hardly in
the position to provide active military assistance).

Hamilton, on the other hand, had harbored little sympathy for the stampede of the
masses in Paris and other French cities and was repulsed by — and found no justification for — the
violence which the French Revolution brought along.? Fearing the consequences of any
involvement in the European war, he saw in the beheading of Louis XVI an opportunity to sever
the French connection. Hamilton argued to the cabinet that the treaty with France was no longer
binding because it had been concluded with the French monarchy, not with its revolutionary
government. Jefferson’s response showed his commitment to the principled conduct of foreign
affairs. The secretary of state argued that in the final analysis the foreign policies of the United
States should be governed by its moral obligations. A treaty between countries could not be
declared void because of a change in government, since a treaty was not concluded between
governments but between nations and, by implication, between the people who are “the source
of all authority in that nation.” In Jefferson’s view, “compacts [...] between nation and nation are
obligatory on them by the same moral law which obliges individuals to observe their compacts.”
He furthermore censured Hamilton’s viewpoint that the alliance with France had become
“disagreeable” because of the change from monarchy to republic. If anything, this had
strengthened the case for upholding the treaty, since France had parted with *“ancient despotism”

and “prepares a form of Republic extremely free.” Jefferson ingenuously argued that renouncing

28 | etter from Jefferson to Madison, 4 February 1791, reprinted in Cunningham, Jefferson vs. Hamilton, 107-8.
29 John Chester Miller, Alexander Hamilton and the Growth of the New Nation (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction
Publishers, 2004), 110.
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the treaty would in itself constitute a breach of the neutrality Hamilton was seeking and give “just
cause of war to France.”*

The debate in the cabinet ended in a compromise of sorts. Hamilton carried the day with
President Washington, with whom he was on considerably closer terms than Jefferson, with his
plea for a statement of neutrality.* Yet, his proposal to suspend the treaty altogether was not
adopted and American economic aid to France was permitted. In the summer of 1793, Hamilton
authored a series of brilliant essays defending the administration’s aloofness from the European
conflict. Under the pseudonym ‘Pacificus,” he argued that the United States had neither the
power nor the obligation to come to France’s aid, and that the only obligation it had was to itself.
Casting its lot with France might well bring destruction upon itself and its trade. “From such a
contest we are dissuaded by the most cogent motives of self-preservation, no less than of
interest.” Hamilton rejected the claim that the American Republic ought to support France out of
gratitude for its support to the American Revolution. French support during the American
Revolution was no more than “the conduct of a jealous competitor, embracing a most promising
opportunity to repress the pride and diminish the power of a dangerous rival, by seconding a
successful resistance to its authority, with the object of lopping off a valuable portion of its
dominions.” In Hamilton’s view, there is scarcely any room for altruism in the conduct of foreign

affairs and the moral code of the individual does not apply to the nation:

... An individual may, on numerous occasions, meritoriously indulge the emotions of generosity
and benevolence, not only without an eye to, but even at the expense of, his own interest. But a
government can rarely, if at all, be justifiable in pursuing a similar course; and, if it does so, ought
to confine itself within much stricter bounds.

Hamilton cautioned his countrymen not “to overrate foreign friendships, and to be on our guard
against foreign attachments.”*2

Jefferson and Hamilton continued to represent diverging approaches to the conduct of
American foreign policy after they had left Washington’s cabinet. Most importantly, Washington

turned to Hamilton to write his Farewell Address, which is quintessentially Hamiltonian for its

30 For the text of Jefferson’s treatise, see Norman A. Graebner, ed., Ideas and Diplomacy: Readings in the Intellectual
Tradition of American Foreign Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964), 54-57.

31 The declaration of neutrality was proclaimed by Washington on April 22, 1793. For a more detailed account of the
differences between Jefferson and Hamilton with regard to the Franco-American treaty, see Kaplan, Thomas Jefferson,
92-102.

32 For Hamilton’s essays, see Graebner, ldeas and Diplomacy, 58-65. Upon their publication, Jefferson encouraged
James Madison to draft a response. Published under the pseudonym ‘Helvidius,” Madison did not directly attack
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emphasis on commercial interests and military preparedness. The address is most commonly
known for its exhortation to keep a distance from European politics and to “steer clear of
permanent alliances, with any portion of the foreign world,” which would provide a benchmark
for American foreign policy for more than a century. A close reading of the address reveals it as a
rebuke of Jeffersonian principles about diplomacy.®® Washington’s caution against “permanent
alliances” was most of all an admonition against treaties such as the one which the United States
had concluded with France in 1778, and which had caused such division within his administration.
Due to Hamilton’s influence on the retiring president, the Farewell Address became a reprimand
of Jeffersonian foreign policy.

“The reputations of those who shape the fate of nations become historical forces in
themselves,” the historian Bernard Bailyn observed in a treatise on America’s founding fathers.3*
This is certainly true for Jefferson and Hamilton. Jefferson stands larger in American history than
Hamilton, primarily because of his distinctive contribution to the philosophical foundations of
the American Revolution through the Declaration of Independence and because of his two terms
as president of the United States (1800-1808).% Jefferson’s vision of liberty was also more
appealing than Hamilton’s sobering realism. In addition, the Virginian had the advantage of
longevity, since Hamilton was killed in 1804, at the age of forty-seven, in a tragic duel. It is
nonetheless hard to say who has been the more influential of the two. The Jeffersonian tradition
of American liberalism is usually seen as having had a more defining influence on the United
States. Upon having read Hamilton’s plea at the Constitutional Convention for a strong federal
executive, John Quincy Adams (1767-1848) wrote that he regarded Hamilton’s conceptions
superior to the ones that were ultimately adopted, but he also observed that “if Hamilton were
now living, he would not dare, in an assembly of Americans, even with closed doors, to avow the
opinions of this speech, or to present such a plan even as speculation.”*® Yet Hamilton’s tireless

efforts on behalf of a strong federal government did have a lasting impact on the American

Hamilton’s concept of the national interest but argued the case for Congressional leadership in foreign affairs.

33 In a veiled reference to Jefferson’s sympathy for the French Revolution, Washington had begun with the following
warning: “Excessive partiality for one foreign nation and excessive dislike of another, cause those whom they actuate
to see danger only on one side, and serve to veil and even second the arts of influence on the other. Real Patriots,
who may resist the intriegues [sic] of the favourite, are liable to become suspected and odious; while its tools and
dupes usurp the applause and confidence of the people, to surrender their interests.” Washington’s Final Manuscript
of the Farewell Address, dated September 19, 1796.

34 Bernard Bailyn, To Begin the World Anew: The Genius and Ambiguities of the American Founders (New York: Random
House, 2003), 37.

35 Not being a native-born American, Hamilton could not be elected to the presidency. Hamilton was born on the
British-held West Indian island of Nevis in the Caribbean.

36 Written on April 8, 1837, as quoted in: Cunningham, Jefferson vs. Hamilton, 22. John Quincy Adams was at the time
a member of the House of Representatives. From 1825 to 1829, he had served as president.
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political model and financial institutions. His writings came to be regarded as among the most
insightful and coherent in American political history. One can perhaps also discern a touch of
Hamilton in the twentieth century development of the “imperial presidency,” the transformation
of the United States from a largely pacific nation into a military superpower, and the emergence
of the realist approach towards international relations after World War I1. Whether one sees the
United States today as being closer to Jefferson’s empire of liberty or to Hamilton’s military and

economic powerhouse, is in the eyes of the beholder.

* % %

The point, however, is not who has exerted the most influence, but to note that there have been
two distinct American approaches to foreign policy generated by the political forces that were
most clearly represented in the early years of the American republic by Jefferson and Hamilton.
Both approaches derived their propositions from domestic analogies concerning the
interrelationship between individuals and between the individual and the state. A typical
conservative — or Hamiltonian — American foreign policy, on the one hand, has been
characterized by a mercantilist desire to protect commercial and industrial interests, an emphasis
on fiscal responsibility and military preparedness, and a fundamental attachment to national
autonomy in an essentially hostile environment. It is bound to the concept of the national interest
and adheres to the logic of power. A typical liberal — or Jeffersonian — foreign policy, on the
other hand, has been inspired by the ideas of the Enlightenment. It revolves around promoting
democratic values at home and abroad, self-determination, the rule of law, and free trade. Its case
rests on the creative and persuasive power of moral ideas rather than on the logic of power.

The interaction between these two political traditions has had a defining influence on
American political history. Similarly, American foreign policy has been affected by their interplay
in response to domestic and international developments throughout the history of the United
States. For their distinctive responses to international circumstances were not only manifest in
the rivalry between Alexander Hamilton and Thomas Jefferson in the founding days of the
Republic. They were also visible in the differences between Theodore Roosevelt (“speak softly,
but carry a big stick””) and Woodrow Wilson (“make the world safe for democracy”) as the
United States stepped onto the world stage in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. The
distinction between the two traditions furthermore helps to delineate the differences between
President Nixon’s foreign policy, whose ‘rediscovery’ of national interests (including those in the
economic realm) bore a Hamiltonian trademark, and President Jimmy Carter’s decidedly liberal

emphasis on human rights and international mediation in the context of American history.
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Following the end of the Cold War, the two traditions have been exemplified in particular by
President Bill Clinton’s liberal emphasis on enlarging the zone of peace and prosperity through
the promotion of free market democracy to erstwhile enemies and by President George W.
Bush’s conservative perspective and emphasis on national security in a world fraught with danger.

Both the liberal and conservative traditions, upon closer inspection, have known an
internationalist and an isolationist strain. Liberal internationalism assumes that an international
system that is organized along strictly national lines is bound to foster armed conflict and
disparity of wealth. The main challenge to liberal internationalists is therefore to reduce the
centrality of the national state and to make room for an assumed tendency towards harmony on
the part of every human being. They moreover tend to see the United States as above all a liberal
superpower and a potential redeemer of the world. Conservative internationalism, by contrast,
presumes that the system of conflicting national interests cannot be transformed and defines the
challenge in international politics therefore in terms of handling the system in such a way that
international stability as well as national security and prosperity are ensured. Conservative
internationalists may believe in the superiority of the American model. They do not, however,
think it incumbent on the United States to transform the international system in its own image
and are hence more tolerant of ideological diversity.

Just as liberal internationalism differs from conservative internationalism, liberal
isolationalism must be distinguished from conservative isolationism. Liberal isolationists fear
involvement abroad in particular for its corruptive effects on American democratic society and
have traditionally been deeply suspicious of conventional statecraft. Rather than intermingling
with the world, they have given preference to perfecting the American political and social
experiment at home with the least outside interference. They believe American influence abroad
would be engendered by providing a shining example to the world — or as the Puritan John
Winthrop reminded the first settlers on their way across the Atlantic: “we shall be as a city upon a

hill [and] the eyes of all people are upon us [...]”% -

rather than by interventive action.
Conservative isolationists have been equally wary of foreign involvement, but for different
reasons. Their overriding concern was not for the wholesomeness of American democratic
society but for the solvency of the nation. Conservative isolationists have been less suspicious of
conventional statecraft than of ideological crusades. They feared an overextension of American

resources as a result of an activist foreign policy. The saner approach, they therefore believed,

37 John Winthrop, A Model of Christian Charity (1630); reprinted in Baym, et al, eds., The Norton Anthology of American
Literature, 2nd ed., vol. 1 (New York: Norton & Company, 1985), 49.
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was for the United States to rely on its uniquely advantageous geographic remoteness to the
world’s areas of conflict in order to stay out of expensive overseas wars.

Key elements of both traditions have occasionally been united in foreign policy syntheses
or coalitions. During the 1920s and 1930s, for instance, isolationists from both the liberal and
conservative political camps conspired to keep America at a distance from the broils of Europe.
In the same vein, American foreign policy in the early decades of the Cold War can be seen as an
uneasy yet productive synthesis of liberalism and conservatism precisely in support of an active
international role that broke with long-standing axioms; this synthesis was embodied by a
bipartisan foreign policy establishment that included Henry Stimson, George Marshall, Dean
Acheson, John McCloy, Robert Lovett, Charles Bohlen, John Foster Dulles, and others. And in a
more recent twist, since the late 1970s ‘neoconservatism’ has similarly provided a foreign policy
synthesis — albeit no consensus — between conservatism and liberalism. It has explicitly sought to
reconcile the conservative logic of power with a fervent commitment to spread liberal values,
first in response to the relative decline of American power in the 1960s and 1970s and then in
response to the end of the Cold War and the beginning of a new age inaugurated by the terrorist
attacks on the United States on September 11, 2001.

American foreign policy is seldom either wholly liberal or wholly conservative, but mostly
some kind of blend of the two. American policymakers have sought to combine values and
interests in ever-changing permutations. Jefferson’s gospel of individual liberty has moreover left
such a strong mark on American political society that even an essentially Hamiltonian American
foreign policy can be seen to represent liberal ideas (as John Quincy Adams’ earlier quoted
observation suggested and Nixon’s foreign policy also indicated). Conversely, no liberal foreign
policy has been devoid of considerations that center on the national interest or on calculations
about the relative distribution of power in the international system. In an overall sense, American
foreign policy has tapped into the conservative tradition to guide the day-to-day conduct of
foreign affairs while it has depended on the liberal tradition for general direction and an appealing
vision with which to secure public support. Their interplay is thus reminiscent of Edward Hallett
Carr’s analysis of the interaction between ‘utopians’ and ‘realists’ in international affairs, in which
the former may be criticized for being too naive and inflexible to engage in the conduct of
diplomacy and the latter for lacking the creative capacity to envision a different set of

circumstances and the moral appeal with which to generate popular support. “Utopia and reality
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are thus the two facets of political science,” Carr observed. “Sound political thought and sound
political life will be found only where both have their place.”*

The distinction of two main traditions in American foreign policy is not meant to be an
inflexible guide to understanding this policy. To apply it rigidly would do injustice to the great
range and complexity of individual perspectives. And yet Jeffersonian liberalism and Hamiltonian
conservatism have inspired two distinct perspectives on the purposes of American power and the
methods and principles of American foreign policy. In addition, as we will see, the differences
between the two foreign policy traditions help us understand the inherent ambiguity in the Cold
War concept of the Atlantic community and the variety of American responses to de Gaulle’s
foreign policy from 1958 to 1969. Before we begin our examination of the Atlantic community
idea and the United States administrations’ various responses to Gaullism, however, we need to
consider two other important features of American foreign policy: the ambivalence Americans
have historically exhibited toward Europe and their geopolitical oscillation between aloofness and

engagement in approaches to Europe’s affairs.

On the New World’s Ambivalence toward the Old World

The imagery that Americans and Europeans have cultivated of each other has nearly always
revolved around the contrast between the New World and the Old World. This contrast — and
the related metaphor of an adolescent America and a parental Europe — has been so pervasive
that it provides an almost inevitable point of reference in thinking about the transatlantic
relationship.* America was born in an age of exploration and discovery. The novelty of America
was what, from the outset, most distinguished it from Europe. Explorers marveled at the
vastness of this pristine new land; colonists rejoiced in its fertile soils; the religious found virtue
as well as refuge in its unspoiled environment; the large natural space prepared the mind for
experiment and enterprise. To extend Locke’s metaphor for the human consciousness, America
was a tabula rasa waiting to be inscribed by experience. As a result, Americans have become part
of a new cultural horizon and intellectual landscape, while Europe remained the continent of
origin, bound by traditions long in development and a social fabric woven over centuries.

No period of American history has been free from the seductive influence of the idea that
America is unique and exceptional. One does well to realize that the United States has above all

38 Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis, 14-16.

39 See, e.g., C. Vann Woodward, The Old World’s New World (1991); Daniel J. Boorstin, America and the Image of Europe:
Reflections on American Thought (New York: Meridian Books, 1960); Dirk Verheyen, “Beyond Cowboys and
Eurowimps: European-American Imagery in Historical Context,” Orbis, Spring 1987: 55-73.
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been found unique and exceptional because it has been seen as a departure from Europe. The
Old World has been so central to defining America’s uniqueness that the historian and librarian
Daniel Boorstin described the American not as a homo sapiens but as a homo sapiens Europaeus, a

human being with a particularly European consciousness:

Toward her [Europe] we have felt all the attractions and repulsions of Oedipus. Only by denying
our parent can we become a truly independent New World; yet we cannot help feeling that the
New World is the fulfillment of a European dream. [...] Few peoples have been so obsessed by a

parental image.”

It is important to understand that in the American mind the contrast of the ‘new’ versus
the ‘old’ has most often been framed in terms of rejection. The Old World was ‘old’ in the
pejorative sense. Since the early days of the American republic, Europe has figured as the scene
of immovable social constraints, economic inequity, religious intolerance and endless dynastic
warfare. In Common Sense (1776), the first published pamphlet to press for immediate
independence from Britain, Thomas Paine (1737-1809) portrayed parental Europe with little or
no affection:

This new world hath been the asylum for the persecuted lovers of civil and religious liberty from
every part of Europe. Hither have they fled, not from the tender embraces of the mother, but
from the cruelty of the monster. [...] As Europe is our market for trade, we ought to form no
partial connection with any part of it. It is the true interest of America to steer clear of European

contentions [...]. Europe is too thickly planted with kingdoms to be long at peace [...].**

The insoluble link between the rejection of Europe and the definition of being American
is nowhere more obvious than in the writings of St. Jean de Crévecoeur (1735-1813), a
Frenchman turned Indian trader and farmer who served as a French consul to New York. His

Letters from an American Farmer (1782), which were hugely popular at the time, contained an

40 Boorstin, America and the Image of Europe, 14-15. Even today it is hard to escape the conclusion that there is a special
sensitivity among American intellectuals to European opinion. This sensitivity often expresses itself in a rejection of
the European model; of this, Robert Kagan's Of Paradise and Power: America and Europe in the New World Order (New
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2003) and Walter Russell Mead’s Special Providence: American Foreign Policy and How it Changed
the World (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2001) are only the most sophisticated recent examples.

41 Thomas Paine, Common Sense (1776); reprinted in Baym, et al, eds., The Norton Anthology of American Literature, 2nd
ed., vol. 1 (New York: Norton & Company, 1985), 585-592.
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idealized image of life in the New World. He described Americans as a “new race” composed of
people who had fled from all corners of Europe to find renewal in “this great American asylum”:

Everything has tended to regenerate them; new laws, a new mode of living, a new social system;
here they are become men: in Europe they were as so many useless plants, wanting vegetative
mold and refreshing showers; they withered, and were mowed down by want, hunger, and war;
but now by the power of transplantation, like all other plants they have taken root and flourished!

St. Jean de Crévecoeur did not contest Paine’s exhortation to keep a distance from the broils of
Europe. Yet, in contrast to Paine and with amazing foresight, he discerned the fictitiousness of
everlasting isolation and the potential, if not inevitability, for this “new race of men” to *“one day
cause great changes in the world.”*

For much of the nineteenth century, however, the United States was on the whole
allowed the comfort of distance. The political, cultural and moral detachment from Europe only
deepened. In a sense, it was also Europe that withdrew from the Western hemisphere. The
European powers were enmeshed in Napoleon’s wars that followed the French Revolution of
1789. France sold the expansive territory of Louisiana to the United States in 1803, Spain lost its
vast empire in South America in 1823 and Brazil separated from Portugal in 1825. During the
nineteenth century, Europe turned away from the American continents and projected its colonial
ambitions onto Africa and Asia.

The Americas were thus largely left to the Americans who, after the political turmoil of
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, shifted their attention to commerce and the
molding of their nation. After the brief interlude of the British-American war of 1812, John
Adams (1735-1826) described the mood in the United States:

Rights of Man occupied public thoughts less and the price of cotton more. ... Although in 1815
Europe was suffering under a violent reaction against free government, Americans showed little
interest and no alarm, compared with their emotion of twenty years before. The War [of 1812]
gave a severe shock to the Anglican sympathies of society, and peace seemed to widen the breach
between European and American tastes. Interest in Europe languished after Napoleon'’s

overthrow. France ceased to affect American opinion.*

42 St. Jean de Crévecoeur, Letter 111 — What is an American (1782); reprinted in Baym, Norton Anthology, 544-556.
4 Quoted in Mead, Atlantic Legacy, 32.
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This sense of detachment grew further with the gradual opening up of the vast territory in
the West. It is easy to forget that at the time of the Franco-Prussian war of 1870, the exploration
of the American continent was still incomplete and the west coast of the United States had only
just begun to be settled en masse. This age of exploration, spurred by the prospect of economic
gain as well as by the Enlightenment ideals of science and progress, had an indelible impact on
the American national consciousness.* The Midwestern American historian Frederick Jackson
Turner most influentially expressed this in 1893. Turner hypothesized that the American
character, with its combination of commercial drive and missionary zeal, had been formed by
continuous expansionism. This, he argued, had been accompanied by a gradual alienation from
Europe and the development of a uniquely American democracy; for it was in the American
West that society was “formed on lines least like Europe. It is here, if anywhere, that American
democracy will make a stand against a tendency to adjust to a European type.”

Turner's thesis was appealing. Yet it would be wrong to describe the American
relationship with Europe merely in terms of rejection and detachment. It was infinitely more
convoluted. “It is a complex fate being an American,” sighed the American novelist Henry James
(1843-1916), who had immersed himself in the European literary life of the late nineteenth
century, “and one of the responsibilities it entails is fighting against a superstitious valuation of
Europe.”® For the rejection also implied a bond. America was a continuation of Europe as well
as a departure from it. The founding fathers of the American republic both acted in defiance of
the Europe of kings and despots and at the same time drew their inspiration from the ideas of
the Enlightenment which held Europe in their sway in the late eighteenth century. The act of

revolt was itself an expression of the European consciousness. As historian Max Lerner put it:

In America the vigorous European elements were brought into play against the exhausted ones. It
was free enterprise arrayed against mercantilism, laissez faire against cameralism, individualism
against hierarchy, natural right versus monarchy, popular nationalism against the dynastic regimes,

social mobility against caste, the pioneering spirit against the status quo.*®

The revolt against the old Europe was thus only partial. Moreover, important segments of
American society always maintained a strong sense of European belonging. This is true in

particular for the elites of the littoral states in the East. The towns along the Atlantic shore

44 William H. Goetzmann, New Lands, New Men: America and the Second Great Age of Discovery (New York: Viking
Penguin, 1986).
4 Quoted in Van Wijck Brooks, The Pilgrimage of Henry James (New York: Dutton, 1925), 25.
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retained a lively cosmopolitanism and turned to Europe for learning, art, fashion, and fresh ideas.
There developed, in fact, a cultural dichotomy in the United States between the East, which
retained some remnants of traditional European life, and the rest of the country. The elites
cultivated their European heritage and kept up the idea that they were part of European life,
while the frontier, thrust on its own resources, became more ‘American’.” The East Coast
American gentleman corresponded with Europe and sent his children to Europe to be educated.
A grand tour of the illustrious and historic places of Europe was a mainstay in the education of the
young American of good descent. As early as 1794, Charles Maurice de Talleyrand proposed the
establishment of a bank in London with branches in continental Europe for American tourists
“who indulge more than ever in traveling, either to form commercial connections with Europe,
or to enjoy the luxury and pleasure of the old world....”*

In sum, the American perspective on Europe can neither be fully described in terms
either of rejection and detachment or of veneration and affinity. The ideas of the Enlightenment
on which the United States was based had been taken from a European context in which they
were revolutionary. Westward expansionism shaped the American mind but also led to a growing
dichotomy between the more European East and the more American West. Americans were
acquiring an increasing sense of identity and history of their own. Yet, Europe was also in the
political, social, and cultural baggage of millions of new Americans and it remained the cultural
beacon for America’s elites.

The resulting ambivalence about Europe may be illustrated in brief with the experiences
of successive generations of American writers who traveled to Europe for extensive periods of
their lives. From the early to mid-nineteenth century until after World War 11, an impressive array
of American literati crossed the Atlantic for a taste of the Old World. During the nineteenth
century these bouts of cultural pilgrimage were above all characterized by an attempt to fit into
the European tradition. It was then still virtually impossible to think of American literature
without reference to past English or European literature. As James Fenimore Cooper (1789-1851)
observed in Notions of the Americans (1828), written in response to the condescension European
travelers were given to show towards American culture, writers in the United States tapped from

the same literary heritage as British writers.*

46 Max Lerner, America as a Civilization: The Basic Frame, vol. 1 (New York, Simon and Schuster, 1957), 23-24.

47 Mead, Atlantic Legacy, 9, passim. Also: Michael Kraus, The Atlantic Civilization: Eighteenth Century Origins (New York:
Russel&Russel, 1961).

4 Hans Huth and Wilma J. Pugh, eds., Talleyrand in America as Financial Promotor, 1794-1796 (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, 1942), 140.

49 Reprinted in Baym, Norton Anthology, 763-777.
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Rather than develop a distaste for the politics of Europe, which did not interest them
much, many nineteenth century American writers were moved by a romanticist view of European
culture and history. This was paired with an acute sense of lacking, a yearning for the aesthetic
sensitivity and dedication to tradition that the cruder energy of American modernity could not
provide. Washington Irving (1783-1859), the first American to earn international literary fame,
explained his decision to leave the United States in 1815 for an extended stay in Europe as

follows:

had | been merely a lover of fine scenery, | should have felt little desire to seek elsewhere for its
gratification: for on no country have the charms of nature been more prodigally lavished. [...] But
Europe held forth all the charms of poetical association. [...] | longed to wander over the scenes
of renowned achievement — to tread, as it were, in the footsteps of antiquity — to loiter about the
ruined castle — to meditate on the falling tower — to escape, in short, from the commonplace

realities of the present, and lose myself among the shadowy grandeurs of the past.”

However, personal experience with Europe instilled not only a familiarity and a certain
attachment to Europe — particularly the ‘old’, romantic, pre-industrial Europe — but also a
consciousness of America’s contrasting virtues. Irving admitted that his long stay in Europe — he
resided in Great Britain for seventeen years — opened his eyes “to many things that were hid
from me while in America.” Though “dazzled, astonished, enraptured” by European history,
culture and custom, he refused to be “ensnared” by Europe. Responding to charges in the United
States that he had become too Europeanized, Irving argued that his European experiences had
made him a better American, by enhancing his appreciation for the “purity” of America in
contrast to the “profligacy” of Europe.”

Washington Irving’s ambivalence about his European sojourn was indicative of the
experiences of many who followed in his footsteps. A whole group of writers — Henry Adams
(1838-1918), Henry James (1843-1916), T.S. Eliot (1888-1965), Ezra Pound (1885-1972), and
others — can aptly be called ‘improvised Europeans’ who assumed an ‘Anglo-Saxon’ rather than

an American identity.®? Yet, in the final analysis, even they preferred the dynamism and moral

50 Washington Irving, The Author's Account of Himself (1819); reprinted in Baym, Norton Anthology, 712-713.

51 Mead, Atlantic Legacy, 41.

52 Alex Zwerdling, Improvised Europeans: American Literary Expatriates and the Siege of London (New York: Basic Books,
1998). The qualification “improvised Europeans” is used by Henry Adams in a letter to Henry James. Interestingly,
these expatriate writers showed scant interest in the great upheavals in Europe around the turn of the century. Even
Randolph Bourne, in his Impressions of Europe, 1913-1914, was blinded by the charms of the old Europe and had no
inkling that it was on the verge of plunging into a war of massive scale. Mead, Atlantic Legacy, 116, 118.
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fabric of American society to the staidness of Europe. Henry Adams was enchanted by the
picturesqueness he had encountered on his travels through Europe in the mid-1900s, but found
university education in Berlin less valuable — and far more torpid — than the one he had received
at Harvard. A three-month long stay in Paris he regarded as having little educational value,
describing it as “a momentary and frivolous vacation before going home to fit himself for life....”
Not even England could serve as a paragon to America, for “the young American who should
adopt English thought is lost.”

Even Henry James, the most European of American writers, recognized the moral
superiority of the United States. Daisy Miller (1879), his most popular novella, is the story of an
American girl whose honesty and innocent spontaneity shocks her stultified European
surroundings. She dies after having contracted malaria fever from breathing in the night air at
Rome’s Coliseum, a reference to the corrupt air of European society. In The American (1876),
which could have been written by an Englishman on all other accounts, the dynamism and
disruptive energy of the New World is pitted against the repressive traditions of the Old — and
American good nature ultimately relishes a moral triumph over European treachery. William

Dean Howells, a friend of Henry James, thus had reason to observe in 1902 that,

as matters stand, [...] we may reasonably ask whether Americans ‘most prominent in cultivated
European opinion,’” the Americans who ‘habitually live out of America,’ are not less exiles than

advance agents of the expansion now advertising itself to the world.**

The avalanche of caustic commentaries about American culture and society by European
travelers to the United States, emphasizing its boorish and superficial character, did not fail to
elicit a response in kind. There was a widespread sense that what the United States lacked in
terms of history and cultural achievement, it made up in moral stature. European civilization
lingered in decay, whereas the modernizing energy of American society held out the promise of a
more rational future. Many moreover considered it only a matter of time before American power
would be felt across the globe. In The Ambassadors (1893), for instance, James documented the
emergence of American political power in Europe, as reflected in the elevation of American
diplomats in Europe from the rankings of ministers to that of ambassadors. James Russell Lowell
(1819-1891), in On a Certain Condescension in Foreigners (1871), had by then already described the

pervasive European sense of cultural superiority as “an unpleasant anachronism,” in particular

53 Adams, The Education of Henry Adams, 70-97, 193.
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because it should have become clear that “the young giant was growing, was beginning indeed to
feel tight in its clothes.”*

The giant was indeed growing and, by the late nineteenth century, was increasingly flexing
its muscle. But the United States’ first real brush with world politics in the twentieth century —
World War | — was a grating experience, ending in disappointment despite military victory. As
Americans returned to commerce and business as their preoccupations after the war, a new
generation of writers embraced Europe as an escape from the emptiness of American society.
Almost all of America’s important writers chose to stay in Europe during the interbellum period.
Ernest Hemingway, John Dos Passos, Gertrude Stein, Sinclair Lewis, F. Scott Fitzgerald,
Malcolm Cowley, Henry Miller and Sherwood Anderson all spent considerable time as literary
expatriates in Europe. Some of them had volunteered to fight during the war, but had become
disillusioned with it and its aftermath. In addition, they felt alienated by what they perceived as
the pervasive materialism, conformity and provincial prejudice of American society. Hence their
European stay was fuelled by a distaste for America as much as drawn by a pull towards the
opportunities provided in Europe for a more bohemian lifestyle, earning them the epithet of a
‘lost generation.” As Sherwood Anderson (1876-1941) observed, even after the terrible lacerations
of World War 1, “Europe remained the old home of the crafts” and going to Europe was
considered “of infinitely more importance than, let us say, getting married.”

Anderson, too, ventured across the Atlantic. In writings such as Winesburg, Ohio (1919), he
had portrayed American culture and society as artistically dull and socially narrow-minded. He
particularly despised the predominance of business and commerce in everyday life. Yet even
Anderson was led to reassess his American identity on the basis of his European experiences.
The final pages of his autobiographical The Story Teller's Story (1924) are a telling account of his
visit with a friend to Chartres. Despite the aesthetic delight of the old French town and its
thirteenth century Gothic cathedral, Anderson could not help but feel that “we did not want to
spend our lives living in the past, dreaming over the dead past of a Europe from which we were
separated by a wide ocean.” The sight of Chartres — “the town made lovely not by the men who
live there now but by men of another age, long since fast asleep” — produced no awe but a desire

to free the American mind of the pervasive sense of cultural inferiority towards Europe:

54 Quoted in Mead, Atlantic Legacy, 107.
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Americans with cultural impulses had done too much of that sort of thing in the past. The game
was worn out and even a ladies’ literary society in an lowa city was coming to know that a
European artist of the present day was not necessarily of importance just because he was a
European.

Anderson pleaded for cultural independence from Europe. What is more, he hoped that the
United States would some day distinguish itself from Europe by the righteous and self-confident
application of its power. He wanted to belong “to an America that was no longer a despised
cultural foster child of Europe, with unpleasant questions always being asked about its parentage,
[...] to an America that had at last given up the notion that anything worth while could ever be
got by being in a hurry, by being dollar rich, by being merely big and able to lick some smaller
nation with one hand tied behind its broad national back.” American society was not perfect, but
at least it was still in the making. His overseas journey had convinced him that European society,
in contrast, was suffering from the hopeless ailings that come with old age. “The future of the
western world lay with America,” he proclaimed. “Everyone knew that. In Europe they knew it
better than they did in America.”®

In the aftermath of World War I, this had become as clear as ever. Yet another
generation of American writers — Gore Vidal (1925-), Tennessee Williams (1911-1983), Truman
Capote (1924-1984), Ralph Ellison (1914-1994), Mary McCarthy (1912-1989), Richard Wright
(1908-1960), James Baldwin (1924-1987), Saul Bellow (1915-) — went to Europe, perhaps the last
generation of its kind. James Baldwin’s experience as a “Negro” American writer was one of the
most interesting. His move to Paris was motivated by an urge to escape his racial epithet and all
the prejudices and limitations that came along with it. His years in France and elsewhere allowed
him to lay ingrained defensive reflexes to rest and to reconcile himself to being a “nigger.” “In
America,” he recorded in Nobody Knows My Name (1961), “the color of my skin had stood
between myself and me; in Europe, the barrier was down.” To Baldwin, as to other generations
of Americans, Europe was the quiet haven in which he could further develop his skills as a writer:
“The American writer, in Europe, is released [...] from the necessity of apologizing for himself.
[...] Whatever the European may actually think of artists, they have killed enough of them off

now to know that they are as real — and as persistent — as rain, snow, taxes or businessmen.”

57 Anderson, A Story Teller's Story, 390-410. When offered a cigarette but unable to find a match to light it, Anderson
even shed some of his intense dislike of American business culture: “the French notion of making a government
monopoly of matches is a pest. It is like so much that is European nowadays. It is like the penuriousness of an old
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To his own surprise, however, being in Europe also reinforced his American-ness. The
escape from the racial divisions of American society caused the loss of an identity that had been
wholly dependent on a specifically American environment. “Nothing is more desirable than to be
released from an affliction,” he mused, “but nothing is more frightening than to be divested of a
crutch.” In a more positive sense, Baldwin concluded that he shared more with his fellow
American expatriates than with the Europeans:

Like me, they [the Americans] had been divorced from their origins, and it turned out to make
very little difference that the origins of white Americans were European and mine were African —
they were no more at home in Europe than | was. [...] It became terribly clear in Europe [...] that
we knew more about each other than any European ever could. And it also became clear that, no
matter where our fathers had been born, or what they had endured, the fact of Europe had
formed us both was part of our identity and part of our inheritance. [...] | was released from the
illusion that | hated America.

As a black writer, Baldwin was thus well placed to fathom the experience of past generations of
American writers who went to Europe: “if he [the American writer] has been preparing himself

for anything in Europe, he has been preparing himself — for America.” Baldwin observed,

Europe has what we do not have yet, a sense of the mysterious and inexorable limits of life, a
sense, in a word, of tragedy. And we have what they sorely need: a new sense of life’s possibilities.
In this endeavor to wed the vision of the Old World with that of the New, it is the writer, not the

statesman, who is our strongest arm.

Today, American writers no longer habitually head for Europe. Perhaps this is an
indication that American culture has finally emancipated itself from its European roots — or that
Europe’s cultural influence in the world at large has declined along with its political and military
ranking. Yet Europe still runs through the veins of American culture and politics, and the
contrast between the Old and the New World is as relevant as ever. American writers, from

Thomas Paine to James Baldwin, have shown that America’s umbilical chord with the Old World

age of which at least there is none in America.”

58 James Baldwin, Nohody Knows My Name: More Notes of a Native Son (New York: The Dial Press, 1961), xi-12. During
his stay in Europe, Baldwin completed Go Tell It on the Mountain (1953), Notes of a Native Son (1955), and Giovanni's
Room (1956). For the European experiences of postwar American writers, see Richard H. Pells, Not Like Us: How
Europeans Have Loved, Hated, and Transformed American Culture Since World War 11 (New York: Basic Books, 1997), 139-
151
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was never fully severed. They exposed the mental world — or “interior life” as Baldwin put it — of
the American, in which Europe was never far away. Their personal experiences reinforced not
only a familiarity and a certain attachment to Europe — particularly the romantic, pre-industrial
Europe — but also a consciousness of America’s contrasting virtues. Admiration for Europe’s
cultural achievements and social and intellectual sophistication existed side by side with a distaste
for the rigidity, stifling density, and perceived moral corruption of European societies.
Generations of American writers have tapped into the historical ambivalence in American
conceptions of Europe that were intimately tied up with America’s self-perception as a nation
and a civilization. This ambivalence, with its insinuations of rejection and disaffection as well as
of affinity, cannot but have prejudiced political approaches to Europe. For one, it made, as the
historian John Harper put it, American policies toward Europe since the early 1950s a

“compromise [...] between the impulse to control Europe and the desire to restore it.”*

On Aloofness and Engagement

The third aspect that is important for understanding American policies towards Europe is that
these policies have historically alternated between aloofness and engagement. “Torn between
nostalgia for a pristine past and yearning for a perfect future,” Henry Kissinger, for one, has
written, “American thought has oscillated between isolationism and commitment [...].”® At the
same time, however, the United States’ approaches to Europe and the world have evolved over
time in ways that reflect its growing power. American approaches to Europe cannot therefore be
put in cyclical terms. They are more accurately described as having evolved, not gradually but
joltingly, from the willed aloofness enshrined in George Washington’s Farewell Address (1796) to
a reluctant but inescapable and principled engagement in the context of World War 11 and the
Cold War.®* After 1945, the terms of aloofness and engagement in American foreign policy were
redefined to reflect an abiding interest in — and therefore a commitment to — a stable and

peaceful Europe that would never again be able to pose a threat to the United States. And yet,

59 Harper, American Visions of Europe, 338.

60 Kissinger, Diplomacy, 18.

61 This idea ties into John Lewis Gaddis’ observation that America has consistently responded to threats to its
security by enlarging its sphere of influence. Gaddis in particular discerned a common thread in the way Americans
have responded to surprise attacks on their homeland, from the raid of Washington by British forces in 1814 and the
sinking of the American navy at Pearl Harbor by Japan in 1941 to the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. After
each of these attacks, Gaddis argues, the United States dramatically expanded its security commitments and has taken
the offensive in order to make the world a safer place for the American political experiment. John Lewis Gaddis,
Surprise, Security, and the American Experience (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2004), 26, 67.
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within these redefined terms, American foreign policy continues to be marked by shifts between
aloofness and engagement.

The degree to which the United States should engage its political, economic and military
power in Europe is one of the core issues that historically have vexed American foreign policy.
To what extent should the United States be regarded as a “European” power, i.e. a power with
vested interests on the European continent and that is an unalienable part of Europe’s future?
Whereas France or Germany is without a shade of doubt a European power, in the case of the
United States this always remains a debatable question — both in the United States itself and in
Europe. Americans have had great difficulty in deciding whether they should stay aloof or get
engaged in European politics. For the longest time, the European ‘question’ in American foreign
policy was predominantly defined in terms that reflected Europe’s self-destructive politics. It
boiled down to how to steer clear from the broils of the Old World; or, as one historian put it,
“how to protect the rest of the world — or at least their [the Americans’] own political and social
experiment — from Europe’s destructiveness, if not necessarily to save Europe from itself”?%? But
the rejection of Europe also implied that American interventions, once they occurred, were
charged with an ambition to reform the European system so that it could no longer pose a threat.
When the United States was to define itself more permanently as a European power in the
context of the Cold War, the terms of engagement therefore required a dramatic shift in historical
perceptions of Europe and of the transatlantic relationship.

At least until the early twentieth century (and even during parts thereof), American
foreign policy has been defined by a willed aloofness from the European continent. Jefferson and
Hamilton, for instance, shared a disinclination to become entangled in European affairs in spite
of their oft-expressed sympathies for France and Great Britain respectively. This was above all a
reflection of the still vulnerable state of the fledgling Republic vis-a-vis the European powers.
Due to Hamilton’s influence, George Washington’s Farewell Address (1796) left a resounding
legacy of having as little connection with Europe as possible. “Why,” Washington implored, “by
interweaving our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our peace and prosperity in
the toils of European ambition, rivalship, interest, humor or caprice?”® Jefferson, harnessing
himself for the presidential election of 1800, stated his views with regard to foreign and military

affairs in similar ways:

62 Harper, American Visions of Europe, 1.
63 Washington’s Final Manuscript of the Farewell Address, dated September 19, 1796.
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I am for free commerce with all nations; political connections with none; & little or no diplomatic
establishment. And | am not for linking ourselves by new treaties with the quarrels of Europe;
entering that field of slaughter to preserve their balance, or joining in the confederacy of kings to

war against the principles of liberty.”

In his inaugural address of March 1801, Jefferson went on to call for “peace, commerce and
honest friendship with all nations, entangling alliances with none,” granting Hamilton the
satisfaction that his arch-rival had adopted the core of Washington's Farewell Address as a
guideline for his foreign policy.®

Neither Jefferson nor Hamilton, however, was fundamentally isolationist. On the
contrary, they shared a sense of foreboding about America’s future strength and of the
implications of this strength for American foreign policy. Hamilton liked to talk of the United
States as “a Hercules in the cradle” who could in the future dictate its will to the European
powers.® Jefferson hoped that the United States would fulfill its destiny by spreading “the sacred
fire of freedom and self-government” to other corners of the world.”” He foretold that it would
some day make its power felt in Europe. “It is our business to manufacture for ourselves
whatever we can, to keep our markets open for what we can spare or want; and the less we have
to do with Europe, the better,” he explained in 1815, but he added:

Not in our day, but at no distant one, we may shake a rod over the heads of all [Europeans],
which may make the stoutest of them tremble. But | hope our wisdom will grow with our power,

and teach us, that the less we use our power, the greater it will be.®®

Jefferson’s day of reckoning with the European powers kept itself waiting for more than a
century. Yet American policies were undeniably affected by the growth of American power. For
much of the nineteenth century, American foreign policy was still often conceived in the spirit of
rejection of the Old World. At the same time, however, the United States was not averse to
staking out a bigger sphere of influence for itself with the expansion of its power. The doctrine
proclaimed by President James Monroe in 1823 was a case in point. On the one hand, the
Monroe doctrine was an extension of the policy of detachment from Europe to all of the

64 From a letter to Elbridge Gerry of 26 January 1799, as reprinted in Cunningham, Jefferson vs. Hamilton, 124.
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Americas; it was a categorical rejection of “the political system” of the European powers within
the Western hemisphere. On the other hand, it was a clear signal that the United States would
assert its growing power in a steadily expanding realm. Secretary of State John Quincy Adams,
the real author of Monroe’s statement and a conservative isolationist,” was deeply opposed to
any policy which did not comport with American interests or consider the costs involved in
pursuing certain objectives. But the doctrine was only isolationist in the sense that it shored up
the argument for keeping a distance from Europe. It was in fact both expansionist and defensive
— the first categorical expression of its kind in American foreign policy. It was moreover a
harbinger of the preparedness to defend the geopolitical interests of the United States and the
apparent need for ideological justification. The revolutionary character of this synthesis of power
and ideology in support of a universally defined national interest did not go unnoticed in the Old
World. For one month after Monroe’s declaration, Klemens von Metternich (1773-1859), the
outstanding European statesman of his time, wrote: “They [the United States] have distinctly and
clearly announced their intention to set not only power against power, but, to express more
exactly, altar against altar.” ™ The Monroe Doctrine had made Metternich aware of the
intrinsically subversive quality of American power, which he feared could one day disrupt the
delicate European concert of nations of which he had been the principal author.

By the end of the nineteenth century, the United States still lacked a policy of direct
engagement in Europe. It was a largely commercial and industrial power that was increasingly
making itself felt abroad, as was reflected in books such as F.A. McKenzie's The American Invaders
(1902), William Stead’s The Americanization of the World (1902), H.G. Wells’ The Future in America
(1907) and André Tardieu’s Notes sur les Etats-Unis (1908). But this emerging power was as yet
devoid of any aspiration to intervene in the politics of Europe. “America has invaded Europe not
with armed men, but with manufactured products,” McKenzie observed.” Yet, the United States
could not indefinitely escape more active participation in the international balance of power. In
1898, a State Department memorandum pointedly observed that “enlargement of foreign

69 It was John Quincy Adams who formulated the case for conservative isolationism on July 4, 1821: “Wherever the
standard of freedom and independence has been or shall be unfurled, there will her [America’s] heart, her
benedictions and her prayers be. But she goes not abroad, in search of monsters to destroy. She is the well-wisher to
the freedom and independence of all. She is the champion and vindicator only of her own.” John Quincy Adams,
“Address of July 4, 1821,” in: Walter LaFeber, ed., John Quincy Adams and American Continental Empire: Letters, Papers,
and Speeches (Chicago: Times Books, 1965), 45.

0 Halvdan Koht, The American Spirit in Europe: A Survey of Transatlantic Influences (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1949), 32. Also: Reyn, Allies or Aliens?, 65.

"t From The American Invaders, as quoted in Zwerdling, Improvised Europeans, 16. In the mid-1890s, the American army,
with approximately 28,000 men, ranked behind Bulgaria as only thirteenth in the world. The navy was slightly larger
in relative terms, ranking tenth, but its vessels were outdated. Neither had the United States a professional and
experienced diplomatic service. Nash, et al, The American People, 665.
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consumption of the products of our mills and workshops has [...] become a serious problem of
statesmanship as well as commerce” and forewarned that “we can no longer afford to disregard
international rivalries now that we ourselves have become a competitor in the world-wide
struggle for trade.”” When the United States showed the first signs of coming of age as a world
power, it was thus motivated by Hamiltonian notions of protecting commercial and industrial
interests abroad.

The first American experience with direct engagement in the European balance of power
came during the first two decades of the twentieth century. The terms of engagement chosen,
however, differed greatly depending on who was in charge. In any case, the shift from aloofness
to engagement was not a smooth one. It was in fact botched in November 1919 with the
rejection by the Senate of the Treaty of Versailles.

On the one hand there was the group of men within the Republic Party centered on
Theodore Roosevelt that whipped up a patriotic frenzy to make American power respectable.
During the 1890s, Roosevelt, together with Republican Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, had
emerged as a leading advocate of a more vigorous use of national power. He was convinced that
the prevailing isolationist outlook was no longer sufficient to protect American interests. “More
and more,” Roosevelt declared, “the increasing interdependence and complexity of international
and political and economic relations render it incumbent on all civilized people to insist on the
proper policing of the world.”™ Roosevelt's strategic outlook was particularly influenced by the
writings of Alfred Thayer Mahan, the naval strategist who viewed world politics as a Darwinian
struggle for survival and argued that the United States should focus on gaining naval supremacy,
controlling sea-lanes, and vigorously developing foreign markets. Mahan’s case for setting up
colonies in the Caribbean and the Pacific, and for linking these by a canal in Panama built and
controlled by the United States, lay behind the American imperialist drive of the 1890s. In 1898,
the United States waged a war against Spain over Cuba — a “splendid little war” because it was
short and casualties were low — and annexed the Philippines. Both as assistant secretary of the
Navy and as president, Theodore Roosevelt actively promoted the build-up of the American navy
which, by 1907, ranked only second to Great Britain’s royal navy.”

For all his bravura, however, Roosevelt did not give the United States a consistent policy

of engagement in Europe. In 1906 he broke with America’s traditional aloofness from European
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power politics by mediating between France and Germany over their squabbles over Morocco.
Conscious of the difficulties he would face in Congress, however, he had only reluctantly become
involved in order to help stave off a European war. Indeed, when American participation in the
Algeciras conference of 1906 became known, this touched off a “howl of protest” on Capitol
Hill and in the American press for implicating the United States in the broils of Europe.”
Although Roosevelt came closer than any of his predecessors to participating in Europe’s politics
of equilibrium, his break with traditional aloofness was only tentative.

On the other hand, there was Woodrow Wilson. When World War | began, most
Americans felt that the United States had no reason to join in. Wilson was no exception to this,
in particular because he feared that the war would divert attention from the cause of domestic
reform. He not only officially declared neutrality but asked Americans to think neutrally and
reserve their judgment until after the war. The United States ultimately could not avoid
involvement in the war for reasons we will not go into. But when the United States did join in
1917, it was not as an ally but as an ‘associated power’ detached from the eternal rivalry between
France and Germany. Wilson was determined to have a say in the peace settlement. By 1917,
Wilson had reluctantly come to accept that the only way in which he could hope to resolve the
European Question was by joining the fight. He fervently believed the war should pave the way
for democratic values, self-determination, free trade, and the rule of law. The United States
participated in this war not simply to add its weight to Europe’s balance of power or even to
prevent the hunnish hordes from overrunning Europe and invading the Western hemisphere.
Wilson transformed the war into a crusade to change the nature of international relations. His
views on America’s stake in the war set a new standard for liberal internationalism.

It is important to note that while both Wilson and Roosevelt left powerful foreign policy
legacies, they failed to produce a foreign policy consensus. On the contrary, during their
presidencies the discord between the liberal and the conservative traditions in American foreign
policy became more pronounced. It was the resilience of national perspectives in Europe and the
absence of a foreign policy consensus at home that induced a return to the maxim of willed
aloofness under Wilson’s Republican successors. In the 1920s, the United States in fact returned
to its late nineteenth century position as an overwhelmingly commercial and industrial nation.
Well into Franklin Roosevelt’s third term in office, isolationism lay as a damp blanket over
American foreign policy. The prevailing popular sentiment was averse to intervening on this or

that side, and believed that “the European system was basically rotten, that war was endemic on
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that continent, and that the Europeans had only themselves to blame for their plight.” ™

American neutrality was supported by a well-established political philosophy that could draw
from the conservative as well as the liberal tradition. It was embodied by popular figures such as
aviation hero Charles Lindbergh. It was even enshrined in America’s laws.”

When World War Il began, Franklin Roosevelt was thus constrained to influencing
European events from afar. It became increasingly clear, however, that this policy was ineffective.
In particular France’s unanticipated collapse in May and June 1940 radically changed the power
equation in favor of the Axis powers. By the time of the Lend-Lease Act of March 1941, which
was designed to prop up the weak British position, Germany was manifesting itself as an
increasingly serious threat in the Western hemisphere. German submarines were sinking a half
million tons of ships every month in the Atlantic. Great Britain might well have been tempted to
strike a deal with the Nazi government, despite Prime Minister Winston Churchill’s intransigence.
Hitler’s attack on the Soviet Union in June 1941 moreover opened up an altogether different
probability: that Great Britain and the Soviet Union alone would determine the European
settlement after Germany’s defeat. Roosevelt became increasingly determined not to leave the
Europeans to their own devices and convinced that the United States needed to join the fight if it
was to have a say. As early as January 1941, well before the American entry into the war, Harry
Hopkins informed the British that Roosevelt “regarded the postwar settlement [...] as being his
particular preserve.” There are indications that, by mid-1941, he became persuaded that
Jefferson’s day of reckoning, on which the United States might have to “shake a rod over the
heads of all” and settle the European Question once and for all, was imminent.”® Even then, it
took a war event on the other side of the globe — Japan’s lightning attack on Pearl Harbor — to
finally sway American opinion behind a strategy of involvement in Europe.

FDR'’s approach to the European Question during the war was a unique synthesis of his
uncle Theodore’s willingness to use punitive power, Wilson’s moralistic hubris, and Jefferson’s
deep-seated distrust of Europe. His collective security design for the postwar era was sobering in
its brutality vis-a-vis continental Europe. It was a far cry from Wilson's credulous, impotent
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League of Nations; as the historian John Harper wrote, Roosevelt was “less interested in saving
Europe from itself than in rescuing the rest of the world from Europe.”” Roosevelt was, in the
same vein, more concerned with preventing the re-emergence of European nationalism than with
the threat of communism. He was also determined to eliminate Europe as the pivot of world
politics. His vision would see Germany partitioned and France disarmed and disowned of its
colonies. Great Britain and the Soviet Union would function as the “two regional pillars” bearing
direct responsibility for maintaining peace on the European continent, if necessary by force.
Overarching it all, the United States would occupy “the position of key stone or primus inter pares”
and control events from afar. World peace would thus be secured through a concert of four great
powers — FDR also saw a future role for China — each acting as “policemen” in their respective
neighborhoods.® Continental Europe would have to be disarmed and, as he volunteered to
Soviet Foreign Minister VVyacheslav Molotov in 1942, “if any nation menaced the peace, it could
be blockaded and then if still recalcitrant, bombed.” Roosevelt:

This might be peace by dictation, but his hope was that it might be so administered that the
peoples of the previous aggressor nations might eventually come to see that they have infinitely

more to gain from permanent peace than from periodically recurrent wars.®

Although the atomic bomb had — at least potentially — given FDR the ‘rod’ with which to
force the Europeans into submission, this part of his vision had already become unattainable
before his death in April 1945. The subordination of continental Europe in this system failed
because it underestimated the resilience of various national perspectives, which were not about to
be forced into submission despite America’s military supremacy (as Roosevelt’s experience with
de Gaulle proved). An Anglo-Soviet understanding, which would have been necessary for
Roosevelt's system to work, also never developed. The British, unable to play the role of
‘policeman’ on the European continent, were rather casting a wary eye on the establishment of
Soviet power in the heart of Europe. Their chief aim was therefore to tie down the United States
in Europe as a counterweight to Soviet expansionism. London moreover strongly supported the

reinstatement of France as a European power with full rights. Besides this type of resistance from
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European quarters, Roosevelt's vision was probably also too privately held and too cynical ever
to garner much support at home. The inexperience of his successor would, in any case, make
American foreign policy much less the ‘particular preserve’ of one man.

Under the circumstances following the war, George Washington’s admonition to steer
clear of permanent alliances finally gave way to the preponderant reality that the United States as
a world power could not ignore the pernicious pull of European politics. In Secretary of War
Henry Stimson’s words, the United States could “never again be an island to itself. No private
program and no public policy, in any sector of our national life, can now escape from the
compelling fact that if it is not framed with reference to the world, it is framed with perfect
futility.”® Between 1945 and 1950, Americans gradually assumed a much greater and more active
role in Europe than had been envisioned by FDR. In the span of a few years, through the
Truman Doctrine (March 1947), the Marshall Plan (June 1947), and the North Atlantic Treaty
(April 1949), the foundations for America’s postwar diplomacy were laid.

Since the United States was no longer afforded the comfort of distance in the context of
the Cold War, the traditional terms of aloofness and engagement in American foreign policy with
regard to Europe were redefined to reflect its abiding interest in resolving the European problem
once and for all. Since World War 11, these terms have presumed that the United States at the
very least had to be able to exert control over European security from a distance. The ensuing
redefinition of aloofness and engagement reflected the importance of avoiding the mistakes that
had led to a relapse into isolationism after World War 1. Responding to the growing antagonism
with the Soviet Union, the increasingly apparent weakness of the British global position, and the
active solicitation by Western European nations for American protection, the United States had
to define itself as a ‘European’ power after all — and to do so in a way that could be supported by
conservatives and liberals at home as well as by Europeans on the ‘old’ continent.

Aloofness was thus redefined from denoting the almost complete political disengagement
of the 1920s and 1930s into the encouragement of European self-sufficiency and autonomy
within a framework that guaranteed a sufficient measure of American control. The ‘new’
aloofness did not look to the Atlantic Ocean as a physical barrier which provided security, which
had been a hallmark of isolationism, but confined itself to retaining the ability to influence
Europe’s affairs from afar. It recoiled from immersing itself in what were perceived as internal
European politics or from depleting American resources in support of ambitious policies. The

‘new’ engagement would take the form of activist policies — from the Marshall Plan to Kennedy's
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Grand Design — that sought to establish European politics on a new footing in the context of the
Cold War alliance. Since this often boiled down to remaking the Old World in the image of the
New, proponents of engagement naturally regarded energetic, creative and purposeful American
leadership in European affairs as essential. Europe, as Stanley Hoffmann observed, became to
many American policymakers a “challenging building ground” on which they could give rein to a
“great activist desire to overhaul and re-educate Europe — not with missionary or crusading zeal, but
with the peculiar self-confidence and the expert benevolence of men who know their power, trust
their techniques, and define their purpose with an exciting sense of concrete jobs to be done rather
than articles of faith to be proclaimed.”®

Charting the broad spectrum in American foreign policy between aloofness and
engagement is one way of assorting the historical range of American geopolitical attitudes toward
Europe. The jolting evolution of this policy from a willed aloofness in the eighteenth and the
nineteeth century to engagement in the twentieth as well as the ongoing ebb and flow in
American involvement in Europe have fashioned American policies towards Europe during and
after the Cold War. The pattern of aloofness and engagement tapped into the differences
between liberal and conservate approaches to Europe and the historic ambivalence in American
conceptions between rejection and veneration. These three aspects of American foreign policy
were thus interrelated. More specifically to this study, they were essential ingredients of the
notion of the Atlantic community and were to provide a mold for the American experience with
de Gaulle.

The Double-Faced Atlantic “Community”

In the thick of the Cold War, the idea that North America and Western Europe were actually part

of an “Atlantic Community” rapidly gained currency.® In some ways, the North Atlantic Treaty of
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April 1949 was an extension of the Monroe Doctrine to Europe, and it was certainly reminiscent
of this doctrine in the way that it merged the seemingly contradictory logics of expansionism and
defense.®® However, not one of the regional alliances in which the United States has become
involved ever attained the importance or the degree of institutionalization of the Atlantic alliance.
America’s security relationship with Western Europe was from the outset viewed differently.
Strengthening the vitality of the Atlantic alliance was a consistent objective of American foreign
policy during the Cold War. This required more than simply providing economic and military
assistance to the European allies. It required a wholesale reinterpretation of the transatlantic
relationship by Americans as well as Europeans. This relationship needed a history of affinity as
well as a future of alluring promise. “This Treaty [the North Atlantic Treaty] is not simply a military
treaty, but is a vehicle for closer political, economic, and security cooperation in the North Atlantic
community,” Secretary of State Dean Acheson impressed on General Dwight Eisenhower shortly
before his departure to Europe as NATO’s first supreme allied commander.®® And Eisenhower
himself, now president, declared in 1957 that “NATO should not for all time be primarily a

collective defense organization”:

We hope and believe that the time will come when its defense aspect will be minor and perhaps
even unnecessary. It has demonstrated, and we believe it will increasingly demonstrate, the
importance of the closest association between the members of the Atlantic community. This
association is a natural one. We have common traditions which have been passed on from
generation to generation. We should continue to work together as a growing community and with

increasing intimacy.’

This conception of the transatlantic relationship as an evolving club of nations — a
political community of sorts — permeated the policy statements of both Republican and
Democratic administrations during the early Cold War decades. It was more than a figure of

speech, for it recurred, too, within the bureaucracy. For two decades, from the late 1940s to the
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late 1960s, the notion of an Atlantic community helped to shape American foreign policy in
various ways: it provided justification for continued overseas engagement to American public
opinion, it countered neutralist and nationalist tendencies in Europe, it provided a framework for
tying Germany firmly to the West, it allowed the United States to be active in managing the
alliance, and it generated European support for containing communism outside of Europe.

Since the United States was not a European power in a geographical sense, the idea of an
Atlantic community also helped to establish the United States as a European power in a
geopolitical and — for lack of a better word — geocultural sense. Political scientists at the time
described the Atlantic community as a “security community” or a “partial international system.”®
But it was more than that. For the idea of an Atlantic community transformed the Atlantic Ocean
from a geographical and mental barrier into a mare nostrum; with its development. Much was made
of long-standing political, economic, cultural, and social bonds across the Atlantic, which had
always existed independently of the Soviet threat. Indeed, the community’s political, economic and
legal values and institutions, which were seen to originate in western Christendom and the
Enlightenment, gave it all the paraphernalia of a distinctive civilization. Its emergence also
occasioned the discovery of the “West” and the “Free World” as foreign policy concepts.

It is therefore no exaggeration to say that the idea of an Atlantic community became an
indispensable part of the outlook of a whole foreign policy generation. Its character has also been
elusive and it has proven hard to establish its practical impact beyond the establishment of
NATO and later the OECD. Neither the United States nor Europe was at any time prepared to
cede national sovereignty to some kind of Atlantic government. This is probably also why
historians have spent relatively little time on examining the reality of the Atlantic community.
However, as an expression of how Americans in broad terms viewed the transatlantic
relationship in the early Cold War era, it deserves more of our attention.®

The emergence of the Atlantic community as an idea in American foreign policy is best

explained by its ability to wed the two main traditions of American foreign policy and their

88 See Karl W. Deutsch, et. al., Political Community and the North Atlantic Area (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University
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System,” in: Wilcox and Haviland, eds., The Atlantic Community (1963), 3-31.
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between Europeanists, who gave priority to European integration, and Atlanticists, who wanted to “dilute”
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of genuine interest in the United States in “anything that would reduce American sovereignty.” Winand, Eisenhower,
Kennedy and the United States of Europe (London: Macmillan, 1993), 139-160, 190-201; Lundestad, “Empire” by Integration,
147-153. See also: W.H. Roobol, “In Search of an Atlantic Identity,” in: Yearbook of European Studies 4 (1991): 1-14.
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essentially different approaches to Europe. Postwar American foreign policy was an uneasy but
reasonably effective synthesis of the conservative and the liberal tradition, embodied by a
bipartisan establishment that dominated foreign policy making from the mid-1940s until the late
1960s. The Atlantic community, by extension, may also be seen as a synthesis. In the context of
the Cold War, the notion at the very least had to be able to bridge the different approaches and
shades of opinion that existed in the United States on dealing with Europe. The idea of a
“community” took sufficient account of the fundamental ambivalence historically felt towards
Europe, making it flexible enough to serve as a kind of compromise between the tendency to stay
aloof from Europe and the inclination to reform it. More specifically, it was an amalgamation of
the traditional reliance among in particular conservatives on the Anglo-American strategic
partnership and a liberal yearning for a world community based on universal American values.
The idea of an Atlantic community could only attract broad support as a rather abstract goal.
American governments could never be brought to choose the Atlantic community at the expense
of the liberal notion of a world community or the conservatives’ attachment to national
sovereignty. In the final analysis, the strength and the weakness of the idea of an Atlantic

community lay in its ambiguity.

The Atlantic Community as an Extension of Anglo-American Partnership

The idea that societies bordering on the Atlantic Ocean formed a community of sorts was most
often based on Anglo-American kinship. By the turn of the nineteenth century, when Theodore
Roosevelt’'s conservative circle dominated American foreign policy, the raid on Washington by
British forces during the war of 1812 had faded from collective memory. The perceived
importance of the mastery of the seas, so prevalent in Alfred Thayer Mahan’s writings, at the
time compelled the United States to regard the powerful British navy as the first line of defense
of the Western hemisphere. Great Britain, primarily concerned with the growing threat posed by
Germany to the balance of power on the European continent and with holding its vast empire
together, saw political and practical advantages as well to an informal alliance with the United
States. Moreover, in the racial thinking of the time, it was tempting for politicians on both sides
of the ocean to stress the natural bonds which tied the Anglo-Saxons together. “I refuse to speak
or think of the United States as a foreign nation,” British colonial secretary Joseph Chamberlain
stated during a visit to Toronto in 1887. “They are our flesh and blood.” Prime Minister A.J.

Balfour (1902-1905), the first foreign leader to officially recognize the Monroe Doctrine in 1903,
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similarly believed that “the two great co-heirs of Anglo-Saxon freedom and civilisation” had a
common mission.*

The Atlantic community as an extension of the incipient strategic partnership with Great
Britain gained its first real prominence as a geopolitical notion during World War 1. “For a
hundred years,” Henry Adams wrote in his Education, which was published after his death in 1918
to become an immediate bestseller, “the chief effort of his [Adams’] family had aimed at bringing
the Government of England into intelligent cooperation with the objects and interests of
America.”** Hence when the United States joined World War 1, Adams wrote to a friend: “Here
we are, for the first time in our lives fighting side by side and to my bewilderment I find the great
object of my life thus accomplished in the building up of the great Community of Atlantic
Powers which I hope will at least make a precedent that can never be forgotten.”?

It was not the eighty-year old Henry Adams, however, who coined the Atlantic
“community,” but the young journalist Walter Lippmann.® The indiscriminate warfare by
German submarines in early 1917 had convinced Lippmann that Great Britain’s continued ability
to control the Atlantic was being critically undermined by developments on the European
continent. “The moment England is in danger of actual defeat by starvation or the crippling of
her sea power, the whole world order in which this nation has grown is imperiled,” he observed

to a friend.

[...] a victory by Germany on the high seas would make her not only supreme on the continent
but would give her such naval power in the world (negative to be sure) that she would attract to

herself Russia and Japan and imperil us as we have never been imperiled before.**

During this time Lippmann, who was deeply concerned with “the pacifist and the
isolationist sentiment” in the country,* had begun to use his columns in The New Republic to
fervently advocate the case for American entry into World War | on the side of the western allies.
Defining ‘America’s part in the war,’” he portrayed it as siding with “western seapower” in the
struggle against “continental landpower.” In addition, he argued that Britain and France “were
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fighting in the main for the kind of world in which we wished to live.” Since he believed that
America’s security hinged on the safety of the Atlantic Ocean, his plea for making common cause
with the maritime power of Great Britain was hardly surprising: “We shall uphold the dominion
of the ocean highway as men upheld the Union in 1861, not because the power exercised by
Great Britain is perfect, but because the alternative is intolerable.”®

On February 17, 1917, in a column entitled “The Defense of the Atlantic World,” he laid
down the strategic outlook to which he would stick for the remainder of his career. Moving
beyond the idea of Anglo-American partnership, Lippmann discerned an abiding American
interest in the security of a wider community of European nations. Germany’s war against Great
Britain, France and Belgium was not an internecine conflict from which the United States should
remain apart, but a “war against the civilization of which we are a part.” The United States thus
had an overriding interest in preventing a German victory. “The safety of the Atlantic highway,”
Lippmann argued, “is something for which America should fight.” He explained:

...on the two shores of the Atlantic Ocean there has grown up a profound web of interest which
joins together the western world. Britain, France, Italy, even Spain, Belgium, Holland, the
Scandinavian nations, and Pan-America are in the main one community in their deepest needs
and their deepest purposes. They have a common interest in the ocean which unites them. [...] It
is the crime of Germany that she is trying to make hideous the highways by which the Atlantic
Powers live. [...] We cannot betray the Atlantic community by submitting. If not civilization, at
least our civilization is at stake. [...] What we must fight for is the common interest of the
western world, for the integrity of the Atlantic Powers. We must recognize that we are in fact one
great community and act as a member of it.

He had reached this heart-wrenching conclusion through a combination of strategic
calculus and a growing awareness of a commonality of interests with the likeminded democracies
of Western Europe. Interestingly, his judgment on Germany’s relationship with this community

was deeply ambivalent. On the one hand, he warned that a “victory on the high seas” would

foreign policy in a letter to Felix Frankfurter on February 19, 1917. See Blum, Public Philosopher, 61.

9% “America’s Part in the War,” 10 February 1917, reprinted in The New Republic, 10 March 1917, vol. X, no. 123, part
2, 29-30. In Lippmann’s view, this allegiance to Anglo-American partnership did not mean that the United States
should be an uncritical ally of the British. On the contrary: “We shall uphold it [the dominion of the ocean highway]
knowing that it needs reform and that it must not in the future be used purely for imperial ends. By contributing
something to save it from possible destruction we shall have a right to speak about its reform. Sea power
internationalized is the nucleus of the league for peace.” Lippmann was moreover distrustful of America’s
prospective allies when it came to a postwar settlement: “We are not anxious to share in the settlement of Europe,
but we are deeply concerned in the kind of settlement which is made. If it contains the seeds of another war we want



THE AMBIGUOUS ATLANTIC “COMMUNITY” 147

make Germany “the leader of the East against the West, the leader ultimately of a German-
Russian-Japanese coalition against the Atlantic world.” On the other hand, he believed that

Germany’s natural place was within the Atlantic community:

It would be a great mistake to suppose [...] that we are dealing with a single-minded Germany.
We wage war on Germany as long as she commits her destiny to those who would separate her
from the western world. By rights Germany should be a powerful and loyal member of the
Atlantic world, and she will be if this war is effectively fought and wisely ended. [...] It is no
paradox and no sentimentality to say that we must fight Germany not to destroy her but to force

her and lure her back to the civilization to which she belongs.”

This sequence of events repeated itself in the run-up to World War Il. Lippmann’s
fundamental belief that the security of the United States hinged on the Atlantic community and
Great Britain’s ability to act as a shield led him to reexamine the policy of neutrality, which he
had initially supported, once Germany reemerged as a threat to both. By 1937, in an article in
Foreign Affairs, he admonished that “though collaboration with Britain and her allies is difficult
and often irritating, we shall protect that connection because in no other way can we fulfill our
destiny.”® The rapid German military advance in Western Europe, in particular the staggering
collapse of France in the spring of 1940, confirmed to him that the United States could not stay
aloof. “With the best of intentions, but with a deadly misunderstanding, we all adopted the
isolationist view of disarmament and separateness,” he confessed in one of his columns.®
Lippmann believed that the United States should give more permanent thought to the
transatlantic security link as the keystone of the postwar international order. On December 9,
1941, two days after Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbor, he wrote to a friend that “British-American
unity in world affairs is the basis for any future order that will be tolerable [...]: [...] the
geography of the North Atlantic favors it and compels it, and [...] politically the union is a

reunion.”®

no part in it; but we want our influence to count against sowing the seeds of another war.”
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During the war, as he defined the postwar order that the United States should try to
achieve, Lippmann further developed his seminal ideas about the Atlantic community.’® Allergic
to Wilsonian idealism, he discredited the idea of a new League of Nations. The alternative to
isolationism, he argued, should not be framed in terms of universal interventionism.’* Since he
believed the borders of the Soviet Union to be the most contentious, such an international
organization, “against everybody and nobody in particular, would quickly develop a pro and anti-
Russian alignment.”*® The United States would hence be implicated in conflicts in which it had
no immediate interests.

Instead of the “one world” program — the hallmark of Wilsonians — Lippmann set his
hopes on a stable balance of power between two spheres of influence in Europe. Eastern Europe
would be neutralized to put the Soviets at ease, thus preserving the wartime alliance, while
Western Europe would be linked with the United States and Canada in informal alliance. “The
Atlantic Ocean is not the frontier between Europe and the Americas,” he argued in U.S. Foreign
Policy (1943), an immediate bestseller as Americans were groping for a postwar vision. “It is the
inland sea of a community of nations allied with one another by geography, history, and vital
necessity.”** In U.S. War Aims (1944), he views the Atlantic community as the “historic center of
the international exchange economy,” defined by “the essential political character which fits our
way of life... that the state exists for man, and not man for the state; that the state is under the
law, not above it.” Built around the Anglo-American nexus, Lippmann described it as a zone
from which war would be banned and “any idea of preparation for such a war ... excluded from
all plans.” The community’s smaller members would be guaranteed security through a common
defensive system with combined forces and command arrangements — a kind of NATO avant la
lettre. The Atlantic nations would furthermore agree to pursue a “common foreign policy in their

relations with the non-Atlantic world.” This would, in Lippmann’s view, require “‘organic
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consultation’ [...] something more elastic than a formal treaty of alliance, and [...] much less than
political federation.”*®

Although by mid-1944 he had come to accept Soviet dominance over Eastern Europe, he
still believed that a modus vivendi between an “Eastern regional system” and an “Atlantic
Community” centered on the United States, Great Britain, and France was in the cards. In his
eyes, self-contained regionalism was the key to postwar stability. Whether this was attainable
depended at least as much on the United States as on the Soviet Union. Lippmann was, in reality,
more concerned with American expansionism, which he believed to be part and parcel of the
Wilsonian internationalism pervading public opinion during the war, than with Soviet
expansionism. To him, self-containment was one of the chief objectives of postwar American
foreign policy.

Lippmann never wavered from this notion of an essentially self-contained Atlantic
community. In a series of articles, later compiled as The Cold War (1947), he harshly criticized the
containment doctrine laid out by George Kennan in the latter’s well-known Foreign Affairs article
of July 1947 (also known as the “X-article”). Lippmann censured Kennan in particular for
overstating ideology as motivating Soviet behavior and for his rather indiscriminate prescription
to confront the Soviets at “every point where they show signs of encroaching.” Only in Europe
was the United States truly at odds with the Soviet Union — and even there the conflict was not
inevitable, Lippmann thought. A stable balance of power could still be achieved by a coordinated
step away from the brink. American diplomacy, he argued, should focus on allaying Russian
insecurities about American intentions. This could be achieved by a political settlement which
revolved around a mutual troop withdrawal from Europe and strict guarantees for a demilitarized,
but unified, Germany. The United States, for its part, would have to contain itself within the
Atlantic community, which he described as the countries united by the Atlantic Ocean and the
Mediterranean Sea, “which is an arm of the Atlantic Ocean,” and comprising “the British
Commonwealth of nations, the Latin states on both sides of the Atlantic, the Low Countries and
Switzerland, Scandinavia and the United States.”*® In these views, Lippmann would persist. They

accounted for his criticism of Dean Acheson’s strongly antagonistic stance vis-a-vis Moscow, of
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the establishment of NATO in 1949 (which he considered too antagonistic of the Soviet Union),
of John Foster Dulles’ brinkmanship and multiple regional pacts, and for his later dismay about
American involvement in Vietnam.*”’

However, the Cold War, the era that he had helped to coin, had a dynamic of its own. An
initially reluctant Truman administration became increasingly persuaded that, in order to contain
the Soviet Union, it was necessary to set not only “power against power” but also “altar against
altar.” Moreover, the British and other Europeans — less hopeful than Lippmann of reaching an
understanding with the Soviet Union and, in some cases, fearing communist influence at home —
actively sought to commit American military power in Europe. Lippmann’s most important
legacy to American thinking about world affairs was therefore the idea that the Atlantic
community, in essence an extension of the somewhat older strategic partnership with Great
Britain, was a vital American security interest. While his pleas for self-restraint vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union fell on deaf ears, this notion became firmly established in the minds of the cold warriors.'®

By this time, many American officials could also draw from firsthand experience with
British-American wartime cooperation, which had amounted to probably the closest wartime
alliance in history. In August 1941, well before the United States’ entry in the war, FDR and
Churchill had formulated common aims and principles in the Atlantic Charter, which helped
define the postwar world order.’® The personal bond between the two leaders, as well as between
their most important advisers, was an important factor that further cemented this alliance of
natural affinity. In contrast to World War |, during World War Il there was a unified Anglo-
American military command with a single commanding officer for all British and American

troops in a certain region, joint war planning and an open exchange of military intelligence.

dimensions.”
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Almost every British ministry set up office in Washington during the war, swelling the number of
British officials in the city to nine thousand."® The Bretton Woods conference of 1944, which
designed the postwar economic order and its international financial organizations, was largely
negotiated between the British economist John Maynard Keynes and Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury Harry Dexter White, making it an “Anglo-American show.”*!*

Anglo-American cooperation survived the war, in spite of serious disagreements over the
British Empire, dealings with Stalin or de Gaulle, or the joint atomic weapons project. For all the
ambivalence felt on either side, it continued to function during the Cold War. To be sure,
London certainly has shown more allegiance to the Anglo-American partnership than
Washington. “My whole system is based upon partnership with Roosevelt,” Churchill notified his
Foreign Minister Anthony Eden in 1942, while Roosevelt — or any of his successors — would
never have considered a British prime minister in the same way.*? Throughout the Cold War, the
golden rule of British diplomacy was to make common cause with the United States. When
neglected, as it was by Eden during the Suez crisis of 1956, it ended in a humiliating reminder of
the skewed balance of power in their relationship. After Suez, British diplomacy devoted its best
talents to restoring a relationship of trust with Washington. This, in a paradoxical sense, also

persuaded the British cabinet that it could not persist in keeping a distance from Western Europe:

...the Suez crisis has made it plain that there must be some change in the basis of Anglo-
American relations. It was doubtful whether the United States would now be willing to accord to
us alone the special position we had held as their principal ally during the war. We might therefore
be better able to influence them if we were part of an association of Powers which had greater

political, economic and military strength than we alone could command.**

The British decision to apply for membership in the European Economic Community was also
prompted by the realization that the Americans were increasingly looking toward a unified
Europe as a partner in world politics — in what President Kennedy would come to call an Atlantic

permanent system of general security” that would follow the war.
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“partnership” — and were becoming increasingly impatient with British abstinence from what
they considered, in President Eisenhower’s words, “the possible salvation of the world.”**

As much as by natural affinity, therefore, the postwar Anglo-American relationship was
shaped by the fact that America was on the rise while Britain was in decline. Partnership with the
United States helped Britain to disguise this decline and to soften its impact by influencing — or
being seen to be influencing — American policies. On the American side, the attitude toward
Anglo-American partnership was decidedly more lukewarm. There were persistent qualms about
appearing to run the alliance as a condominium. Whereas the British had a tendency to publicize
their ‘special relationship’ with the United States, Washington usually played it down with an eye
on how it might effect other allies — most of all the French. Eisenhower expressed his concern
“over the way we present to the world the picture of British-American association” to Eden time

and again:

We must, by all means, avoid the appearance of attempting to dominate the Councils of the free
world. [...] | am certain that nothing infuriates an individual in one of these meetings so much as
an insinuation or implication that he may be representing a country, whose convictions, because
of some national reason, are not really important. I know [...] that the French frequently feel that
the United States and Britain are guilty of power politics on this point, and they resent it

fiercely.™™®

But for the United States, too, partnership with Britain continued to offer less advertised
but important advantages, even as it was hardly prepared to concede preferential treatment to the
British in public. Great Britain occupied the position of being the most likeminded ally in
containing communism in Europe and beyond. Policy coordination between Washington and
London was of particular importance to prevent the Soviet Union from taking advantage of
British decline. Significantly, the Truman Doctrine was a response to the collapse of the British
imperial role in the Eastern Mediterranean. In another sense, too, the strategic importance to the
United States of its close relationship with Great Britain shifted. Until 1941, it had relied on the
British navy’s ability to control the Atlantic and protect the Western hemisphere; after 1945, it
became more dependent on Britain’s ability, as one of the victors of the war, to influence

14 Memorandum of conference w/ President Eisenhower, Herter, Dillon, Houghton, 22 April 1960, State
Department, 1960 (March-May) (4), State Department Subseries, Subject Series, box 4, White House Office of the
Staff Secretary, DDEL (dated 27 April 1960).

115 | etter, Eisenhower to Anthony Eden, 16 March 1953, frame 371-372, reel 10, DEOF, IS, Roosevelt Study Center
(henceforth abbreviated as RSC), Middelburg (The Netherlands).
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developments on the European continent. In large measure, Great Britain’s value to the United
States during the Cold War was as a bridgehead in Europe and as an invaluable aide-de-camp in
making the Atlantic alliance work. In spite of the many tensions, there continued to be a shared
perspective based on the affinity of interests, language, culture, and history. The American
ambivalence towards the Anglo-American relationship allowed British prime ministers to
continue banking on the ‘special relationship.” It helps to explain firm American support for
British membership of the Common Market, even as this would undermine the integration model
favored by Americans at the time as the salvation of mankind. For as Secretary of State Dean
Rusk admitted years after the fact: “we hoped that if Britain joined the Common Market, it would
take into Europe that special relationship with the United States.”™® In this sense, for many
architects of American foreign policy the notion of an Atlantic community was built around the

British-American nexus.

The Atlantic Community as a Scaled-Down World Community

American liberals were inclined to approach the transatlantic relationship from a rather different
angle. They commonly treated the idea of an Anglo-American strategic partnership with
suspicion; Great Britain was in their view a bulwark of European-style colonialism and balance-
of-power politics with which the United States should not associate itself. Instead, liberal
internationalists — in particular since the days of Woodrow Wilson — sought to influence world
order through the spread of liberal principles of democracy, rule of law, and free trade. This
approach moreover distinguished itself from conservative approaches by treating the world as
one large community (‘oneworldism’). In the bipolar alignment of the Cold War, however,
American liberalism was consigned to projecting its ideas on a more limited scale (despite the
establishment of the United Nations). The transatlantic relationship became the most important
conduit of liberalism abroad. From the liberal perspective, the Atlantic community was therefore
a scaled-down world community.

In spite of its failure to sway Congress in 1919, Wilson’s liberal internationalism exerted a
powerful influence on the American mind throughout the twentieth century. The development of
American foreign policy — and indeed of international relations — would be incomprehensible
without an appreciation of the part played by the liberal approach. Its program of international

reform, which mirrored a yearning for domestic reform, gave the progressive thrust to American

116 Dean Rusk, As | Saw It (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1990), 267. Also: Oral history interview with Dean
Rusk, vol. 1, JFKL (JFKL), 198.
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foreign policy that has often made it distinct. Wilsonianism believed in the Lockean dichotomy
between people — who are peace-loving by nature — and their governments. To Wilsonians,
European-style colonialism — as well as Theodore Roosevelt’s American-style imperialism — were
deeply distasteful. They preferred instead to devote themselves to helping less developed
countries raise their living standards. The free trade of goods and free access to raw materials, too,
was considered essential to raising international living standards, as well as to removing a
historical source of conflict in international affairs. As a way to reduce the chance of armed
conflict, Wilsonians favored arrangements for arms control and disarmament to the delicate
balancing of power or the enhancement of military preparedness. They believed in restraining
nationalism through the international rule of law and a system of collective security, both
embodied in organizations that institutionalized international cooperation and reduced national
sovereignty. Wilsonianism in its purest form, in sum, amounted to the universal extension of
liberal American values unrestrained by the considerations of Realpolitik and the balance-of-power
thinking which had led conservative internationalists to engage in a strategic partnership with the
British.

During the interbellum, Wilsonian idealism punctured the isolationist straitjacket of
American foreign policy on a few occasions. In the early 1920s American diplomats took the lead
in disarmament, most notably at the Washington Naval Conference of 1922 which committed
the leading naval powers to reduce their naval strength. They also negotiated the Kellogg-Briand
Pact of 1928, which renounced war for all time and also gave the 1929 Nobel Peace Prize to its
main architect, Secretary of State Frank Kellogg. Wilsonian sentiment in the country was still
strong enough during the 1930s to persuade FDR to appoint Cordell Hull, a liberal
internationalist and fervent Wilsonian, as his secretary of state for each one of his four terms as
president. World War 11, which discredited nationalism and the idea that the exercise of power
alone could bring peaceful international order, enabled Wilsonianism to once again dominate the
public debate. During the war, Acheson later remembered, “so strong were the gospel and
memory of the crucified Wilson that the country was seized with a sense of national sin.”*’
Books such as Wendell Willkie’s One World (1943) or Sumner Welles’ Time of Decision (1944) were
instant bestsellers because they offered an appealing liberal vision of the postwar order, one

which motivated Lippmann to present his own realist conceptions.™® It was little wonder that the

17 From an address in 1965, printed in Dean Acheson, This Vast External Realm (New York: W.W. Norton & Co.,
1973), 141.

118 Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century, 404-417. Willkie, a lawyer and businessman from Indiana, had been
the surprisingly strong Republican candidate in the 1940 presidential elections. Welles was one of Roosevelt's most
influential foreign policy advisers as undersecretary of state.
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failure to prevent the Cold War was an enormous disappointment to liberal internationalists such
as Henry Wallace.** But the Cold War, in a paradoxical sense, also provided them with an
opportunity to pursue international reform with likeminded nations, in a sense heightening the
stakes by pitting liberal capitalism against communism.

Most liberals came around to the containment doctrine of the Truman administration
because of the perceived communist danger to the weakened democracies of Western Europe.*?
But containing the Soviet Union was not enough. It was at least as important to reform Europe,
which after all had been the source of international conflict. Before World War |1, Europe,
including Great Britain, had been deeply distrusted by liberals like Welles, whose plan — the
“Welles Plan” — aimed to stave off the war by getting the European powers to accept rules of

peaceful international behavior.'?

During the Cold War this distrust of the ‘old’ Europe was
never far beyond the horizon. But the reconstruction of Western Europe and the idea that it
belonged to an endangered family of democracies allowed liberals to invest — ideologically and
emotionally — in the transatlantic relationship. With the Cold War, the transatlantic relationship
thus became the most important venue for Wilsonian values. The ‘new’ Europe became
embodied by practical visionaries such as the Frenchman Jean Monnet, one of the founding
fathers of European integration, who was moreover uncannily adept at befriending influential

Americans and enlisting official American support for his ideas.?

Many American postwar
policies towards Europe, such as the Marshall Plan and the active encouragement of European
integration, were in a sense derived from the aborted liberal “one world” program for
international reform. They were invariably aimed against the ‘old’ European vices of nationalism,
protectionism and colonialism in favor of political, military, and economic integration. With a
Europe thus reformed, the Atlantic region was increasingly seen as a zone of economic
prosperity and ideological affinity permanently rid of the scourge of armed conflict — an Atlantic
community as the showcase for a future world community.

One of the most utopian advocates of strengthening Atlantic ties during the early decades
of the Cold War was Clarence Streit, a journalist from Missouri. His crusade for a federal Atlantic
Union is just one illustration of how the Atlantic community came to be regarded by some as a

scaled-down world community. Although his personal influence remained very limited, his ability
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McCloy, and others is reviewed in Clifford P. Hackett, ed., Monnet and the Americans: The Father of a United Europe and



156 THE AMBIGUOUS ATLANTIC “COMMUNITY”

to associate members of the American foreign policy elite with his quest was remarkable. His
personal story moreover is indicative of that of the American liberal in the twentieth century. In
1917, moved by Wilsonian rhetoric, the young Streit had enlisted in one of the engineer
regiments that the American army dispatched to France. He completed his military service as an
intelligence officer at the Paris Peace Conference of 1919. There he had his taste of traditional
European statecraft. “The grand conference in Paris has at last opened,” he jotted down in his
diary, “ushered in with some well-chosen platitudes from the mouth of president Poincaré.
Surround the peace conference with a halo of high and noble thoughts, and then do your dirty
work behind closed doors. Same old scheme that they worked in Vienna in 1815.”*% Like many
Americans, Streit was deeply disillusioned with the results of the war. The League of Nations, to
which he became correspondent in 1929 for The New York Times, was in his view fundamentally
flawed because it rested on the consent of nations and lacked a strong central authority. He
became increasingly convinced of the virtues of American-style federalism. International federal
union, following the example of the American republic, was the wave of the future. “Nationalism
leaves you out on the rim,” he argued in 1941, whereas “Union makes you the hub of the world.”
Seizing on world events, he then urged such a union between the United States and Great
Britain.'*

After World War I, Streit’s efforts on behalf of international federalism became more
expansive. From 1946 to 1949, he authored a series of essays in his monthly magazine Freedom
and Union, together with Owen Roberts, a former justice to the Supreme Court, and patent lawyer
John Schmidt. These essays were published under the pseudonym Publius Il — a reference to the
Federalist Papers written by Alexander Hamilton, James Madison and John Jay in the 1780s to
pave the way for the American Constitution — and emanated the spirit of world federalism. From
1949 onwards, however, Streit and his sympathizers seized upon the North Atlantic Treaty as a
more promising framework for their ideas.’® They formed an Atlantic Union Committee to

persuade Congress to endorse a resolution, introduced by Senator Estes Kefauver and twenty-

his U.S. Supporters (Washington D.C.: Jean Monnet Council, 1995).
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four other senators and representatives, which called on the Truman administration to convene
the North Atlantic Treaty signatories “to explore how far their peoples, and the peoples of such
other democracies as the convention may invite to send delegates, can apply among them, within
the framework of the United Nations, the principles of free federal union.”'?® Acheson’s State
Department was far from supportive of the resolution, which in the end was not adopted,
warning that putting presidential authority behind the call for even an exploratory convention on
federal union would have grave national and international repercussions. But the administration’s
response gave the resolution’s supporters sufficient hope of gaining official support in the future.
For the State Department was not opposed to “far-reaching pioneering” with “new patterns, new

methods and new institutions” and claimed to believe that:

... the policy of the United States [should be] to work toward an ultimate world order adequate to
assure the individual ‘the inalienable rights of life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness’ through
the method of progressively closer association of the U.S. with more and more of the free world,

utilizing particularly natural affinities of heritage, democratic tradition and common interest.'*’

[underlining in original]

Throughout the 1950s, therefore, similar resolutions were introduced in the Senate and the
House of Representatives. Streit particularly hoped to gain the endorsement of John Foster
Dulles, with whom he maintained a regular correspondence. Dulles had supported the original
resolution in 1950 and had written the introduction to one of his ‘Publius 11’ publications.’® As
Eisenhower’s secretary of state, he was compelled to oppose similar resolutions on the grounds
that a convention on forming an Atlantic federal union was “premature.” However, Dulles
cherished sufficient sympathy for Streit’s mission to discuss the idea of a “political body”
overarching the various organizations in the Atlantic region with Eisenhower. This discussion
remained abortive because Dulles’ idea was still vague and Eisenhower’s response did not
encourage him to further pursue the issue.”” But Dulles’ successor, Christian Herter, finally

removed official opposition to a watered-down resolution which no longer contained any
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reference to federalism but established a committee of private citizens to participate in an
Atlantic Convention. It passed both the Senate and the House and was signed by Eisenhower in
September 1960, giving the supporters of Atlantic unity a new lease on life.**

Streit, too, continued his activities, keeping in close touch with sympathetic minds within
the Kennedy administration.”®* He had become a respectable figure in foreign policy circles,
where he was regarded by many as one of the early pioneers of the Atlantic idea. His approach to
strengthening Atlantic ties was considered too radical and too impractical by most, but he was
seen to be pointing in the right direction. His proposals for Atlantic Union were the driving force
behind the proliferation in the 1950s of local chapters of the Atlantic Union Committee and of
the Atlantic Treaty Association on either side of the ocean.*® People like former Secretary of War
Robert Patterson and former Undersecretary of State for Economic Affairs William L. Clayton,
one of the main architects of the Marshall Plan, were prominent members of the Atlantic Union
Committee.”*® The Atlantic Convention, which was held in Paris in January 1962, did not yield
plans for a federal union. But its final declaration called for “the creation of a true Atlantic
Community” with common institutions, such as a council of government leaders — reminiscent
of Dulles’ vague idea about an overarching political body — and the transformation of the NATO
Parliamentarians’ Conference into an official consultative assembly.*** “The idea of the Atlantic
union is on the march,” The New York Times prophesied. “Years of work and study will be
required before the goal is reached; but the goal is no longer Utopian and begins to look like a
historic inevitability.”*® Even British conservatives heralded the convention as possibly the
“Atlantic equivalent of the Messina meeting that gave birth to the Common Market.”**®
Though Streit seems to have had few enemies, there were many dissenters who thought

his idealism had lost touch with reality. Walter Lippmann, for one, did not take his quest in
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earnest. In February 1917, he had supported American entry in the war by stating that “our
entrance into it would weight it immeasurably in favor of liberalism and make the organization of
a league for peace an immediately practical object of statesmanship. By showing that we are ready
now, as well as in the theoretical future, to defend the western world, the corner stone of
federation would be laid.”** But in 1951, he wrote to a friend that he regarded the idea of an
Atlantic government as “nonsense, and dangerous nonsense if it were to be taken seriously.”
Lippmann thought that, by projecting the Philadelphia Convention of 1787 onto Europe, Streit,
“an old friend of mine,” had “built his whole crusade on an hysterical illusion.” He had only
refrained from publicly criticizing Streit’s “well-meaning, but very misguided” campaign because
“there are so many worse things abroad.”**® Most American supporters of more Atlantic unity,
such as Christian Herter, were much less condemning of Streit’s idealism, but thought his pleas
for immediate federal union were too radical to be of much practical value.** Neither was there
broad support in Europe, where plans for institutionalizing the transatlantic relationship tended
to be viewed as “an attempt to institutionalize American hegemony” and as undercutting the
autonomy and identity of the European integration movement. *° In 1962, European
Commission president Walter Hallstein, for instance, sharply distinguished between the
European Community — “a full economic union with strong political implications” — and the
much less defined Atlantic community. Echoing Kennedy's resounding call for an Atlantic
“partnership” between “the new union now emerging in Europe and the old American Union
founded here 175 years ago,” Hallstein expressed a preference for a “close partnership between

two personalities, the European Community and the United States.” The idea that the
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transatlantic relationship needed prior calibration between two separate entities would in effect
undermine the efforts of those who wanted to achieve greater Atlantic political and economic
unity through NATO or other institutions.*2

The general tolerance of — or even admiration for — Atlantic ‘dreamers’ such as Streit
indicated that his ideas were in step with American views of the transatlantic relationship from
the late 1940s to the late 1960s as well as with genuine American interests in providing an
Atlantic framework for the European movement towards unification. The history of the United
States was generally seen to underscore the validity of the federal approach, the importance of the
rule of law, and the benefits accrued from free trade and a large single market. American policy
towards Europe after World War Il was steeped in these values. The Marshall Plan, which
exhibited all of them, had helped to make Europe more like the United States. At the end of the
program, in 1956, one New York Times correspondent in Europe wrote that “the least one can
report is that a permanent-looking layer of American customs has spread itself across the old
Continent in the last ten years, to the consternation of the élite, the delight of the masses and the
solid satisfaction of the vendor.”**® After one and a half centuries of estrangement, America and
Europe now seemed to be converging. So when Streit approached the Kennedy White House in
the spring of 1961 to generate support for the Atlantic Convention, he struck a sympathetic
chord. “Probably this idea of an Atlantic Convention is just a ‘pie in the sky’,” Henry Owen of
the State Department counseled. “But just possibly it isn’'t and Streit will be seen fifty years hence
as a very wise and far-sighted man. The need for closer union is dire enough so that I'd be
inclined to [...] put in a plug for what might be the ‘great sleeper’ of our times.”** The Kennedy
administration was realistic enough not to give the Paris Declaration official support. But as
David Calleo observed in 1965:

The partisans of Atlantic unity are not without formidable resources. They appeal to an influential
section of public opinion. They occupy key positions in many governments and in the European
Communities. Above all they have hopes of enlisting the immense power of the American

government.'*®
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Present at the Creation: Acheson and the Atlantic Community

“The test of a first-rate intelligence is the ability to hold two opposed ideas in the mind at the
same time, and still retain the ability to function,” F. Scott Fitzgerald observed in one of his short
stories.™*® This ability was very much on display when the United States was put to the test as a
world power in the aftermath of World War Il. What made American postwar diplomacy
successful abroad and sustainable domestically was in part its ability to accommodate the
conservative as well as the liberal foreign policy traditions. This ability may well have been the
most important feature of what became known as the Establishment, which towered over
American foreign policy for at least twenty years.*’

The ‘Establishmentarians’ were a loosely connected inner circle of internationalist
businessmen, bankers, lawyers, and civil servants who had earned themselves a reputation for
selfless service to the nation during a time of great predicament. Arthur Schlesinger jr. once
described the New York financial and legal community as their home base, with Henry L.
Stimson and Elihu Root serving as “household deities,” Robert A. Lovett and John J. McCloy as
“present leaders,” the Rockefeller, Ford and Carnegie foundations and the Council on Foreign
Relations as “front organizations,” and the New York Times and Foreign Affairs as “organs.”**® As
they usually did place country above party, the ‘Establishmentarians’ came to embody the
bipartisan foreign policy consensus that was vital to preventing a return to isolationism or
jingoism.

Indeed, the shift from aloofness toward engagement with regard to Europe turned out to
be one of the Establishment’s most important legacies. A commitment to resolving the European

Question was central to its world view, as well as the need to maintain a strong transatlantic link
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in the Cold War. In a way, this orientation toward Europe followed naturally from the European
bent of the American East Coast, which continued to pervade the economic, cultural and
educational life of the cities and towns along its shore. Much has been made, for instance, of
youthful bonding experiences at Groton School in Massachusetts, where the scions of America’s
wealthy elite were girded for a life of achievement. There they had been molded in the English
style, steeped in Christian values and educated in classical and European history.** If this was not
enough to sensitize the mind to things European, it was certainly engendered by formative
professional experiences during the 1920s and 1930s."°

Many names, of course, can be attached to the Establishment that shaped America’s postwar
diplomacy. Few have had more personal influence, however, than Dean Acheson. It is therefore his
view on foreign policy and on the transatlantic relationship that we will bring into focus. As the son
of an Episcopalian clergyman — later bishop — from a middle-class Connecticut town, his schooling
days followed the familiar pattern of the well-to-do: after Groton, he attended both Yale and
Harvard to study law. Acheson also fit Schlesinger’s description of the Establishment, having
developed during the interbellum years into one of the country’s foremost lawyers and a classic
representative of the East Coast legal community. The only difference is that he chose Washington
over New York, becoming the private secretary of Supreme Court justice Louis Brandeis in 1919
and gaining the acquaintance of justice Oliver Wendell Holmes jr. — the two legendary figures that
were his mentors in life. In 1921, he began a lifelong association with Covington & Burling, the
Washington law firm that had been established to press claims arising from World War .

Acheson’s influence was, of course, at a peak during his years at the State Department from
1941 to 1953. As President Truman’s undersecretary of state from 1945 to 1947 and secretary of
state until 1953, he could claim — as he did — to be “present at the creation” of a new world order.
His subsequent role in the 1950s to shape the Democratic Party foreign policy platform and as the
consummate elder statesman of the 1960s who advised both the Kennedy and Johnson
administrations has been significant too."** However, apart from having been seated in the councils
of decision or having occupied positions of influence, Acheson above all epitomized the

Establishment because of his propensity to abide by the logic of power in the ardent defense of

149 See in particular Isaacson and Thomas, The Wise Men.

150 John McCloy, for instance, spent much of these years in Germany, Italy and elsewhere in Europe as a lawyer for the
New York firm Cravath, paving the way for American investment capital and dealing with various governments. McCloy
explained: “What took place after World War | was the forerunner of the Marshall Plan. But back then the rehabilitation
of Europe was done in a private capacity. Practically every merchant bank and Wall Street firm, from J.P. Morgan and
Brown Brothers on down, was over there picking up loans. We were all very European in our outlook, and our goal was
to see it rebuilt.” Quoted in Isaacson and Thomas, The Wise Men, 122.

151 Acheson’s still substantial influence in the post-secretarial years is the subject of Douglas Brinkley’s Dean Acheson:
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ideals. Indeed, his personal outlook seemed to have merged the conservative and liberal
internationalist traditions in American foreign policy, for it combined the realist’s reliance on the
application of power with the moral rectitude and the unshakeable belief in liberal American values
of the Wilsonian. As a result, it lingered halfway between an emphasis on Anglo-American
partnership and one-worldism — and, as we will see, this was matched with an increasingly strong

dedication to the idea of an evolving Atlantic community.

The Conservative Acheson

Dean Acheson’s predilection for Britain is not only well documented, it was immediately apparent
from his worldly personal demeanor. He dressed, talked, and corresponded like an urbane English
gentleman. In this respect, he was very much the product of his upbringing. Middletown, the
Connecticut valley town where he spent his “golden age of childhood,” was part of the Anglo-Saxon
world. In his Episcopalian household there were “no clear cultural boundaries between the New
World and the Old.” On the contrary, his parents took the boy twice to England — probably
strengthening his family’s queer sympathy for the British side in the Boer war. The British pull on his
mind continued while a young man. Endicott Peabody, Louis Brandeis, and Oliver Wendell Holmes
jr. were not just mentors, they provided Acheson with Victorian-style role models. His training as a
lawyer furthermore engendered a strong attachment to English common law, which to the legal
expert fused the two halves of the Anglo-Saxon world into one seamless civilization. In Acheson’s
mind, as he explained later, the American Revolution was not a nationalist uprising against the
British, but a political act solely directed against “the villain of the piece, George I11.” Acheson, in
sum, can well be cast as one of “the last of the Victorians” in whose worldview the United States sat
naturally alongside Britain,'*?

This sense of Anglo-Saxon belonging carried over to his public career. Acheson’s enduring
interest in law had been sparked by Harvard professor Felix Frankfurter, who was to become his
lifelong friend as well as one of FDR’s closest advisers and, in 1939, Supreme Court justice.
Frankfurter not only opened many doors in Washington for his protégé, not least those to the

Roosevelt administration, but he was also the instigator and informal leader of a faction which

The Cold War Years, 1953-1971 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1992).

152 For the British influence on Acheson, see in particular Harper’s portrait of Acheson as a “Victorian for all
seasons” in: American Visions of Europe, 235-277. Also: John T. McNay, Acheson and Empire: The British Accent in
American Foreign Policy (Columbia, Miss: University of Missouri Press, 2001). Acheson speaks of the “golden age of
childhood” in Morning and Noon (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1965), 1. He rendered his interpretation of the
American Revolution in an article in the Yale Review of June 1959; see Harper, 242. On Acheson’s sympathy for the
British cause in the Boer war and for the British empire in general, see McNay, Acheson and Empire, 11.
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fervently believed the American political and economic interest lay in a coalition with Great Britain.
This faction — the “ultra-British party” — gained ascendancy in the Roosevelt administration with the
onset of World War 11. It was the driving force behind FDR'’s decision in September 1940 to allow
the transfer of some fifty old destroyers of the American navy to the British. And it is likely to have
played a role in Acheson’s appointment as Secretary Hull’s assistant secretary of state for economic
affairs in February 1941."%% At the State Department, Acheson went on to play a central role in
negotiating American support to Great Britain under the Lend-Lease Act of March 1941 as well as
in designing the postwar financial system at Bretton Woods in 1944. One result was that he gained
practical experience in greasing the squeaking machinery of Anglo-American partnership, another
that he struck up a friendship with the brilliant British economist John Maynard Keynes who was to
exert much influence on his views on the international economy.’® Until at least early 1947,
Acheson’s hopes continued to be staked on effective Anglo-American cooperation within an overall
postwar settlement. He was therefore genuinely dismayed when Britain, “our chief ally and
collaborator, to whom we looked to take the lead in maintaining the Eastern Mediterranean and
sharing with us the burdens of occupation and defense of Europe,” teetered on the brink of collapse
under the accumulated weight of its empire, a weakened economy, and the unforgiving winter of
1946-7. Together with increasing evidence of an uncooperative attitude on the part of the Soviet
Union, it accounted for Acheson’s agonizing reappraisal of the postwar situation during this time. At
his prompting, the United States stepped into the void left behind by British decline.

During the Cold War, Acheson continued to regard close Anglo-American cooperation as
the key to a successful American foreign policy. In spite of British decline, he considered there to be
enduring value in such cooperation because it allowed for combining American power with British

diplomatic savvy, or as he explained in 1958:

Britain, which once had the training and capability to manage a world system, no longer has the
capability. The United States, which has the material capability, lacks the experience and the discipline
needed for responsible management. [...] Americans [...] are primarily interested in their own

153 Harper, American Visions of Europe, 70-71, 257-9. Before his appointment, Acheson had been one of the most
active campaigners for aid to Britain. In August 1940 he published an influential legal opinion, arguing that the
transfer of destroyers to Great Britain was legal and did not require congressional action. Acheson’s appointment can
also be explained by his strong public support in the fall of 1940 for a third presidential term for FDR. Chace,
Acheson, 81.

15 For Acheson’s relationship with Keynes, see Harper, American Visions of Europe, 260-65; Chace, Acheson, 89-91, 98-
100; Dean G. Acheson, Present At the Creation: My Years in the State Department (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1969),
29-32, 81-84. Well aware of the weak economic and financial position of Great Britain, Keynes had set his hopes for
a peaceful postwar settlement on enduring Anglo-American cooperation. As a liberal partaking in the British
delegation at the Paris Peace Conference of 1919, he had been much disappointed by the defeat of Wilson’s ideas for
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absorbing and immensely profitable affairs, and only secondarily interested in the doings and business

of distant people.*®

Acheson evidently hoped that by adding British diplomatic experience to American foreign policy,
this could help offset a historical American lack of practical wisdom about the world as well as a
proclivity to withdraw into the Western hemisphere. In this context, he considered Sir Oliver Franks,
the British ambassador in Washington, not only a close personal friend but, for all practical purposes,
a member of the inner policymaking circle at the State Department.'*® The importance attached by
Acheson to Anglo-American togetherness also helps explain his utter dismay at the Suez crisis of
1956. This crisis, he believed, was above all the result of a lack of communication between
Washington and London. More than by London’s secretive planning for the operation with the
French, however, he was enraged by the Eisenhower administration’s dressing down of its European
allies and its decision to side with the Soviet Union in calling for a withdrawal of French and British
forces from the canal. Eisenhower and Dulles, he believed, threatened to strain the relationship with
London and the alliance with Western Europe to the point of breaking.

Given all of this, it is ironical that Acheson later unwittingly became the center of Anglo-
American controversy. In a speech to students at West Point in December 1962, he declared that
Great Britain “has lost an empire and has not yet found a role” and no longer could aspire to a
“separate power role” as long as it stayed out of Europe. Acheson’s words were interpreted in
London as a “stab in the back,” causing an uproar in the British media and prompting Harold
Macmillan’s reply that the former secretary of state had committed “an error which [had] been made
by quite a lot of people in the course of the last four hundred years, including Philip of Spain, Louis
X1V, Napoleon, the Kaiser, and Hitler.” In reality, Acheson merely had restated — in his own blunt
words — official American support for British membership of the European Economic Community.
This speech was taken to mean that Acheson attached no special significance to the Anglo-American
relationship. **® It is true that Acheson consistently rejected formalization of the “special
relationship.” Yet, he never ceased to regard Great Britain as the United States’ natural partner and

such a settlement after World War 1.

155 Dean G. Acheson, Power and Diplomacy (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958), 6-7.

156 Acheson later described his almost daily informal meetings with Franks as vital to coordinating American and
British policies from the outset, even stating that “we thought of these relations and their management as part of
domestic affairs.” Present At the Creation, 423-4. See also McNay, Acheson and Empire, 5, 12-3.

157 Acheson, Power and Diplomacy, 109/116; Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 42-47; McNay, Acheson and Empire, 31.

158 Acheson was very much surprised by the consternation which his words caused across the Atlantic. For a
discussion of Acheson’s West Point speech and the ensuing controversy, see Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 175-182, and
Chace, Acheson, 406-7. Both Brinkley and Chace view the speech as evidence that Acheson was less pro-British than
was often assumed. McNay, however, takes exception to this view. See Acheson and Empire, 39-60.
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most intimate as well as most capable ally. This Anglo-American partnership was an important part
of his strategic outlook. It followed from longstanding political, cultural and social affinities and a
basic commonality of interests that made it more effective.”®® “It exists,” he explained in Present at the
Creation. “It seems to me to be at the very heart of what we must do to try and hold the world
together, but it seems to me to be more and more something you must know and never speak
about.”*™ In his view, the informal alliance between Washington and London was mutually
beneficial. Most importantly, during his tenure at the State Department, Acheson had been one of its
main architects.

In addition to his basic confidence in the Anglo-American partnership, Acheson can be seen
as a conservative in international affairs because of his almost mystical regard for power in
international affairs. Twentieth century history, he argued, had shown that the United States could
not afford to think of itself as a “Celestial City” where power was thought of as “an instrument of
corruption” and power politics had no place.** Acheson had little patience with those who
discounted power as an instrument of foreign policy. “Power is at the root of most relationships —
by no means the only factor, but one of vast importance,” he wrote to Truman in February 1954. “A
balance of power has proved the best international sheriff we have ever had.”*** Acheson’s homage
to power was perhaps reinforced by his continual urge to confront the “facts” of a situation, a trait
that had been instilled by Justice Brandeis’ unrelenting tutelage and his own lawyerly instincts. It
certainly also fitted his temperament, which nearly always preferred action over inaction. It explained
his intellectual comradery with Hans J. Morgenthau, whose Politics Among Nations (1948) is regarded
as a classic in realist thought.'®®

At any rate, Acheson manifested himself as an avid proponent of power politics in his
writings and speeches. This is most obvious in Power and Diplomacy (1958).% As the Soviet Union

159 Chace writes that when Acheson found out the agenda of a meeting of foreign ministers in November 1949
included a paper drafted by the British foreign office entitled “Special Relationship Between the United States and
Great Britain,” he was “shocked, horrified, and overwhelmed to discover that there was a paper which spelled out
this common law marriage in a way which I thought would utterly destroy us if it were ever known, either to our
allies or to anybody in the United States.” He ordered all papers to be destroyed. Chace, Acheson, 246. McNay shows
that during bilateral talks in May 1950 Acheson welcomed the idea of systematic consultation and policy
coordination with the British. He only objected to putting it in writing. See Acheson and Empire, 58-60.

160 Acheson, Present At the Creation, 387-8.

161 From an address delivered on March 5, 1965, in Acheson, This Vast External Realm, 146-7.

162 | etter from Acheson to Truman, 5 February 1954, in David S. McLellan and David S. Acheson, Among Friends:
Personal Letters of Dean Acheson (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1980), 92.

163 Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace (New York: Knopf, 1949). Morgenthau,
a professor at the University of Chicago, defined international politics as a “struggle for power” and stressed the role
of the “national interest” in determining states’ behavior. On Acheson’s relationship with Morgenthau, see Brinkley,
Dean Acheson105.

164 Acheson, Power and Diplomacy. On Acheson’s respect for the “facts,” see Harper, American Visions of Europe, 246,
279-80.
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showed remarkable economic growth in the course of the 1950s and was seen to acquire
important new military capabilities, in particular long-range missiles following the surprise
launching of a satellite in October 1957 (Sputnik), Acheson was most of all concerned with
redressing the balance of power. He categorically rejected the negotiation table; he instead became
convinced that deficit spending was inevitable in order to prop up the military position of the
West. After the 1956 presidential elections, Acheson almost single-handedly steered the foreign
policy agenda of the Democratic Party away from the Stevensonian emphasis on arms control,
development aid, and lessening Cold War tensions.*® Power and Diplomacy, too, was reminiscent of
the hard-line stance of the Truman years. “The growth of Soviet power requires the growth of
counter-power among those nations which are not willing to concede Soviet hegemony,” he
advised.'®

Since the human and industrial resources of the Free World were superior, the main
challenge in Acheson’s view was to persuade the democratic system to harness this residual power
even if it meant paying an economic price. This required above all strong presidential leadership that

paired a sense of urgency and clarity of purpose with consummate political skill:

...our hope has to rest on the unusual leader who has the rare combination of the qualities which are

needed for successful leadership in a democracy, not only courage and common sense, but that

blending of persuasiveness and wiliness which can make the unpalatable acceptable.'®’

Power and Diplomacy was also a frontal assault on Eisenhower’s doctrine of massive retaliation, which
in Acheson’s view dangerously undermined the credibility of deterrence, and a concomitant plea for
strengthening conventional forces capable of meeting “aggression by direct and local opposition.”
The “unusual leader” of Acheson’s imagination placed power against power at every turn and
developed the military capability to engage with limited force in limited conflicts. He did not
succumb to the temptation either of softheaded liberalism or of deterrence on the cheap. He worked
to prevent, in Morgenthau’s words cited by Acheson, “either the peace of appeasement and ultimate
surrender or else the peace of Babylon and Carthage — the peace of total destruction.”**® While
Acheson refrained from naming any contemporary politician, it was clear that in his view neither

Adlai Stevenson nor Richard Nixon fit the mold.*®°

165 Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 54-74. Acheson was helped by Paul Nitze, the principal author of NSC-68.

166 Acheson, Power and Diplomacy, 17.

167 Acheson, Power and Diplomacy, 28.

168 Acheson, Power and Diplomacy, 68. Acheson’s critique on the doctrine of massive retaliation is on pages 29-68.

169 At the time, Acheson favored Senator Stuart Symington, who had been secretary of the air force in the Truman
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The Liberal Acheson

For many of the above reasons, Acheson has usually been seen as a consummate practitioner of
Realpolitik. His biographer James Chace called him the “quintessential American realist,” and as such
“the most important figure in American foreign policy since John Quincy Adams.”*™ The liberal
strain in Acheson has been less recognized. It was certainly the less visible strain, not least because
he did not care to advertise it. Without it, however, one cannot grasp his mindset. Nor could one
understand why Acheson presided over American foreign policies that actively propagated liberal
values as the foundation for a new world order after the terrible lacerations of two world wars. His
exercise of American power was not without liberal purpose.

What defines the liberal Acheson? It is not that, while a student at Yale, Acheson, like so
many others, was enthused by the electrifying appearance and reformist rhetoric of Theodore
Roosevelt, who had returned to politics at the head of the newly formed Progressive Party in the
presidential elections of 1912. “I thrilled to every bugle call to action blown by the “Young
Turks’, the ‘Progressives’, and most of all by ‘T.R.’, the most ebullient of them all, in the revolt
against the ‘Old Guard’, the ‘malefactors of great wealth’, against ‘reaction’ in the person of
Uncle Joe Cannon and the inaction in the benign and ineffective figure of president William
Howard Taft. It was springtime and ‘T.R.’ rode again,” Acheson recalled. ‘T.R." had become more
progressive since leaving the presidency in 1909. In 1912, he tried to regain the White House by
advocating a strong central government to guarantee the rights of the people — calling, in a way, for
the use of Hamiltonian means for Jeffersonian ends. In those days, however, “political parties
mattered little” to Acheson. More than anything else, he yearned for positive action and enthralling
leadership.™

Acheson’s liberal political identity was above all shaped by his most important mentors in
life: Felix Frankfurter and Louis Brandeis. Under Frankfurter’s tutelage at Harvard, Acheson picked

up an enduring interest in labor law and social justice. Brandeis was the main intellectual force

administration and was a leading proponent of increased defense spending. Yet, he realized the Kennedy-Johnson
ticket stood a better chance of winning the elections. Although Kennedy, too, was a tough critic of Eisenhower’s
military policies, Acheson remained doubtful whether he was made of the right stuff. In 1957, Kennedy had
committed the cardinal sin of criticizing a NATO ally by supporting Algerian independence from France. Kennedy's
Irish background and his father’s isolationist reputation did not commend him to Acheson either. Although Acheson
would later come to have a great influence over Kennedy’s foreign policy outlook, their relationship never became
personally close and Acheson’s doubts persisted. Kennedy for instance failed to take his hard-line advise in the
Cuban missile crisis, causing Acheson to comment in 1971, near the end of his life, that “this is not really what I was
looking for in the leadership of my country at this point.” In Acheson’s final judgment, Kennedy “did not have
incisiveness and he was really out of depth where he was.” See Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 69-71, 108-112, 174.

170 Chace, Acheson, 12.
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behind Wilson’s progressive agenda for regulating American capitalism. Like his two mentors,
Acheson looked to the federal government for providing protection to the weak against the strong.
From Brandeis he also picked up a propensity to see things on a moral plane, even though later he
would come to detest the public moralizing of that “psalm-singing Presbyterian Wall Street lawyer”
John Foster Dulles.* As with many other Progressives after the elections of 1912, Acheson’s
political allegiance increasingly devolved to Woodrow Wilson and his Democratic Party. Wilson was
too professorial to be charismatic, but Acheson shared in the progressive aspiration of his New
Freedom program and was duly impressed with Wilson’s vision of the United States’ international
role during and after World War I

Few of the doctrines of the New Freedom were new, and none were glamorous. But if the key was
lower, the composition was more solid. If the President was austere, there also played around him the
lightning flashes of insight and inspiration. As the shocks and problems of the war came and gave
way to the even greater problems of peace, he became a towering figure. If his mistakes were great
and tragic, [...] great also was his understanding of the new role which his country must play in the

realignment of power which the crumbling of empires and emergence of new forces necessitated.'”

Acheson has not written much about Woodrow Wilson. He did not adopt Wilson's
universalistic schemes and probably disliked his messianic style; like Dulles, Wilson was after all a
Presbyterian. Acheson’s liberalism was empirical rather than revelatory; it was not expressed through
public moralizing, but it was — due to Brandeis’ example and his own Episcopalian upbringing —
grounded in unspoken moral truths. As so many of his generation, Acheson was disillusioned with
the League of Nations, and the aversion to blueprints stuck with him throughout his public career.
He professed to have little faith in the United Nations. “Its presentation to the American people as
almost holy writ and with the evangelical enthusiasm of a major advertising campaign seemed to me
to raise popular hopes which could only lead to bitter disappointment,” he recalled. The United

Nations, to his mind, was of little use in handling European affairs because “the nineteenth-century

1711 Dean Acheson, An American Vista (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1956), 20-1.

172 Acheson quoted in Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 26. In Morning and Noon, Acheson recounts how Brandeis reacted when
a professor he had introduced argued the relativity of moral principles: “The eruption was even more spectacular
than | had anticipated. The Justice wrapped the mantle of Isaiah around himself, dropped his voice a full octave,
jutted his eyebrows forward in a most menacing way, and began to prophesy. Morality was truth; and truth had been
revealed to man in an unbroken, continuous, and consistent flow by the great prophets and poets of all time.”
Morning and Noon, 96. Speaking at Brandeis’ funeral in 1941, Acheson recalled: “These were the years during which
we were with the Justice and saw in action his burning faith that the verities to which men had clung through the
ages were verities; that evil never could be good; that falsehood was not truth, not even if all the ingenuity of science
reiterated it in waves that encircled the earth.” Chace, Acheson, 46.

173 Acheson, An American Vista, 21-2.
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faith in the perfectibility of man and the advent of universal peace and law [...] was dying in Europe
[...] when it crossed the Atlantic to inspire American idealists, and none more than Woodrow
Wilson.”*™ Acheson’s reading of history combined with his pragmatic temperament made him
intolerant of anything that smacked of softhearted liberalism.

Yet, Acheson was more of a Wilsonian then he let on. It was during the Wilson years that he
rallied to the liberal cause that regarded government as an instrument for pragmatic reform rather
than as “but an administrative process, like good bookkeeping.”*™ This persuaded Acheson to join
the Demaocratic Party in 1920. He was repelled by the Republican Party because of its opposition to
the League of Nations and the pro-business conservatism, isolationism, and protectionism of
Warren Harding and Calvin Coolidge. Subscribing to the Wilsonian tenet of free trade, Acheson
believed that the regulation of international capital movements, lower tariffs, and reciprocal trade
agreements were essential for international peace and prosperity. *® Though his stint as
undersecretary of the treasury in the first Roosevelt administration was brief and unhappy — he
refused to violate the law on behalf of FDR’s gold purchase program — Acheson remained
supportive of the New Deal throughout the 1930s."”

Acheson’s lingering Wilsonian sympathies are most clearly indicated by his support for
Cordell Hull, the chief Wilsonian standard-bearer of the 1930s whose ideas on the world economy
and the need for international cooperation he shared. Hull was responsible for the Reciprocal Trade
Act of 1934, which Acheson described as “among the most constructive acts of any government in
the post war world.” He supported FDR'’s reelection in 1936 hoping that “Mr. Hull's liberalism,
sanity and patience may increasingly shape the policies of the government.”*’® Acheson’s position in
the late 1930s on foreign affairs thus has been described as “halfway between the orthodox
Wilsonianism of Hull and the progressive Republican activism of Stimson and Ickes.”*™ It was Hull,
too, who saw to it that Acheson returned to the Roosevelt administration in 1941. While at the State
Department, Acheson’s sympathy for Hull did not lessen, and after the latter’s resignation in 1944
they stayed in frequent contact — even developing a friendship.® In spite of Acheson’s later
dismissive attitude of the United Nations, as assistant secretary of state he labored hard for Senate

approval of the founding Charter in July 1945. This reflected more than just a sense of duty or

174 Acheson, Present At the Creation, 111-2.

175 Acheson, An American Vista, 28. Acheson uses this qualification for the Republican Party.

176 On Acheson’s reasons for joining the Democratic Party, see Chace, Acheson, 59.

177 |bidem, 62-67 (on Acheson’s resignation as undersecretary), 69-70, 74 (on his support for the New Deal).

178 Acheson, Morning and Noon, 201. On Acheson’s sympathy for Hull, see Present at the Creation, 87-88. Also: Harper,
American Visions of Europe, 255-6.

179 Harper, American Visions of Europe, 255-6. In addition, Harper writes, “there was a Brandesian liberal as well as a
Holmesian realist side to Acheson’s international outlook.”
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loyalty to his former boss. In 1944 he privately confessed that he regarded Hull’s efforts on behalf of
the new organization as “a very great service of the old gentleman to his country.” On other
occasions, too, Acheson alluded to the importance he attached to organized international
cooperation.”® In essence, the private Acheson shared more with Hull's liberal idealism than he
cared to admit in public.

The other figure who can be associated with Acheson’s international liberalism is John
Maynard Keynes, with whom he worked closely during World War 11. Throughout the 1930s,
Acheson had rejected the deficit spending of the New Deal that was attributed to the intellectual
influence of the British economist. Keynes moreover warned against strict adherence to the principle
of free trade for its disruptive effects, which probably also did not endear him to the American.
Acheson was less dogmatic than Hull in his belief that free trade was the key to international peace,
but he shared the analysis that protectionism was one of the main causes of the Great Depression of
the 1930s — and thus of the rise of Hitler and World War 11. As a result, he was less enchanted with
Keynesianism than either Frankfurter or Brandeis.'®

However, his personal experience with Keynes during World War 11, in particular while
negotiating the lend-lease assistance in 1941 and the Bretton Woods arrangements in 1944, had a
lasting influence on him. One result was that Keynes emerges from his memoirs as “not only one
of the most delightful and engaging men | have ever known but also, in a true sense of the word,
one of the most brilliant.”*® More importantly, Keynes was instrumental in shaping Acheson’s
views about the international economy and about postwar international cooperation. It was
Keynes who persuaded Acheson, after heated exchanges about the preferential treatment which
Britain gave members of its empire (the “Imperial Preference”), to pursue a gradual — i.e.
carefully managed — approach to removing international trade barriers instead of the immediate
elimination of all “discrimination” from trade policy on which Hull insisted. Acheson did not
abandon his fundamental belief in the importance of free trade. Yet, his realism — and the
conviction that Keynes’ desire to promote international economic cooperation was earnest —
made it possible for him to pursue the aim with more flexibility and consideration for the
economic plight of allies. Later, as secretary of state, it also helped him to overcome his initial

qualms about the European Coal and Steel Community as “the damndedst cartel |1 have ever

180 Chace, Acheson, 101.

181 See Harper, American Visions of Europe, 265. The quote is from a letter Acheson wrote to his son David on June
20, 1944,

182 See, in particular, Harper, American Visions of Europe, 253-4. Acheson was more impressed with Friedrich von
Hayek’s Prices and Production, which was an antithesis to Keynesianism.

183 Acheson, Present at the Creation, 29.
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heard in my life.”** The Europeans and other allies, Acheson believed, should be allowed some
economic protection as long as they were prepared to work towards trade liberalization and until
their economies were strong enough to participate in the open trading system favored by the
United States. Acheson’s experience with Keynes, in sum, taught him how to combine the holy
principle of free trade with real economic and political interests. “We were embracing the
Keynesian ideas of an expanding economy,” Acheson explained. “If it needed to be managed, let
us do it together and not separately.”® The common understandings reached by Acheson and
Keynes during the war helped to lay the groundwork for the postwar liberal economic order.
Acheson’s liberal internationalism also provides clues to his relatively late conversion to a
hard-line anti-Soviet stance as well as to the swiftness and moral certitude with which it finally
occurred in early 1947. Whether it was through the influence of Keynes or out of a sense of loyalty
to Hull and FDR, Acheson was notably reluctant to let go of the One World program.’® This
reluctance was undoubtedly reinforced by his fervent desire to reach agreement with the Soviet
Union on an effective regime of international control for all nuclear matters. On August 6, 1945, the
night the atomic bomb exploded over Hiroshima, Acheson wrote that “if we can’t work out some
sort of organization of great powers, we shall be gone geese for fair.”**" In the fall of 1945, together
with Stimson, who was in his last days as Secretary of War, Acheson passionately argued with
Truman for a direct approach to the Soviet Union on behalf of international control through
cooperation between the great powers.*® Truman, however, was less prepared than either Stimson
or Acheson to trust the Soviets and more reluctant to share atomic secrets. He decided to work
towards international control through the United Nations rather than through direct negotiations
with the Soviet Union. The Acheson-Lilienthal report of March 1946, which was prepared for this
purpose, proposed to set up a supranational body to control “all intrinsically dangerous operations”
using atomic energy. It required the United States to give up its nuclear monopoly for the benefit of

a system of international control that could ensure the peaceful uses of atomic energy. The Acheson-

184 Brinkley, “Dean Acheson and Jean Monnet,” in: Hackett, ed., Monnet and the Americans, 83.

185 Acheson, Present at the Creation, 32. For Acheson’s dealings with Keynes, see Chace, Acheson, 89-92, 98-100;
Harper, American Visions of Europe, 260-65. Harper notes that Keynes was also instrumental in removing Acheson’s
intolerance of deficit spending. The rapid growth of the American economy during World War 11, mainly as a result
of the vast military expenditures, moreover seemed to prove Keynes right. After the war, therefore, Acheson “was
no longer a fiscally conservative democrat.”(262) He accepted deficit spending if it was necessary to implement
NSC-68 or increase defense spending in the late 1950s.

186 According to Harper, “few came more honestly by their belief in that program or expended more energy trying to
achieve it.” He links Acheson’s conversion to a hard-line stance to Keynes’ death of a heart attack on April 24, 1946,
which “symbolized [...] the eclipse of the One World effort.” Harper, American Visions of Europe, 263, 274.

187 Acheson, Present at the Creation, 113.

18 On Acheson’s efforts to seek common ground with the Soviet Union, see S. David Broscious, “Looking for
International Control, Banking on American Superiority: Harry S Truman’s Approach to Nuclear Weapons,” in:
Gaddis, Cold War Statesmen Confront the Bomb, 15-38; Chace, Acheson 113-129.
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Lilienthal report was particularly imaginative because it paired supranational authority with an
awareness that the system could only work if it was grounded in nationalist reality and national
governments retained the option to take countermeasures in case of a violation.*®

The Acheson-Lilienthal report served as the basis for the Baruch plan, but not until changes
were made which reflected Truman’s — and Baruch’s — reluctance to “throw away our gun until we
are sure the rest of the world can't arm against us” and which reduced the acceptability of the plan in
the eyes of the Soviets. After its presentation to the United Nations on June 14, 1946, the Baruch
plan foundered on mutual distrust within a matter of months. Although J. Robert Oppenheimer has
been identified as the main intellectual force behind the Acheson-Lilienthal report, Acheson was no
less responsible for its content: he considered it a “brilliant and profound document” and was very
disappointed at the failure to reach agreement.’* By grounding a supranational approach in
nationalist reality, it could have ushered in, as one observer has noted, “a new approach to
international relations in the area where such a transformation was almost universally regarded as
critical.”** What distinguished Acheson from liberal internationalists of the Wilsonian type was that
he was guided by the notion that in order for such proposals to work they had to be firmly grounded
in the less than ideal reality of the day — something Wilson had fatefully ignored in 1919. In this
sense, he was a pragmatist and a realist. The Acheson-Lilienthal report, however, also showed that
he was quite capable of relinquishing national control to help solve an international problem and was
prepared to work on the basis of trust in international affairs. This was the mark of a liberal
internationalist.

In early 1947, as the British geopolitical position rapidly declined in the Eastern
Mediterranean and elsewhere, Acheson could no longer avoid the conclusion that there were only
two world powers left and that they were in competition. He was also concerned by the strong
presence of communist parties in Western Europe, particularly in France and Italy. “If the Near East

and France go communist, | fear very much for this country and for the world,” an exasperated

189 Acheson described the mechanism in April 1946 in a radio interview: “The [supranational] authority’s dangerous
production plants, stockpiles, and other installations will be strategically distributed geographically. You can see what
would happen, then, if a nation bent on atomic war should seize the international plants within its borders. Such a course
would be a clear danger signal to the world. Other nations would have atomic plants within their own borders so that
they would not be at a disadvantage. If a nation did seize the authority’s installations that were located within its territory,
it would still take at least a year or more to produce bombs. Therefore, the plan can provide by this dispersion of
installations a great measure of security against surprise attack.” Quoted in Broscious, “Looking for International
Control, Banking on American Superiority,” 27.

19 McGeorge Bundy describes Oppenheimer as the “decisive force behind the Acheson-Lilienthal report.” See
McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival: Choices about the Bomb in the First Fifty Years (New York: Randon House, 1988),
158-161. The Acheson quote is from Broscious, “Looking for International Control, Banking on American
Superiority,” 27. The “throw away our gun”-quote is from a letter Truman wrote to Baruch in July 1946. Ibidem, 28.
191 Broscious, “Looking for International Control, Banking on American Superiority,” 27.
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Acheson volunteered to a journalist in February 1947.22 “This was my crisis,” as he later summed up
his personal disposition during these weeks and months. ' His agonizing reappraisal of the
international situation saw Acheson join the ranks of those who favored a tough stance towards the
Soviet Union.™ Truman’s speech before a joint session of the Congress on March 12, 1947, pitted
two political beliefs against each other, declaring it incumbent on the United States to “support free
peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.”

The Truman Doctrine was vintage Acheson, who as undersecretary of state was responsible

for drafting the speech. Years later he explained its universalism as follows:

The task of a public officer seeking to explain and gain support for a major policy is not that of the
writer of a doctoral thesis. Qualification must give way to simplicity of statement, nicety and nuance
to bluntness, almost brutality .... If we made our points clearer than truth we did not differ from

most other educators and could hardly do otherwise.**®

But Truman’s speech was much more than Acheson’s gimmick to get Congressional
support for a specific measure — military and economic assistance to Greece and Turkey — or the
attention of the public at large. It reflected his general approach to international affairs. By
transforming a tussle for power into a moral struggle, Acheson reflected the transcendent moralism

1.1 Acheson’s moralism was not

of Brandeis — in his mind one of the greatest educators of al
dogmatic or preachy, which distinguished him from Wilson or, for that matter, John Foster Dulles.
He was not overly concerned with the unsavory authoritarianism of the Greek government. He had
few qualms, too, about supporting European allies in colonial matters, to the detriment of the
freedom of people in the developing world. Acheson’s moral courage consisted of accepting moral
inconsistency in the interest of the larger struggle.’*” Yet, there was a deep personal need to see

American power enlisted in a struggle defined in moral terms.

192 Quoted in Chace, Acheson 165.

193 Acheson, Present at the Creation, 219.

194 |saacson and Thomas write that “the conversion of Dean Acheson to a hard-line stance on dealings with the
Soviets was perhaps the most dramatic and significant of any postwar American statesman.” The Wise Men, 362.

195 Acheson, Present at the Creation, 375.

19 In Morning and Noon Acheson recalls how Brandeis had taught him, as they were preparing a number of cases
before the Supreme Court, that the “whole purpose is to educate the country. [...] The only hope is the people; you
cannot educate the Court.” Acheson, Morning and Noon, 94.

197 There is reason to believe that his early resignation in 1933 from the Roosevelt administration led Acheson to
reassess the place of morality in politics. He came to regard his resignation on moral grounds as a mistake, most of
all because he had given precedence to his personal moral code over FDR's larger political aims which he strongly
supported.
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It is interesting to note that the sweeping universality of the Truman Doctrine confounded
realist thinkers. “The Truman Doctrine,” Hans Morgenthau wrote in his Politics among Nations (1948),
“transformed a concrete interest of the United States in a geographically defined part of the world
into a moral principle of worldwide validity, to be applied regardless of the limits of American
interest and power.”**® Kennan supported assisting Greece and Turkey, but was disturbed by
Truman’s language because it “placed our aid to Greece in the framework of a universal policy
rather than in that of a specific decision addressed to a specific set of circumstances.” It caused him
to deplore the “congenital aversion of Americans to taking specific decisions on specific problems,
and [...] their persistent urge to seek universal formulae or doctrines in which to clothe and justify
particular actions.”**® Few realists were more distressed by the sweeping moralism of the Truman
Doctrine than Walter Lippmann. He was decidedly in favor of military assistance to Greece, but
believed the indiscriminateness of Truman'’s speech was fraught with danger: “A vague global policy,
which sounds like the tocsin [sic] of an ideological crusade, has no limits. It cannot be controlled. Its
effects cannot be predicted.”?

The reaction of these and other conservative realists helps to point out an important aspect
of Acheson’s approach to international affairs. By limiting assistance to a specific case while
proclaiming to strengthen the forces of freedom around the world, the Truman Doctrine effectively
combined the two main traditions of American foreign policy: liberal idealism and conservative
realism. Acheson essentially drew from both traditions to formulate one overarching internationalist
policy which he thought would be most effective in dealing with the situation at hand. It was
Wilsonian in its inspiring, universal message of freedom, which provided almost instant justification
for intervention abroad; yet, it was Hamiltonian in its insistence on case-by-case judgment which
took account of the limited resources at the United States’ disposal and retained a clear view of the
interests at stake in a specific situation. In the Congressional hearings following Truman’s speech,
Acheson and other officials went out of their way to explain that the specific request was limited to
assisting Greece and Turkey and that the new doctrine did not automatically require the United
States to intervene elsewhere. Regardless of the language of Truman'’s speech, this allowed for a

measure of discrimination in responding to events. “Our resources are not unlimited,” Truman

198 Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, 121.

19 Kennan, Memoirs, 320, 322. When he saw a draft of the speech as director of the Policy Planning Staff, an
“extremely unhappy” Kennan decided to try his hand at it. His version, however, was rejected by Acheson.

200 | jppmann’s public disagreement with the Truman Doctrine led Acheson to accuse him, during a private dinner
party, of “sabotaging” American foreign policy. The argument that followed nearly came to blows, ending only in “a
draw as the two distinguished gentlemen stalked off in opposite directions.” See Steel, Walter Lippmann and the
American Century, 438-440. Lippmann, as we have seen, stuck to his criticism, disagreeing with Acheson about the
nature of Soviet leadership, increased defense spending (NSC-68), the militarization of NATO, and the German
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himself told the Inter-American Conference in September 1947. “We must apply them where they
can serve the most effectively to bring production, freedom, and confidence back to the world.”?*
Acheson’s approach clearly provided ample room for pragmatic considerations, but such
considerations were set within the framework of a doctrine of universal values. Since there obviously
would be a margin of error, much would depend on the sound judgment — both morally and
politically — of the people in charge of American foreign policy. In a way, this judgment revolved
around their ability to keep liberal and conservative predilections in balance when real decisions on
where and how to intervene were being made.

The alliance of force and morality displayed in the Truman Doctrine and subsequently in
National Security Council Memorandum 68 (NSC-68) of April 1950, which called for massive
increases in military spending, would continue to guide Acheson’s thinking after leaving office in
1953. In his endeavor to distinguish good from evil, he was undoubtedly helped by the “queer ability

22 |t enabled Acheson to

to untie mental knots and snarls” which he had acquired as a lawyer.
appreciate the “facts” of the situation and fixate his aims in chaotic times. All along he would display
an ample dose of pragmatism and realism. However, at the core of his outlook lay a moral certitude
about his American values. Despite his strong attachment to the Anglo-American partnership, it
would be wrong to cast Acheson as more British than the British. Sir Oliver Franks, for instance,
denied that Acheson was an “English or British type” and described his mental constitution as
that of “a pure American type of a rather rare species [...], never forgetting and always going
back to the root from which it all sprang.”*®

Acheson is most often described as a “quintessential American realist.”?** He has also been

7% or as a “Victorian” and a “lawyer.” ®® All of these

typecast as a ‘“‘romantic imperialist
characterizations capture at least part of Acheson. He was, in some ways, not the obvious
Establishmentarian. His fierce public criticism of the Eisenhower administration’s foreign and
defense policy and his visceral dislike of John Foster Dulles made him more partisan than most. His
inflexible hard-line stance against communism, for instance in his advice to President Kennedy
during the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, also set him somewhat apart. The point made here, however,

is that he epitomized the Establishment in his ability to blend liberal and conservative beliefs. His

question. In 1950, he openly called for Acheson’s resignation as secretary of state over the Korean War.

201 Speech to the Inter-American Conference, Rio de Janeiro, September 2, 1947, in Public Papers of the Presidents: Harry
S Truman, 1947, 430.

202 The qualification is from congressman Lewis Douglas in a letter to Acheson of September 21, 1932; quoted in
Harper, American Visions of Europe, 250.

203 Harper, American Visions of Eurape, 236.

204 Chace, Acheson, 12.

205 McNay, Acheson and Empire, passim.
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values were overwhelmingly shaped by American liberalism, while his methods were those of the
lawyer and conservative realist with a penchant for power politics. As a result, his liberalism was of a

particularly muscular type, which sought to express itself in forceful action rather than words.

The Transatlantic Acheson and the Growth of the Atlantic Community

There is no question that, in the context of the Cold War, strengthening the Atlantic community
was the central objective of Acheson’s public life ever since the crisis — “my crisis” — of 1947.
Although an anti-communist hard-liner, he was at heart less concerned with the communist
threat in Asia than with the Soviet threat in Europe. For Acheson, the most urgent task was to
knit Europe and the United States — the essential components of the Free World — together. Perhaps,
as one historian surmised, the absence from his mind of the Europhobia which had affected FDR’s
postwar designs as well as his relative lack of direct exposure to Europe — between 1938 and 1949
Acheson did not personally visit the continent — “made him a uniquely appropriate vehicle of the
U.S. departure from isolationism after 1946.”72" His transatlantic conviction became even stronger
after he left the State Department in 1953. “The purpose of the coalition must be to strengthen the
coalition and bind it more closely together — or to weaken an opposing coalition...,” he wrote in
1954. “This rule must be an ever present guide.”?® His pleas for strengthening the Atlantic
community moreover became increasingly insistent as the 1950s drew to an end. Acheson led the
charge against George Kennan’s call in his Reith Lectures in 1957 for superpower disengagement
from Europe, throwing his frightful debating style into the fray. In 1959 he went on to press
for adding an economic and political dimension to NATO, and then for establishing an entirely
new supranational institution in which the new Common Market would be joined with Great
Britain, the United States, and Canada.*® “The essential truth,” he wrote in 1961, “is that the
hope of the whole free world, developed and undeveloped nations alike, lies in the ever closer

association and economic growth of Western Europe and North America.”?*

206 See Harper, American Visions of Europe

207 Harper, American Visions of Europe, 277.

28 From “Instant Retaliation: The Debate Continues,” New York Times Magazine, 28 March 1954, as quoted in:
Harper, American Visions of Europe, 281.

209 With his philosophical nature, Kennan was too intellectually adrift and socially insecure to become part of the
Establishment. After the peak years of his influence at the State Department, he strayed further and further from the
consensus. Kennan's disengagement thesis was particular disconcerting to Acheson because it came from the man
who was seen as the father of containment and because it struck a responsive chord in Europe as well as at home. In
his rebuke of Kennan, Acheson was supported by the Eisenhower administration with which he felt at odds on
many other issues. Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 76-93; Chace, Acheson, 375.

210 Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 101-107.

211 From an article written for the Yale Review of October 1961, printed in This Vast External Realm, 99.
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To an important degree, of course, Acheson’s commitment to the transatlantic link
reflected that of many who had taken a part in shaping America’s postwar policies. While the
Truman administration and consecutive administrations were circumspect about concrete
proposals to establish a “true” Atlantic community, let alone about Clarence Streit’s calls for an
Atlantic federal union, they did lend credence to the idea that the transatlantic relationship could
develop into a political community of sorts. In fact, the institutional development of NATO and
the OECD is difficult to understand without it. The significance of NATO, in particular, was
interpreted as extending well beyond the defensive purposes defined in the Washington Treaty.
The sparing language of the Treaty allowed for indulging in alluring vistas of transatlantic
cooperation.?? This was encouraged by official statements about the alliance. Acheson’s radio
address of March 18, 1949, at the publication of the text of the North Atlantic Treaty, for one, was
Wilsonian in its emphasis on the “settlement of international disputes by peaceful means,” the
“revival of world trade on a sound and beneficial basis,” and its firmly stated belief that
“democracies do not and cannot plan aggressive wars.” The United States had put great store by the
United Nations, but “the system is not working as effectively as we had hoped because one of its
members has attempted to prevented it from working” — the only reference to the Soviet Union. At
the same time, Acheson made clear that the new alliance should be regarded as more than a stopgap
measure. It was the expression of “underlying realities” and rested on “the affinity and natural

identity of interests of the North Atlantic powers”:

The North Atlantic treaty [...] is the product of at least three hundred and fifty years of history,
perhaps more. There developed on our Atlantic coast a community, which has spread across the
continent, connected with Western Europe by common institutions and moral and ethical beliefs.
Similarities of this kind are not superficial, but fundamental. They are the strongest kind of ties,
because they are based on moral conviction, on acceptance of the same values in life. [...] These
principles of democracy, individual liberty and the rule of law have flourished in this Atlantic
Community. They have universal validity. [...] They are the elements out of which are forged the
peace and welfare of mankind. Added to this profoundly important basis of understanding is
another unifying influence — the effect of living on the sea. The sea does not separate people as
much as it joins them, through trade, travel, mutual understanding and common interests. [...]
North America and Western Europe have formed the two halves of what is in reality one

community, and have maintained an abiding interest in each other.?"®

212 | awrence Kaplan's bibliographic essay, written in 1954, is particularly instructive in this regard. See, The United
States and NATO, 187-221.
23 Address by Dean Acheson on the North Atlantic Treaty, 18 March 1949, reprinted in U.S. Department of State,
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This equation of NATO with an evolving Atlantic community was reinforced by the
remarkable organizational development of the alliance. In a matter of years, particularly after the
outbreak of the Korean War had heightened fears of a Soviet invasion, an expansive structure was
built on the treaty’s provisions. “NATO” quickly came to designate both the alliance and the
Organization.?™ This rapid institutionalization of an international treaty obligation was certainly
unprecedented, and its conception and development involved truly pioneering work. General
Eisenhower, appointed in the fall of 1950 to become the supreme allied commander in Europe
(SACEUR) while there was neither an organization to run nor troops to command, remarked in a

letter to Averell Harriman about the puzzling nature of his task:

One of the most noticeable characteristics of this headquarters is that it is sort of a ‘floating
island,’” not firmly attached to anything by traditional chains of responsibility, authority, and
interest. [...] While it is true that | am still an American public servant, merely loaned to a rather
nebulous organization which we call NATO, in a larger sense | have become a modern

Ishmael 2

As NATO took shape, ideas for further strengthening the transatlantic relationship often
focused on enlarging its scope. During the early years, for instance, serious consideration was

Strengthening the Forces of Freedom: Selected Speeches and Statements of Secretary of State Acheson, February 1949-April 1950
(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1950), 80-87.

214 There was no organization foreseen in the Treaty beyond the establishment of a Council which had the authority
to set up subsidiary bodies and a defense committee. However, in the response to the Korean war, the organization
rapidly expanded. The North Atlantic Council became in fact a permanent political conference of the fifteen
members on all European security issues. The foreign, defense and finance ministers met each December; in
addition, the foreign ministers alone met each spring. The permanent representatives conferred at least once a week.
The Council was supported by a range of consultative bodies on political, military, economic and even cultural
issues. The heart of the military structure was formed by two integrated commands — Allied Command Europe and
Allied Command Atlantic — within which defense plans were developed. Most of their subordinate commands were
also integrated or internationally staffed. Allied Command Europe, led by an American general (SACEUR), had both
assigned forces and forces earmarked for assignment on established dates beginning with D-day. Subject to
authorization by the American president, it even had a nuclear capability consisting of tactical nuclear weapon
delivery systems (aircraft and missiles), Jupiter IRBMs in Italy, and warheads from NATO’s atomic stockpile. The
defense plans of member countries were reviewed annually among allies. Installations such as headquarter facilities,
airfields, fuel dumps, pipelines, and communication links were financed through a commonly funded infrastructure
program. In addition to a range of scientific and cultural activities, there was a NATO Defense College “to build up
common doctrine and basic convictions applicable to the defense of the North Atlantic Community” (in the words
of Eisenhower). Memorandum, President Truman to Averell Harriman, 24 April 1951, with attached letter from
General Eisenhower to Averell Harriman, 20 April 1951, Student Research File (B file), no. 34A, North Atlantic
Treaty Organization, box 1, folder 2, HSTL.

215 |etter, General Eisenhower to Averell Harriman, 14 March 1951, Student Research File (B file), no. 34A, North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, box 1, folder 2, HSTL. The biblical Ishmael was expelled into the desert from his
father Abraham’s household and is considered the ancestor of the nomadic Bedouin tribes of the Palestinian deserts.
For Eisenhower’s experiences as SACEUR, see Stephen E. Ambrose, Eisenhower: Soldier, General of the Army, President-
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given to broadening its activities to political and economic spheres in elaboration of Article 2 of
216

the Treaty.”*® Until well into the 1950s there were oft-repeated pleas to give NATO a more
prominent role in dealing with economic problems, in particular by taking up the task of
promoting free trade among its members. The report of a committee of ‘Three Wise Men’ in
1956 more or less ended this discussion within the alliance as it was agreed that most economic
questions were better left to “other, more appropriate agencies” such as the OEEC. But the same
committee also recommended that NATO should increasingly provide a framework for foreign
policy coordination and the development of common strategies. From the late 1950s onwards, in
part because of the growing problems of containment outside the Atlantic region, the United
States indeed gave increasing emphasis to enhanced political consultation with its western allies.””’

Interestingly, too, the duration of the Treaty quickly ceased to become an issue even
though it was initially presented, partly to fend off criticism, as only a temporary expediency
until the United Nations was able to effectively apply the principle of collective security. After the
Treaty was ratified, neither 1959, when changes could be made to the Treaty, nor 1969, when a
member had the right to withdraw entirely, were considered to be important years on the
American side. When Western Germany joined the alliance in 1955, the United States declared
that it regarded the Treaty as “of indefinite duration.”*® This was more than merely a reflection
of the persistence of the Cold War. American officials primarily explained their position from
NATO's perceived historic exceptionality. The ‘classical’ alliances of the past had been associations
of opportunistic and short-lived complexion. NATO, however, was not a traditional alliance. It was
not ephemeral but, as Acheson had declared, the expression of underlying realities. As

Undersecretary of State George Ball explained, NATO was not a classical alliance but a “full-

Elect, 1890-1952, vol 1 (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1983), 497-524.

216 Article 2 reads as follows: “The Parties will contribute toward the further development of peaceful and friendly
international relations by strengthening their free institutions, by bringing about a better understanding of the
principles on which these institutions are founded, and by promoting conditions of stability and well-being. They will
seek to eliminate conflict in their international economic policies and will encourage economic collaboration between
any or all of them.” This language was included at primarily Canadian insistence. It was toned down by the
Europeans, who argued that economic matters were being dealt with in the framework of the Marshall Plan and the
OEEC.

27 “Selections from the Report of the Committee of Three on Nonmilitary Cooperation in NATO, December
1956,” Robert S. Jordan, Political Leadership in NATO: A Study in Multinational Diplomacy (Boulder, CO: Westview
Press, 1979), 281-392. The report’s conclusions did not, however, stop the American ambassador to NATO,
Thomas Finletter, to write President Kennedy to urge for closer relations between NATO and the OECD as well as
the development of economic aspects of NATO in order to “bind together the human, material and political
resources of the North Atlantic area into a closer and more powerful community...” Letter, Finletter to President
Kennedy, 29 May 1961, in: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol. XIII, #106. See also Annette Baker Fox and William T.R. Fox,
NATO and the Range of American Choice (New York: Columbia University Press, 1967), 17-18, 38.

28 Annette Baker Fox and William T.R. Fox, NATO and the Range of American Choice, 46. Ironically, given de Gaulle’s
later efforts to create uncertainty about the duration of the alliance, the United States had included this language to
reassure France about German rearmament.
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fledged collective defense arrangement of an unprecedented kind” which defied Pericles’ classical
notion of the inevitable decay of alliances.*

Compared to NATO, of course, the institutional development of the OECD was less
energetic. However, at the time it was considered no less important, in particular because it
provided an Atlantic framework for the emerging Common Market established by the Treaty of
Rome of March 1957. As early as 1953, American officials had come to regard the OEEC — the
OECD’s forerunner — as something that was “becoming an economic organ of the Atlantic
Community” which furnished “one application of Article 11 of the North Atlantic Treaty [...].”*
(The OECD indeed grew out of the OEEC when the United States and Canada joined in 1960.)
The idea to remake the OEEC, when it had largely outlived its purpose of coordinating Marshall
Plan aid, was born out of a growing fear that the Soviet bloc was on its way to overtaking the
West in terms of economic growth. By promoting policies of growth, in particular the free flow
of goods, people, services and capital, the OECD was designed to help reverse this trend.
Although membership to the organization was left open to countries outside of Europe and
North America, in particular Japan, the OECD was geared towards mending transatlantic ties in
the economic field. It would assist in the coordination of economic policies in critical areas such
as monetary stability, economic growth, development aid and tariff arrangements. However, the
transformation of the OEEC in a forum for transatlantic economic cooperation was designed,
too, to assuage growing American concerns that the Common Market would be an inward-
looking entity protected by high tariff walls. It would serve to knit together the Common Market,
the British-led European Free Trade Area, and the North American economies into one
economic sphere. The OECD also needed to prove to Americans that the Common Market was
an asset to the entire free world by providing a forum to engage in a joint development program
for the developing countries. Even as the OECD never lived up to this promise, even in its early
days, it was seen as one more mainstay in the institutional development of the Atlantic
community.?*

In sum, many postwar American policies toward Europe, from the Marshall Plan to the
establishment of NATO and the OECD, were not only considered imperative in the context of
the Cold War, but were also supported by a Wilsonian conception of the transatlantic

relationship. There was an avalanche of American official statements espousing liberal beliefs:

219 Ball, “United States’ Policy toward NATO,” address to a conference at Georgetown University on May 7, 1964.
In: Karl H. Cerny and Henry W. Briefs, ed., NATO in Quest of Cohesion (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1965), 12.
220 Report, “Certain European Issues Affecting the United States,” 15 May 1953, frame 173-245, reel 11, DEOF,
EAS, RSC.

221 Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 128-137.
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that democracies are fundamentally peace-minded, that collective security is to be preferred over
balance-of-power politics, that NATO is not a traditional alliance, that political and economic
integration befit a modernizing world, that free trade and economic liberalization are essential to
achieving prosperity for all, that raising standards of living in the developing world is a task of the
first order. Liberal internationalism thus added an important program of reform to a transatlantic
relationship otherwise determined by political, security and economic interests.

In the course of the 1940s and 1950s, the Atlantic community became a landmark in the
strategic landscape of the Cold War from the vantage point of the United States. Dean Acheson
intimately associated with its emergence. In a way, his personal view of the transatlantic
relationship was that of a romantic. The bonds that tied the two sides of the Atlantic together
were not those of formal treaty language or economic self-interest, but were organic. They were

those that tied the constituents of a common civilization. In 1955, Acheson mused:

We are part of something; not something apart. Not gods without, but ganglions within. [...] We
are not an end but an intermediary. For we evoke, we cultivate, we nurture the forces which
respond to the challenge of our time. We do not create them. They germinate in the common soil
of our common civilization. We are not architects drawing our own conception on a blank sheet,

but gardeners [...] dealing with material which the life force itself can produce.’?

The Western alliance was the garden of which the United States had to be the groundskeeper. In
his mental geography, the Atlantic Ocean was not a barrier but a link, just as the Mississippi river
linked New Orleans and Memphis.??

As an elder statesman, Acheson loomed large over the policies of the Kennedy and

Johnson administrations.?

He had been the driving force in steering the foreign policy agenda of
the Democratic Party away from the softheaded liberalism of Adlai Stevenson back to the
“tough-minded, action-oriented, European-dominated, anti-communist foreign policy principles
of the Truman-Acheson heyday.”? The “best and brightest” who were in charge of American

foreign policy during the 1960s — Dean Rusk, Robert McNamara, McGeorge Bundy, and others

222 From Acheson’s introduction to Louis J. Halle, The Nature of Power: Civilization and Foreign Policy (London: Rupert
Hart-Davis, 1955), 18. Halle, a former member of the State Department’s Policy Planning Staff, argued that
American national security implied defending Western civilization, “of which the nation is one member.” (214) In his
view, American foreign policy “must put our civilization above our nation” and “be willing to accommodate our
particular interests to those of our allies even when that means a sacrifice on our own part.”(215-6)

223 Acheson, “Isolationists are Stupid,” Esquire, August 1965, as quoted in McNay, Acheson and Empire, 34.

224 Acheson’s active public career following his secretarial years is the subject of Brinkley's Dean Acheson. Also: Chace,
Acheson, 367-438.

225 Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 107.
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— considered themselves the heirs of the illustrious generation of the late 1940s, following its
example of selfless service and tough-minded idealism.”® Much of Acheson’s influence was also
due to the force of his personality. The combination of clarity of purpose, sharpness of mind and
acerbity of style made him a fierce figure in councils of decision — in the well-known words of
Oliver Franks: “a blade of steel.”?” After Acheson had declined to become ambassador to
NATO, Kennedy — who frequently referred to Acheson’s “intimidating seniority” — asked him to
act as his “chief de facto consultant on Atlantic Community affairs.”??® As such, he actively took
part in shaping the policies of the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, always in support of
ways to strengthen the transatlantic relationship. “The ultimate goal of the Atlantic nations,”
Acheson hence recommended in 1961 in a report that would provide the basis for President
Kennedy’s European policies, “should be to develop a genuine Atlantic commonwealth, in which
common institutions are increasingly developed to address common problems.”?? Notions such
as these pervaded the making of American foreign policy at the time, and, as one official recalls,

“as long as Acheson was pressing them, they were the current doctrine.”?*

The Functions of the Atlantic Community

An analysis of the notion of the Atlantic community would be incomplete without an
examination of its diplomatic utility. The idea would not have been so pervasive among
Americans if it did not further the chief objectives of American foreign policy in the context of
the Cold War. This it did in at least six ways.

226 |sagcson and Thomas, The Wise Men, 654-5; Thomas J. Schoenbaum, Waging Peace and War: Dean Rusk in the
Truman, Kennedy and Johnson Years (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1988); Kai Bird, The Color of Truth: McGeorge Bundy
and William Bundy — Brothers in Arms (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1998). George Ball, who decisively shaped
European policy during the Kennedy years and part of the Johnson years, was more his own man, having been
associated with the liberal Adlai Stevenson and, above all, Jean Monnet. He was alone within the Johnson
administration in speaking out against the war in Vietnam. On most other accounts, however, his views coincided
with those held by the Establishment. His large network moreover included many Establishmentarians, besides
spanning the Atlantic. See James A. Bill, George Ball: Behind the Scenes in U.S. Foreign Policy (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1997).

227 Sir Oliver Franks as quoted in David McCullough, Truman (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1992), 756. In a sense,
Acheson had too much personality. His views were often regarded, also by fellow Establishmentarians (in particular
Harriman who was his senior at Groton School), as too unbending.

228 Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 117.

229 “A Review of North Atlantic Problems for the Future,” March 1961, NATO, Acheson Report, 3/61, Regional
Security, NSF, box 220, JFKL. The Acheson Report was undertaken at the request of Kennedy, who approved its
conclusions in April 1961. For a more extensive discussion of the Acheson Report, see chapters four and five. Also:
Douglas G. Brinkley, “Dean Acheson and European Unity,” in: Francis H. Heller and John R. Gillingham, eds.,
NATO: The Founding of the Atlantic Alliance (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1992), 129-152.

230 Qral history interview with Roswell Gilpatric, JFKL, 82. On Acheson’s influence with the Kennedy
administration, see also: Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 108-202; Chace, Acheson, 381-409; Jane E. Stromseth, The Origins of
Flexible Response: NATO's Debate Over Strategy in the 1960s (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1988), 30-35; Bozo, Two
Strategies For Europe, 70-72.
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Firstly, the perception of a community of likeminded countries in North America and
Europe served as a justification for the sudden, massive engagement of American power in
Europe. American foreign policy had for a century and a half tried to steer clear of European
power politics. Public opinion, which in the United States has a more immediate influence than in
most other countries, was historically reluctant to engage abroad — and particularly in Europe.
The Cold War, however, required a sea change in traditional negative attitudes toward Europe.
The notion of an Atlantic community was important because it gave a more empathic portrayal
of the transatlantic relationship. As such, as we have seen, it was prevalent in Acheson’s radio
address of March 1949, which explained the North Atlantic Treaty in terms of natural affinity.
The justification was also needed for Europe. After particularly difficult talks on German
rearmament, for instance, Acheson implored with his British and French colleagues that the
“complete revolution in American foreign policy” under the Truman administration relied on the
willingness of Europeans to participate in a collective effort:

We were prepared to take steps which were absolutely unprecedented in our history, to place
substantial forces in Europe, to put these forces in an integrated force for the defense of Europe,
to agree to a command structure, to agree to a supreme commander, to join in a program for
integrating European production, to take far reaching steps in the financial field, but all based on

the expectation that others would do their part....”

American policymakers thus regarded the Atlantic alliance as the peacetime alternative to
isolationism.?? This was only reinforced by the logic of nuclear deterrence, which raised the
question whether the United States was prepared to sacrifice New York for Hamburg. Nuclear
deterrence required that the nuclear guarantee was credible in the eyes of the Soviets; alliance
cohesion required that it was credible in the eyes of the Europeans. On the American side, the
atomic age convinced policymakers that a return to isolationism was potentially catastrophic. The
emphasis on collective action reassured a certain uneasiness in the United States with the
appearance of American hegemony or empire. Organizing consensus was the very essence of the
alliance precisely because American leadership wanted to distinguish itself with a consensual
rather than imperial approach. American exceptionalism created a need to regard the Atlantic

231 Telegram, Acheson to President Truman, 15 September 1950, Student Research File (B file), no. 34A, North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, box 1, folder 9, HSTL.

232 See also Thomas K. Finletter, Interim Report on the U.S. Search for a Substitute for Isolation (New York: Norton, 1968);
Charles E. Bohlen, The Transformation of American Foreign Policy (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1969). Finletter was
ambassador at NATO from 1961 to 1965.
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alliance, too, as a historical exception. “It seeks not to influence any shifting ‘balance of power,”
the State Department declared during the Senate hearings on the Treaty in 1949, “but to
strengthen the ‘balance of principle’.”?* This allowed Americans to define their engagement in
Europe against the background of their own history and society. The Atlantic community was
therefore, in a sense, the American dream writ large and extended to Western Europe.

Secondly, by presenting the Atlantic alliance as a community rather than as a protectorate,
American officials were responding to their role as managers — or superintendents — of the
alliance. As one historian wrote, “Acheson’s legacy was the kind of American entanglement, or
hegemony, in Europe that the Europeans themselves wanted or were prepared to accept.”?*
Reluctant to impose its will by force, postwar American diplomacy has been marked by a strong
managerial quality. President Eisenhower explained this approach to leading the alliance by
recalling a lesson a “very wise commander” once had taught him about the difference between
“command” and “leadership”:

Put a piece of cooked spaghetti on a platter. Take hold of one end and try to push it in a straight
line across the plate. You get only a snarled up and knotty thing that resembles nothing on earth.

Take hold of the other end and gently lead the piece of spaghetti across the plate. Simple!”*®

In particular during the early years, promoting cohesion between the European countries
and boosting morale was a day-to-day concern of American officials. Eisenhower, who was
forewarned by Harriman that his job as SACEUR would be “far more civil than it is military,”
often found himself reconciling differences between European members of the pact and stressing
the urgency of the task of building up a collective defense. His letters to Washington underscored
the importance of “producing and sustaining NATO solidarity” to get the Europeans to take
their defense efforts more seriously:

All are agreed that morale is the key to this whole problem; success depends upon a unification
that is built upon a common scale of values, a common appreciation of the risks to those values,
and a common determination to meet the risks cooperatively. Unless we achieve such unity, all of
our expenditures on the material side will be in vain. Consequently, we should make a continuing

B s quoted in Robert E. Osgood, Alliances and American Foreign Policy Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
1968).

234 Harper, American Visions of Europe, 328.

235 | etter, Eisenhower to Anthony Eden, 16 March 1953, frame 371-372, reel 10, DEOF, IS, RSC.
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effort in the spiritual field that will match our great expenditures for munitions and for economic

support.

American officials grew accustomed to treating the alliance as a division of labor in which
each country pitched in for the common good. For the alliance to function as such, national
rivalries and differences between small and large countries necessarily had to fade to the
background. Encouraging a certain measure of European self-sufficiency within the Atlantic
community was also important because it kept the prospect of reducing the heavy burden on the
United States alive. “We cannot be a modern Rome guarding the far frontiers with our legions,”
Eisenhower believed.”” American troop levels in Europe and European troop levels were seen to
be communicating vessels. European unification was encouraged in part because it could shift the
burden of containment toward Europe. This assumed, however, a continuing commonality of
views between the allies.

Thirdly, the notion that the alliance represented a community of nations vigorous enough
to muster the will to collectively defend itself was essential to preventing a European drift into
neutralism. In the late 1940s and early 1950s, the Truman administration was deeply concerned
with an erosion of confidence among Europeans, because this would invariably lead to a
neutralist or even accommodating stance towards the Soviet Union. The North Atlantic Treaty of
1949 was designed to prop up European confidence by implicating the United States, but it was
by itself not enough. Western European governments had actively solicited the American
commitment to their security. At the same time, however, they were inclined to avoid
confrontation with the Soviet Union. Struggling to restore living standards destroyed by the war,
they gave priority to economic and social reconstruction over rearmament. More often than not,
these governments hinged on weak coalitions or minute parliamentary majorities. Communist
parties in France, Italy and elsewhere enjoyed popular support because of their wartime role in

the resistance and argued that the defense effort required by the alliance with the Americans was

236 | etter, General Eisenhower to Averell Harriman, 14 March 1951; memorandum, President Truman to Averell
Harriman, 24 April 1951, with attached letter from General Eisenhower to Averell Harriman, 20 April 1951; letter
from General Eisenhower to Averell Harriman, 17 September 1951. All in: Student Research File (B file), no. 34A,
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, box 1, folder 2, HSTL. Eisenhower’s letters from Europe were usually read by
President Truman.

237 Quoted in Ambrose, Eisenhower, vol 1, 505. In February 1951, Eisenhower had written to President Truman that in
his view the “future strength [of American forces in Europe] could vary within fairly wide limits” and that “it should
be possible, within some 4-8 years, to reduce the American ground forces stationed here at the same rate that
European systems develop the trained reserves to replace American units.” Letter, General Eisenhower to President
Truman, 24 February 1951, Student Research File (B file), no. 34A, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, box 1,
folder 2, HSTL. Around the same time, he privately declared that “if in ten years, all American troops stationed in
Europe for national defense purposes have not been returned to the United States, then this whole project will have
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causing inflation and economic hardship. Meanwhile, in the fall of 1949, the Soviet Union had
broken the American monopoly of atomic weapons, which until then had compensated for the
inferior conventional strength of the West. One year later, with Communist China and the
United States facing each other in the Korean war, a self-confident Moscow seemed to be
preparing for military confrontation in Europe.® The United States, on the other hand, appeared
indecisive, unable to galvanize the nation into harnessing its superior resources. At the outset of
the 1950s, the North Atlantic alliance was in military terms hardly more than a paper tiger. The
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Omar Bradley, warned during a National Security
Council meeting in Washington in November 1950, that if a global war broke, “we might be in
danger of losing.”*® Hence, on its first anniversary, the French journalist Servan-Schreiber
concluded that the Treaty had not produced a sense of security in Europe, that American
isolationism and European neutralism still lurked around the corner, and that the alliance was too
weak to resist a Soviet attack.**

NSC-68, which set the United States on the course of an ambitious rearmament program,
was permeated with a fear that European mental weakness would lead to Soviet domination on
the European continent, thus isolating the United States in its own hemisphere not as a result of
a “conscious decision” but by “withdrawal under pressure” which “might come from our present
Allies.” One of the main purposes of NSC-68 was thus to give evidence of American strength

and willpower in the eyes of Europeans.®

It was also full of sweeping statements, contrasting
Communist “slave society” with the Free World, which made clear that it was at least as
important to wage the struggle in ideological terms. Military preparedness was from the outset
only a part of the effort. “Unless the Treaty becomes much more than a military alliance,” Sena-

tor Arthur Vandenberg cautioned, “it will be at the mercy of the first plausible Soviet peace

failed.” Quoted in Ambrose, Eisenhower, vol 1, 506.

238 Stalin actively encouraged China to intervene in the Korean War. On October 5, 1950, he cabled Chinese leader
Mao that he did not fear military confrontation with the West, stating that the United States “was not prepared at the
present time for a big war” and that “if war is inevitable let it happen now...,” by which he meant prior to the
military resurrection of Germany and Japan under American tutelage. See Vladislav Zubok and Constantine
Pleshakov, Inside the Kremlin's Cold War: From Stalin to Kruschev (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1996). Mastny,
too, notes Stalin’s belief at the time in “Washington’s disposition to bow under pressure” and cites Moscow’s advice
to Beijing in early December to “beat the iron while it is hot.” Vojtech Mastny, The Cold War and Soviet Insecurity: The
Stalin Years (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), 111. Thornton points out that Stalin nonetheless was very
circumspect in committing Soviet forces to the Korean war in order to avoid direct confrontation with the United
States. According to him, Stalin was above all interested in increasing China’s dependence on Moscow and in
drawing the United States into a quagmire. See Richard C. Thornton, Odd Man Out: Truman, Stalin, Mao, and the Origins
of the Korean War (Washington D.C.: Brassey’s, 2000).

239 Quoted in Marc Trachtenberg, History and Strategy (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1991), 119.
240 Kaplan, The United States and NATO, 153.

241 For a discussion of NSC-68 against the background of European neutralism, see Harper, American Visions of
Europe, 291-297.
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offensive.”*? The fear of European neutralism jolted the American government into action in
many areas, transforming Europe into an arena of virtual “cultural combat.” Organizations such
as the United States Information Agency (USIA) and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) were
at the forefront of this effort. A range of cultural and educational activities was initiated to
provided a counterweight to Soviet propaganda.?®® In short, the Cold War could be won only if
the United States succeeded in drawing the Europeans into the Atlantic community.

Fourthly, the Atlantic community was required as a framework for European integration
— both to make it possible and to ensure that it did not work against American interests. From
the onset of the Cold War, there was a nagging concern on the part of successive governments
about the country’s limited resources. Both Eisenhower and Kennedy furthermore feared the
consequences of the United States’ relative decline. In either case, Europe was looked at as part
of the answer. American support for European integration was strong because it appealed to the
proponents of aloofness as well as of those of engagement, to conservative as well as liberal
tendencies in American foreign policy. This duality also explains one of the inner contradictions
of American postwar policy: the support for Great Britain’s entry into the Common Market even
though this entry would evidently lead the movement toward European unity away from the
integration model favored by most American policymakers.

Support for European integration was overwhelming and discussions on whether it
served the long-term American interest were abortive. But this is not the same as saying that this
support was unconditional. “There was always an inarticulate premise to our support for
European unity ...,” Eisenhower’s Undersecretary of State Livingston Merchant explained in
1963. “Such unity was desirable in our point of view in the framework of an Atlantic community
to which we belonged. The new Europe we urged and hoped for was to be eventually a desirable
partner with Canada and the United States, not an economic or political rival.”?** It rested on the
assumption that it would strengthen rather than divide the Western alliance. When William
Draper, an American diplomat, asked the State Department in the fall of 1952 whether
Washington feared an integrated Europe would emerge as a ‘3™ Force’ he was told that “little

242 Quoted in Finletter, Interim Report, 72.

243 Pells, Not Like Us, 58-93. The most important program in the educational field was the academic exchange
program initiated by Senator William Fulbright from Arkansas in the late 1940s, sponsored by Congress. Under the
influence of the State Department, the Fulbright program heavily favored exchanges with Western Europe —
although this was not initially intended so. As a result, it “became a sort of cultural Marshall Plan helping to revive
and defend the intellectual vitality of America’s closest allies.” Fulbright later regretfully admitted that his academic
program was “not a general education program for all needy people but a program designed to influence political
matters through the intelligent leadership of the important countries.”
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consideration had been given [...] to this possibility.” However, in the light of this new
development, strengthening Atlantic ties was considered all the more important — almost by way
of insurance, both to nudge the Europeans further along this path and to ensure that unity was
reached on terms agreeable to the United States.?*® Draper authored a report in May 1953 which
reflected general support for European integration on these terms “regardless of whether the
Soviets blow hot or cold.” The United States had engaged in two wars in Europe “to prevent a
single European power from forcing a political integration of Europe” contrary to American
interests. The model of European integration that emerged in the late 1940s at least held out the
promise of resolving the European Question, which had preoccupied American foreign policy
from the outset, on constructive terms. But the United States needed to watch its guard to
“minimize the possibility that the power vested in the new European institutions might be
usurped” and to ensure that “the fabric of common Atlantic interests and outlook should be
strong enough” so that “European leaders” would not undermine the Western alliance.?*®

Fifthly, the Atlantic framework was needed to nurture a westward orientation in German
political loyalties and to enable the mobilization of German industrial and human resources in the
Cold War. Germany was without doubt the biggest stake in the Cold War and channeling its
power — potential or real — was the central issue shaping the postwar European settlement.2”
After the outbreak of the Korean War, there was a growing consensus among American officials
that German rearmament was the key to erecting an even faintly credible defense in Europe
against Soviet conventional forces. Until 1955, when Germany finally joined NATO after the
proposal for a European Defense Community had been defeated in the French parliament,
American diplomacy was preoccupied with finding a framework which made this possible. This
essentially came down to reconciling other Europeans to the prospect of a resuscitated Germany.
Both France and Great Britain made clear at various times that they could only live with a
rearmed Germany if this would go hand-in-hand with much closer involvement of the United

States.2*® As a result, nothing came of Lippmann’s — and Kennan's — preference for a neutralized

245 See Harper, American Visions of Europe, 323-324.
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Germany outside the Atlantic community. Germany — or at least the western zones — had to be
included through co-optation.

Strengthening Atlantic ties was not only important for resolving the immediate problem
of rearmament, but also for retaining German political loyalties and preparing for the time in
which Germany would be removed as the bone of contention between East and West. The
German mindset became one of the most nerve-racking concerns of postwar American foreign
policy. At the very least, it required keeping the perspective of reunification alive and avoiding a
sense of inequality or subjugation in German body politic. In November 1951, after another
round of difficult discussions with the French and the British about military production in

Germany, Acheson cabled President Truman to express his view that:

... in the case of Germany as with Japan, [...] the best avenue to security is in the framework of a
positive approach rather than through retention of negative restrictions by legal contract. The
difficulty with the latter is that they give illusionary protection for an interim period yet become
unworkable at [the] very moment they might be needed in the future. Our security against
Germany for the future lies more along the lines of tieing [sic] Germany in every possible way to
the west through such mechanisms as the Schuman Plan, European defense force and, eventually,
NATO. | do not [...] believe we can successfully attempt to accomplish two contradictory
programs at the same time, i.e., that of bringing Germany wholeheartedly into the west on a basis

of equality and that of retaining a distrustful attitude resulting in obvious inequality.*®

Given the prevailing distrust of Germany in Europe, the notion of an Atlantic community — by
implying the permanent presence of the United States and creating a sense of belonging among
Germans — helped to ease Germany into the west.

Sixthly, and lastly, there was the expectation that by knitting Europe and North America
together in close alliance, this would help generate European support for containing communism
in other parts of the world and instill an attitude among Europeans considered more productive
by Americans than old-fashioned colonialism. This conception of the transatlantic relationship as
the hub of the free world is particularly evident in Dean Rusk’s report of a conversation with

Chancellor Adenauer in June 1962:

249 Telegram, Acheson to President Truman, 30 November 1951, Student Research File (B file), no. 34A, North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, box 1, folder 10, HSTL.
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| emphasized that it was in the fundamental interest and policy of the U.S. that Germany and
France be intimately associated but that we saw this within the framework of joint leadership and
a united Europe and in an Atlantic Community with ever closer associations with North America.
| pointed out that the Atlantic Community is a nexus of interlocking special relationships reaching
around the globe, including the Inter-American system, the Commonwealth, French associations

in Africa and the welcome development of German interests outside Europe.”®

European support was not only important because many European countries still carried
clout overseas, but also because the manner in which they were devolving themselves of their
colonial empires was important to winning the hearts and minds of the developing world. In this
respect, the American government was continually faced with a dilemma. On the one hand, it
was clearly averse to European imperialism and favored granting independence to colonies. On
the other hand, its policies toward the developing world were held hostage by the priority given
to Europe, the fear that communism would be the main beneficiary of the will to independence
and Washington’s own reluctance to assume additional burdens. In the context of the Cold War,
Americans increasingly viewed European colonial possessions as pawns in the worldwide struggle
against communism. This put Europeans in a position to demand American support for their
colonial policies. The United States often — though not always, as the case of the Netherlands
East Indies shows — felt compelled to render that support even if these policies were seen to be
counterproductive. To solve its dilemma, Washington attached strings to its material support and
tried to influence European policies. Because most European countries resented meddling in
their colonial affairs, this approach was hardly effective and led to bitter mutual recrimination. It
was thus obvious to most American policymakers that the best long-term strategy to containing
communism in the developing world involved persuading the Europeans to mend their colonial
ways and adopt a more constructive approach. It was in this sense that an evolving Atlantic

community was seen as providing the nexus of the free world.

* % %

For all of these reasons, it would be wrong to treat the idea of an Atlantic community as little
more than a figure of speech. It was in fact a landmark in the strategic landscape of the early
decades of the Cold War. It was an integral part of the outlook of a whole generation of

American policymakers: a kind of ideal, never fully realized or realizable because of its wishful

250 Secto 48 (Rome), Rusk to President Kennedy and Acting Secretary Ball, 23 June 1962, frame 852-857, reel 23,
PKOF, part 3: DAF, RSC.
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elements, but conditioning thought or action. It conveyed the expectations many Americans
cherished about the transatlantic relationship after World War 1l. As a result, this relationship
became more than a bulwark against communism. It served as evidence of the ‘enlightened’
character of postwar American foreign policy. But this also caused the transatlantic relationship
to become loaded with expectations about its future development. There was always a concern
that a lack of movement toward the Atlantic community might cause a return to the past. “If
there was to be peace in Europe and in the world,” Ball argued after the French withdrawal from
NATO in 1966, “the old national rivalries had to be replaced by something more constructive.”?*
That “something more constructive” hardly resembled the state of affairs in 1966. As a result, the

old American distrust of Europe could resurface.

251 George W. Ball, “The Larger Meaning of the NATO Crisis,” Department of State Bulletin 54, 16 May 1966, 766.
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Chapter Three
Organizing the West: Eisenhower, Kennedy, and de Gaulle’s

‘Tripartite’ Memorandum Proposal, 1958-1962

De Gaulle never lost sight of his aim to restore France’s position of eminence in world politics,
not even as it teetered on the brink of civil war over Algeria. On September 17, 1958, he threw
down an unusual gauntlet, merely three months after having resumed the reins of power and
eleven days before a new constitution was approved by the French people. He wrote a secret
memorandum to President Dwight Eisenhower and British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan
proposing a shake-up of the Western alliance. De Gaulle advocated a new “security organization”
in which the United States, Great Britain, and France would make “joint decisions on political
questions affecting world security” and draw up “strategic plans of action, notably with regard to
the employment of nuclear weapons.” De Gaulle was thus in effect demanding a say in America’s
global policies and a veto over the use of American nuclear weapons. He furthermore suggested
that the world be carved up among the three nations in “theaters of operations,” which were to
be “subordinated” to the new organization. The memorandum furthermore issued a veiled threat
to NATO, since de Gaulle wrote that France “subordinates to it [the new security organization]
as of now all developments of its present participation in NATO [...].”* In essence, as de Gaulle
observed in his memoirs, he proposed that “the alliance should henceforth be placed under a
triple rather than dual direction, failing which France would take no further part in NATO

developments and would reserve the right [...] either to demand its reform or to leave it.”2

1 Letter and memorandum, President de Gaulle to President Eisenhower, 17 September 1958, White House
Memorandum Series, General Correspondence 1958 (2), box 6, JFD Papers, DDEL. De Gaulle’s memorandum was
for a long time one of the most secret documents of the French government, giving occasion to wide speculation
regarding its contents. It did not become publicly available until a copy was deposited in the Eisenhower Library in
1976 and was subsequently published in Espoir and Le Monde.

2 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 202-3.
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De Gaulle’s ‘tripartite’ memorandum is well known.* What is less known is the extent to
which it preoccupied diplomatic relations between Washington, London, and Paris. For much of
the 1960s, French diplomats encouraged the notion that the United States had never replied to de
Gaulle’s memorandum (until the United States Senate set the record straight following France’s
withdrawal from NATO).* Eisenhower’s written reply of October 20, 1958, was in fact only the
beginning of an elaborate correspondence and a prolonged series of diplomatic contacts. While
the gist of the initial reply was unmistakably negative, Eisenhower recognized that de Gaulle had
raised fundamental questions about the Western alliance that could not be ignored. He was
furthermore concerned with the repercussions of a complete rejection for French participation in
NATO. In the end, Eisenhower failed to come to terms with de Gaulle on the organization of
the Western alliance. But it was a conclusion arrived at after much private questioning.

What is less known too is that de Gaulle’s insistence on a tripartite organization did not
end with Eisenhower’s departure from the White House, for he made a purposeful effort to
warm the incoming Kennedy administration to his tripartite design for the Western alliance. De
Gaulle only seems to have truly abandoned this effort in the course of 1962, with the resolution
of the Algerian conflict in May, Kennedy's unilateral handling of the Cuban missile crisis in
October, and the Anglo-American summit meeting at Nassau (on the Bahamas) in December.
De Gaulle’s ‘memorandum diplomacy’ thus coincided with what is often considered to be the
first phase of his foreign policy, during which France still pursued its security policies within the
framework of the Atlantic alliance and, as Edward Kolodziej put it, strove for “big power status

through cooperation and cooptation.”

3 Journalist David Schoenbrun was the first to consider de Gaulle’s memorandum proposal, in The Three Lives of
Charles de Gaulle (New York: Atheneum, 1965), 295-303. John Newhouse is biased towards the ‘Anglo-Saxons,” but
his account is well-informed; see De Gaulle and the Anglo-Saxons, chapter 3. Kohl analyzes the proposal within the
framework of French nuclear diplomacy. Kohl, French Nuclear Diplomacy, 70-81. Kolodziej and Harrison deal with the
memorandum proposal in their excellent studies on French security policy. Kolodziej, French International Policy Under
De Gaulle and Pompidou, 71-86; Harrison, The Reluctant Ally, 16-20, 86-101. In particular Harrison’s analysis remains
one of the most complete and penetrating. Maurice Vaisse discusses the roots of the memorandum proposal in the
Fourth Republic in “Aux origines du memorandum de Septembre 1958,” Relations Internationales 58, Summer 1989:
253-263. Also: “Un dialogue de sourds: les relations nucléaires franco-américaines de 1957 a 1960,” Relations
Internationales 68, Winter 1991: 407-423. Cerny discusses the memorandum, which he explains from a miscalculation
on de Gaulle’s part instilled by his long absence from power, yet has no eye for de Gaulle’s subsequent diplomacy.
Cerny, The Politics of Grandeur, chapter seven. Elizabeth Sherwood devotes a chapter to de Gaulle’s memorandum
diplomacy in her Allies in Crisis: Meeting Global Challenges to Western Security (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990),
95-110. Costigliola discusses de Gaulle’s memorandum proposal and the American response on the basis of a review
of primary sources, but his discussion is cursive at best. Costigliola, France and the United States, 123-127. Bozo largely
describes to issue from de Gaulle’s perspective, although he has made use of both American and French primary
sources. Bozo, Two Strategies For Europe, see chapters 1 and 2.

4 Eisenhower’s response to de Gaulle’s letter was made public in the summer of 1966 by Senator Henry Jackson,
then chairman of the Senate subcommittee on National Security and International Operations.

5 Kolodziej, French International Policy Under De Gaulle and Pompidou, 71-86.



ORGANIZING THE WEST 197

This chapter will examine the American response to de Gaulle’s memorandum proposal
and the ensuing diplomacy from 1958 to 1962. Eisenhower’s inability to come to terms with de
Gaulle set a precedent for later administrations. It set the stage for a political row that would
come to shake the Western alliance to its very foundations. De Gaulle’s decision in 1966 to
withdraw France from NATO, which had been foreshadowed in the September 1958 memoran-
dum, at least restated the question whether the United States could not have given his ‘tripartite’
proposal more serious consideration. What were the principal reasons for Eisenhower’s and
Kennedy’s disinclination to go along with de Gaulle’s proposal? What concessions were they
prepared to make in order to preserve French cooperation within NATO? Could a quid pro quo
have produced a bilateral understanding on the organization of the Western alliance? Or were de

Gaulle’s demands simply too high?

Eisenhower, De Gaulle, and the End of the Fourth Republic
The Fourth Republic’s Acrimonious Colonial Woes

“For at least two years before he became his country’s president,” Eisenhower wrote in his
memoirs, “I had often remarked [...] that only General de Gaulle’s accession to power could save
France.”® Eisenhower had not always looked so favorably upon de Gaulle’s return to politics, as
we will see, but in 1958 it was greeted in Washington with a degree of relief and even of “relative
alacrity.”” This is to be largely explained from the deep concern in Washington with the disarray
and irascibility of the politics of the Fourth Republic. By 1958, of course, France was deeply
enmeshed in the war in Algeria. The battle with the Front de Libération Nationale (FLN), the
Algerian rebel movement, had been exacting an increasingly heavy toll since it had begun in the
mid-1950s; by 1957, the Algerian rebels were expanding the scope of their insurgency to France
itself. Ominously, the war was also eroding civilian authority over an army thirsting for victory
after its defeat in French Indochina in 1954 and the humiliating withdrawal from the Suez canal
under American pressure in December 1956.2 While de Gaulle kept a purposely ambiguous and

largely taciturn pose, a cabal of faithful Gaullists was working feverishly to nudge the Fourth

6 Dwight D. Eisenhower, The White House Years: Waging Peace, 1956-1961 (New York, 1965), 430.

7Wall, “U.S., Algeria, and the Fourth French Republic,” Diplomatic History, vol.18, no.4, Fall 1994, 489.

8 There was a pervasive sense of betrayal among army officers vis-a-vis a political class and its revolving door
governments. The crisis over Algeria rose to a climax when, on May 13, 1958, Pierre Pflimlin presented a new
cabinet to the National Assembly that was indeed generally assumed to begin negotiations with the rebels. The
prospect of a settlement that would abandon the idea of an Algérie francaise prompted massive demonstrations by the
colons in Algiers, who ransacked government offices and seized control over the city. Importantly, they found the
French army sympathetic to their side.
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Republic to its end. As Henri Guillemin noted, “the Gaullist strategy consisted of allowing the
political class to see the threat of violence and therefore to side with him, and to let the soldiers

believe he was their man.”®

By May 1958, de Gaulle thus seemed to many — though not all — the
only alternative to civil war and the only one capable of bringing the French army back into the
fold.*’

It is important to note that the Fourth Republic’s demise was attended with particular
acrimony and exasperation in the Franco-American relationship. To some extent this demise was
even precipitated by developments in this relationship, for the government of Félix Gaillard had
been brought down in April 1958 in part by his concurrence with an Anglo-American mediating
mission that was seen by many Frenchmen as yet another Anglo-Saxon attempt to interfere in
national affairs.™* More generally, few issues had indeed been a more constant source of terse
disagreement between the United States and the Fourth Republic than how to deal with the world
beyond Europe. Washington feared in particular that France’s repressive colonial policies in Africa
and Asia played into the hands of communism. “We have to be spokesman for those wanting
independence or we will be licked,” John Foster Dulles once remarked.” In Indochina, the
Eisenhower administration had initially backed the French struggle against the Viet Minh while
pressuring Paris to give Vietnam autonomy. Following the French military defeat at Dien Bien Phu
and the Geneva Agreements of 1954, however, it had elbowed the French out of the way in order to

back the anti-French and anti-Communist Diem. “France is creating a vacuum in the world

9 Henri Guillemin, as quoted in Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 176. To be sure, de Gaulle has always denied that he
explicitly endorsed the activities of his followers. See Memoirs of Hope, 17.

10 He was appointed prime minister after Pflimlin’s resignation; on June 1, he was elected by the National Assembly
(by a vote of 329 against 224). The following day, de Gaulle was given full powers for six months as well as the
authority — normally vested in the National Assembly — to arrange the drafting of a new constitution to be ratified in
a national referendum. The new constitution was approved by an overwhelming majority of the French voting
population on September 28, ushering in a strong presidential system.

11See, in particular, Wall, “U.S., Algeria, and the Fourth French Republic,” 491, 505. While Wall does not argue that
the Eisenhower administration actively sought the downfall of the Fourth Republic, he does state that “the
Americans appeared to have played a considerable role in undermining the very stability of the regime they had done
so0 much since 1947 to help preserve.” (489) The Franco-Tunisian crisis revolved around American and British arms
deliveries to Tunisia which the French argued were being used by the rebels in Algeria. It did not help that
Eisenhower had assigned Robert Murphy to head the so-called “good offices”-mission with the British to solve the
Franco-Tunisian crisis. Murphy had in World War 11 been picked by President Roosevelt to maintain relations with
Vichy authorities in North Africa and had been a crucial player in the preparation of the allied invasion of French
North Africa in 1942. In 1958 French military circles had not forgotten Murphy’s role. See Alfred Grosser, The
Western Alliance: European-American Relations Since 1945 (New York: Continuum, 1980), 150-151. French suspicions
that the United States moved to interfere in the Algerian crisis were not without substance since by March 1958
Eisenhower, Dulles, Murphy and Ambassador Houghton all believed that the question should be considered within
NATO. Memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower and Dulles, 1 March 1958, State Dept Subseries, Subject Series,
WHOSS, box 2, DDEL; Summary of Developments, “Good Offices in Franco-Tunesian Problem,” 7 March 1958,
Good Offices Mission (1), State Dept Subseries, Subject Series, WHOSS, box 5, DDEL.

12 Wall, The United States and the Making of Postwar France, 1945-1954, 111.
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wherever she is,” John Foster Dulles remarked; the United States “had to fill that vacuum ... [or]
we could lose Europe, Asia and Africa all at once.”

The nefarious impact of colonial issues on relationships within the Western alliance
surfaced even more clearly in the Suez crisis. The debacle of the Franco-British military
intervention in October-November 1956 to recapture the Suez canal after its nationalization by
Egypt's Gamal Abdel Nasser, contained particularly harsh lessons for Paris. Eisenhower’s public
condemnation and the United States’ stance in the United Nations Security Council left the
French with a defining sense of betrayal. The Suez crisis persuaded many in France that it needed
to become more independent from the United States and Great Britain."* Most Frenchmen put the
blame for their déconfiture on the Americans rather than the British (who had quickly buckled under
American pressure), the Soviets, or the Egyptians. Following the crisis, one American diplomat
serving in France recalled, “everywhere we went we were immediately attacked [...] about this
treacherous and stupid policy of ours.”* The lack of American support in France’s colonial
troubles generally engendered ill will towards the idea of building an Atlantic community; or as
Alfred Grosser has observed, it created “misunderstandings and disputes of such importance that
the term ‘Atlantic Community’ was pronounced by Frenchmen with rather bitter irony.”*

As early as 1955, the Eisenhower administration had privately concluded that France
could not win the war in Algeria."” It was moreover thoroughly displeased with the ever-growing
diversion of French troops from NATO to North Africa. By the end of 1957, France’s Algerian
predicament was beginning to undercut the Cold War alliance in political ways as well. On
November 14, 1957, after American and British arms deliveries to the newly independent Tunisia
had become public, Eisenhower recorded in his diary that the Gaillard government threatened
“the most dire things such as a complete breakup of the Western Alliance.”*® One day earlier he
had expressed his apprehension about the deterioration in the Franco-American relationship to

John Foster Dulles in equally dire terms: “it gets thicker and thicker — if the French suddenly

13 Dulles in telephone conversation with Admiral Radford on 24 March 1954, as quoted in: Costigliola, France and the
United States, 91.

14 As for de Gaulle, he wrote in his memoirs that “the expedition which London and Paris undertook against Nasser had
been mounted in such a way that the French forces of every kind and at every level were placed under the orders of the
British, and the latter had only to decide to recall theirs at the behest of Washington and Moscow for ours to be
withdrawn as well.” De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 11.

15 Oral history interview with Charles Yost, no. 416, DDEL, 20. Yost served as minister at the American embassy in
Paris from 1956 to 1958.

16 See “France and Germany in the Atlantic Community,” International Organization, XVII (Summer 1963), 550-573.
The quote is on page 557.

17 Wall, “U.S., Algeria, and the Fourth French Republic,” 493.

18 Diary note by President Eisenhower, 14 November 1957, frame 816-818, DEOF, IS, RSC.
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18 If the French exhaustion occurs,” Dulles observed

drop out of NATO we are out of Europe.
upon the fall of the Gaillard government in April 1958, “there may be a government in France
which depends upon Communist support and it may be disposed not only to allow North Africa
to come under Communist domination but to be negative toward NATO and the organizations

of Western European unity [...].”%

Eisenhower and The Fourth Republic as Europe’s “Weak Sister”

The Fourth Republic’s wear and tear in the relationship with Washington was not confined to
colonial issues but it was also evident in the realm of intra-European politics. Historians are wont
to point out how the Fourth Republic, despite its weak international position and dependence on
American aid, was able to defend its autonomy in the postwar years and how American attempts
to forge it into a more cooperative ally were botched by a steady French reluctance to conform.?
France’s remarkable economic recovery in the decade following the war deserves mention, too,
causing something of a “reversal of fortune” with Great Britain.? Yet, notwithstanding these
assessments of the Fourth Republic’s strength and resilience, the Fourth Republic was more
typically perceived by American policymakers as a fickle ally within the Cold War alliance— or, as
Ambassador Douglas Dillon put it, its “weak sister.”?

France’s perceived weakness was the more disconcerting because French leadership in
Europe was considered to be imperative, in particular with regard to European integration and
Franco-German reconciliation. “The best chance and hope seems to us to be under French
leadership,” Dean Acheson told Robert Schuman in September 1949. “It doesn’t work for us to
take the lead. We are too far away.”* France did take the lead in establishing the European Coal
and Steel Community in 1951 following the Schuman proposals of 1950. But the frenzied politics
of the French Fourth Republic continued to be a cause for concern in Washington, drawing the

United States ever further into European politics. “Is the Western alliance doomed because of a

19 Telcon, Dulles and Eisenhower, 13 November 1957, White House Memos — Telcon, JFD Papers, box 10, DDEL.
2 Telegram, Dulles to Bruce, Houghton and Murphy, 2 April 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
Europe, 5.

20 Wall, The United States and the Making of Postwar France, 1945-1954; Young, France, the Cold War and the Western
Alliance; Costigliola, France and the United States, chapters 2 and 3; Hitchcock, France Restored.

22 See William 1. Hitchcock, “Reversal of Fortune: Britain, France, and the Making of Europe, 1945-1956,” in: Paul
Kennedy and William 1. Hitchcock, From War to Peace: Altered Strategic Landscapes in the Twentieth Century (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 2000), 79-102.

23 As quoted in: Costigliola, France and the United States, 101. Dillon was ambassador to France from 1953 to 1959.

24 FRUS 1949, 3: 600-1. See also Harper, American Visions of Europe, 219, 289. Harper finds that Kennan at the time
stood “virtually alone” in believing that Germany was bound to assume a leadership role.
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rotten core?,” mused Acheson in 1953, shortly after his departure from the State Department.”
His anxious foreboding only seemed to be confirmed when, in August 1954, the French National
Assembly rejected the proposal for a European Defense Community — and German rearmament
with it — despite heavy pressure from the Eisenhower administration. After the votes were
counted, the Communists in the Assembly jumped up to sing the Marseillaisse, promptly joined by
the Gaullists in a rare demonstration of unison.

Eisenhower’s personal assessment of the Fourth Republic was similar in vexation to that
of most American policymakers. As SACEUR, he had been particularly annoyed with France’s
fears about German rearmament and its refusal to bring French troops from overseas to Europe.

He had come to the conclusion, as he wrote to President Truman in February 1952, that:

at the very bottom of all their [the French] ‘backing and filling,’ their seemingly contradictory
statements and actions, is an instinctive, inbred fear of Germany and the Germans. With a
growing realization of the severity of their economic crisis, occasioned partly, although not
wholly, by the Indo-China war, they have to accept a slower rate of military preparation than
originally planned. This, in turn, makes them fear that in any collective venture in Europe, be it

political, economic, military, or all three, Germany would completely dominate.?®

The practical difficulties which “a badly divided Western Europe” posed for organizing
an effective defense against the Soviet Union persuaded Eisenhower, first as SACEUR and later
as president, to support the idea of a European army put forward by the French Prime Minister
Pleven in the summer of 1951. Initially Eisenhower had thought of the idea as including “every
kind of obstacle, difficulty, and fantastic notion that misguided humans could put together in one
package.” He feared the plan would create “more antagonism than friendship” and that its failure
would finish all attempts to re-establish German military strength, which was indispensable to
reaching the goal of forty divisions considered necessary for the defense of Western Europe
against a Soviet attack. But he shifted to a more favorable position in response to the practical
problems he encountered as SACEUR in organizing European defense. Faced with the problem
of manning the Norwegian army, he wrote to Secretary of Defense George Marshall in the

summer of 1951;

25 Acheson was reported to have posed the question at a seminar at Princeton University. See: Harper, American
Visions of Europe, 327.

2 | etter from Truman to Eisenhower, 15 February 1952, with attached letter from Eisenhower, 9 February 1952,
Student Research File (B file), no. 34A, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, box 1, folder 3, HSTL.
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It is easy to see that if Norway were merely a part of a West European political unit, the
[manning] problem did not exist. In Italy there are almost 3,000,000 unemployed. Such examples
are multiplied every day. Because of the great efficiency, economy, and general progress that
could result from a more effective union of these separate countries, | recently decided to
intervene in the plan for developing a ‘European army.’

Such an “amalgamation of European resources and strength,” Eisenhower believed, would
provide the framework for German rearmament “on a basis acceptable to other European
countries” and at the same time strengthen support in the United States for NATO.”

While in Europe to set up NATO, Eisenhower thus became an increasingly adamant and
impatient supporter of European unification. A United States of Europe, he wrote in his diary in
November 1951, would “instantly ... solve the real and bitter problems of today... So many
advantages would flow from such a union that it is a tragedy for the whole human race that it is
not done at once.”? But Eisenhower also believed that political unity was not a prerequisite for
the establishment of a European army. He rather believed that the reverse was true: that political
unification would ultimately follow from a European army. “I am certain that there is going to be
no real progress towards a greater unification of Europe except through the medium of specific

programs of this kind,” he had assured Marshall.

Yet the European Defense Community
(EDC), for which Eisenhower “swore, prayed, almost wept,”* did not come about precisely
because of the national political realities he was so impatient with. A few months after the EDC'’s
defeat, Eisenhower informed Churchill that he wholeheartedly agreed with his allusion to
France’s “tyrannical weakness.” He further explained his discomfort to his speechwriter Emmet
Hughes: “I simply cannot understand why the peoples of Western Europe, and particularly of
France, do not see that, unless they unite militarily and economically, they are doomed.”

In American eyes, France was thus a weak and unreliable ally, a vital but vulnerable link in

the alliance, unable to govern itself or to come to terms with issues facing it in the wider world.

27 | etter, General Eisenhower to Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall, 3 August 1951, Student Research File (B
file), no. 34A, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, box 1, folder 2, HSTL.

2 Quoted in Ambrose, Eisenhower, vol 1, 508.

29 Letter, General Eisenhower to Secretary of Defense George C. Marshall, 3 August 1951, Student Research File (B
file), no. 34A, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, box 1, folder 2, HSTL.

30 Memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower and Spaak, 24 November 1959, NATO (2), International Trips and
Meetings, WHOSS, DDEL.

31 Letter, Winston S. Churchill to Dwight D. Eisenhower, 7 December 1954, frame 797-799, reel 11, DEOF, IS,
RSC; letter, Dwight D. Eisenhower to Winston S. Churchill, 14 December 1954, frame 773-777, reel 11, DEOF, IS,
RSC. Letter, Dwight D. Eisenhower to Emmet Hughes, 11 January 1955, frame 884-885, reel 16, DEOF, EAS, RSC.
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Even as consecutive administrations looked to France to lead the continental allies toward greater
cooperation and integration, the experiences with the Fourth Republic meant that its endeavors
to gain recognition as a major power never met the full approval of the United States. This was
no different for Eisenhower. For even before the fall of Dien Bien Phu on May 7, 1954, he wrote
his friend Alfred Gruenther, his successor as SACEUR:

Her [France’s] politics in Europe have been nothing but confusion; starts and stops; advances and
retreats! She wants still to be considered a world power, but is entirely unready to make the
sacrifices necessary to sustain such a position. [...] she is bound to be shown up, as in Indo-China,

as incapable of doing anything important by herself.*?

The contrast with the American attitude toward Great Britain was evident. The Suez
crisis had severed the ‘special relationship,” but only temporarily. When Prime Minister Harold
Macmillan visited Washington in October 1957, he found Eisenhower and Dulles prepared to
seek an amendment to the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 — also known as the McMahon Act — in
order to aid the British nuclear deterrent (even as the United States discouraged France’s nuclear
gffort). Great Britain was furthermore granted a confidential agreement on achieving policy
coordination between Washington and London. Eisenhower outlined this agreement as follows:

Mr. Macmillan and | nominated our respective Secretaries of State for Foreign Affairs to consult
together and to agree on particular areas of policy or on specific problems of a character that
cannot be easily dealt with through normal channels. In such cases they were directed to establish
working groups of American and British officials with the composition varied according to
subject and including representation from all interested Departments and Agencies of the two
Governments. The main objective of these working groups will be to facilitate the processing of
problems where the main responsibilities are Anglo-American in character or where prior concert of
Anglo-American policy would contribute to the more effective functioning of the multilateral organizations to which
they both belong. Similarly, there will be occasions when it would be desirable, after Anglo-American
discussions, to make an approach to particular friendly governments with a view of concerting

32 Letter, Eisenhower to Gruenther, 26 April 1954, frame 944-947, reel 13, DEOF, EAS, RSC. Gruenther regularly
informed Eisenhower of the mood among the French.

3 After their talks in Washington on October 25, 1957, Eisenhower and Macmillan issued a “Declaration of
Common Purpose” that said that the British and American strategic forces would serve as “a trust for the defense of
the free world.” It furthermore stated that the Eisenhower administration would request Congress to amend the
Atomic Energy Act of 1946 to enable closer nuclear cooperation between Great Britain, the United States, “and
other friendly countries.” See: Paul E. Zinner, ed., Documents on American Foreign Relations, 1957-58 (New York: Harper
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action with them also.* [emphasis added]

In addition to being an ardent supporter of European unity, Eisenhower clearly saw NATO and
the Atlantic community in part as an extension of the Anglo-American partnership. One year
after the Suez debacle, the atmosphere between Washington and London had become so friendly
again that the The Times reported that “in terms of the Anglo-American alliance, participants in
the talks have known nothing like them since the war-time conferences of Cairo and Casa-

blanca.”*

‘Ike’ and De Gaulle

From mid-1957 onwards, American diplomats gradually became more interested in a return of de
Gaulle. The American embassy in Paris, distressed with the political instability in France, believed
his return was becoming increasingly probable and even necessary. Embassy officials therefore
made sure to keep in touch with the Gaullist camp.*® This is far from saying that de Gaulle’s
return was doctored in Washington or that it was unambiguously desired. Yet, as the years passed
and the Fourth Republic’s problems grew larger, de Gaulle was increasingly given the benefit of
the doubt: the prospect of a headstrong but more stable ally at least seemed more alluring than
that of a chronically unstable Fourth Republic increasingly given to bouts of anti-Americanism.
Eisenhower, too, took this view.*’

As allied supreme commander during World War 11, Eisenhower had had his share of
confrontations with de Gaulle. His sharpest clash with the Frenchman occurred in December
1944, when Eisenhower ordered French troops to withdraw from Strasbourg three weeks after it
had been liberated and just one day after de Gaulle had paid his first visit there. Eisenhower had
sound military reasons for his decision: he was concerned about consolidating the long allied

front after the Germans launched their Ardennes offensive. But de Gaulle, believing that a

& Brothers, 1959), 132-136.

34 Letter, Dwight D. Eisenhower to CIA Director Allen W. Dulles, 5 November 1957, frame 345-346, reel 11,
DEOF, EAS, RSC.

35The Times, 26 October 1957. As quoted in: Andrew J. Pierre, Nuclear Politics: The British Experience With the an
Independent Strategic Force, 1939-1970 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1972), 140-141.

36 Charles Yost, who served at the embassy in Paris from 1956 to 1958, recalled that “we were very disturbed by the
instability of the French government — the constant changes, the time wasted in reconstructing a new government
every few months, and the new government settling in. | personally, and some others in the embassy, thought that
the probable solution was a de Gaulle government [...]. | maintained very close relations, for that reason [...], with
Michel Debré, who was then very much on the outs but later of course was de Gaulle’s prime minister.” Oral history
interview with Charles Yost, no. 416, DDEL, 20. See also: Wall, “U.S., Algeria, and the Fourth French Republic,”
492.
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French retreat from Strasbourg would be nothing less than “a national disaster,” furiously
disagreed and threatened to remove the French troops from Eisenhower's command. This in
turn caused Eisenhower to state that ammunition, food and other supplies for de Gaulle’s forces
would then be withheld. It ultimately took Winston Churchill’s personal intervention to resolve
the conflict. At the British prime minister’s urging, Eisenhower backed down and Strasbourg was
held. But the experience caused him to complain to General George Marshall that “next to the
weather [the French] have caused me more trouble in this war than any other single factor.”*

Yet Eisenhower never exhibited the degree of antagonism toward de Gaulle found in
President Roosevelt and other Americans. He managed to preserve a practical working relations-
hip with him during the war, taking the Frenchman’s intransigence with equanimity and even a
measure of understanding. When visiting Paris in September 1944, for instance, Eisenhower
deliberately stopped by de Gaulle’s headquarters first “as a de facto recognition of him as the
provisional president of France”; de Gaulle, he recalled, never forgot the gesture.® Eisenhower
has recalled, too, that “it was my influence, more than anybody else’s, that got the French the
sector in Germany [...].”* Eisenhower’s stance toward de Gaulle was, to be sure, induced by the
“military realities” of the war. These advised him that de Gaulle controlled the French resistance,
that an allied occupation of France would be a waste of manpower, and that French troops could
be used in the continuing battle with Nazi Germany.* But in addition to proving himself to be,
as Raoul Aglion put it, “a better diplomat than many officials and statesmen” in his relationship
with de Gaulle, Eisenhower also developed respect for de Gaulle’s force of personality.”? De
Gaulle in turn extended his sympathy to the “generous-hearted” American commander.*

While the war experience thus probably encouraged Eisenhower to consider de Gaulle’s
return to power as a solution to France’s political instability by the mid-1950s (as earlier
mentioned), it would be wrong to conclude that his opinion of de Gaulle was unambiguously
positive. On the contrary, the archival record shows that he had not always welcomed the idea of
de Gaulle’s return to power. In fact, as SACEUR in the early 1950s, Eisenhower repeatedly made
clear that he did not consider de Gaulle’s reinstatement as the solution to France’s woes. He did

not like de Gaulle’s criticism of NATO and his opposition to the European Defense Community.

37 Schoenbrun, The Three Lives of Charles de Gaulle, 333-334.

38 As quoted in Ambrose, Eisenhower, vol. I, 378. For this episode, see also: Merle Miller, Ike the Soldier: As They Knew
Him (New York: Perigee, 1987), 744.

39 Miller, Ike the Soldier, 683.

40 Schoenbrun, The Three Lives of Charles de Gaulle, 338.

41 David Eisenhower, Eisenhower at War, 1943-1945 (New York: Random House, 1986), 163.

42 Aglion, Roosevelt and De Gaulle, 194.
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In March 1952, Eisenhower wrote President Truman that “if General de Gaulle came to power,
the government headed by him would presumably be reasonably stable [...]” but also that “he
has so blatantly attacked NATO and American policy and position that [...] | don’t know what
would be the results of such a development.”* Although he increasingly believed the French
were in need of “a sort of evangelical uprising, following a Billy Sunday or a Pied Piper,”* he
emphatically did not seek to cast de Gaulle in this role. A few months before the EDC'’s defeat,

Eisenhower explained himself to General Gruenther:

| believe the difficulty is largely a matter of spirit; unfortunately there is no one in sight who
seems to have the capability of reversing the trend toward pessimism, defeatism and dejection. [...]
The only hope is to produce a new and inspirational leader — and | do not mean one that is 6 feet
5 and considers himself to be, by some miraculous biological and transmigrative process, the

offspring of Clemenceau and Jeanne d’Arc.*®

By the mid-1950s, however, de Gaulle’s return had nonetheless become an increasingly
attractive prospect from the perspective of the Eisenhower administration. Although de Gaulle
reentered the political arena with the reputation of a supporter of an Algérie francaise, he had told
the American embassy in May 1956 that assimilation of Algeria with France was in his view no
longer possible and that a loose federation would be the best possible solution (failing which
Algerian independence would be inevitable).” Washington’s growing vexation with the partisan
politics of the Fourth Republic, in addition, was making de Gaulle’s criticism of the Fourth
Republic easier to associate with. At age sixty-seven, de Gaulle moreover seemed to have become
more moderate in his views. His physique had changed with time, “conveying wisdom rather
than intransigence.” His voice had softened. In personal encounters, he was more genial and
relaxed.”® As the Paris embassy wrote in June 1958, “there is some evidence that with passing
years he has mellowed and may take in his stride things which in the past might have created

troubles between us.”*

43 De Gaulle, War Memairs, 435-7.

4 Letter from Truman to Eisenhower, 20 March 1952, with attached letter from Eisenhower, 11 March 1952,
Student Research File (B file), no. 34A, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, box 1, folder 3, HSTL.

45 Letter, Eisenhower to Gruenther, 22 June 1953, frame 760-761, reel 13, DEOF, EAS, RSC.

46 Letter, Eisenhower to Gruenther, 26 April 1954.

47 Wall, “U.S., Algeria and the Fourth French Republic,” 501.

8 See, e.g., Williams, The Last Great Frenchman, 363.

49 Telegram, Houghton to Department of State, 1 June 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VI1I, part 2: Western Europe, 23-
24. NATO Secretary General Paul-Henri Spaak was equally convinced that de Gaulle had lost touch with political
and military realities during his ‘desert’ years and attributed to this some of his policy actions.
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If the Eisenhower administration greeted de Gaulle’s return to power in May 1958 with a
benevolent sense of relief, however, it was not without an element of concern. At the State
Department, in particular, it was feared that de Gaulle would chart an independent course in the
East-West conflict. “Anybody who considers that he alone can save his country may someday
decide that he is the only one who can save the world,” one senior State Department official
estimated. “His old concept of France serving as the ‘bridge’ between East and West may not be

entirely extinct.”

It was also anticipated that de Gaulle’s longstanding distrust of the Anglo-
American relationship would lead to a greater insistence on a more significant and formalized
role for France within the Western alliance. Although he was not expected to “willingly break up
NATO,” demands for nuclear cooperation and a resumption of “Big Three” meetings were
clearly seen to be in the offing.**

The anxiety at the State Department about de Gaulle’s intentions was in part also due to
his relative silence during the years of seclusion in his country home in eastern France, at
Colombey-les-Deux-Eglises, where he wrote his War Memoirs (whose three volumes were
subsequently published in 1954, 1956, and 1959). It was fostered, too, by the presence of self-
appointed and not always reliable spokesmen for the General. How confusing French
assessments of de Gaulle’s intentions could be was evidenced on May 21, 1958, when two
conflicting reports reached the State Department. In one report, the French Ambassador Hervé
Alphand told Dulles that de Gaulle was not anti-American but anti-European and that he would
leave NATO intact but would try to reverse the process of European integration. In another,
more accurate preview, a member from de Gaulle’s entourage told the American embassy in Paris
that de Gaulle strongly favored the movement towards European unity (even though the
“modalities for achieving this would be different”) but that France would have some suggestions
to make in the Atlantic alliance and would expect to be heard.*? Predicting de Gaulle was thus
hazardous business. As Deputy Undersecretary of State Robert Murphy, not an admirer of de

Gaulle, wrote in the margins of one estimate of de Gaulle’s intentions: “I feel that at present

% Memorandum, Elbrick to Dulles, 26 June 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western Europe, 40-42;
memorandum, Elbrick to Acting Secretary of State Herter, 27 May 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
Europe, 17-20.

51 Memorandum, Elbrick to Acting Secretary of State Herter, 27 May 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2:
Western Europe, 17-20; memorandum, Elbrick to Dulles, 5 June 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
Europe, 26-28. Houghton reported on the particular importance de Gaulle attached to acquiring a nuclear deterrent
for France. Telegram, Houghton to Department of State, 20 June 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
Europe, 36-37.

52 Memorandum of conversation, Dulles and Alphand, 21 May 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
Europe, 10-13. Telegram, Houghton to Department of State, 21 May 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2:
Western Europe, 13-15.
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there are so many points in de Gaulle’s thinking and purposes about which we can only speculate
with in some cases little of a solid nature to base an opinion.”

But at the highest levels of the American government, de Gaulle’s return to power was
received with positive excitement. “Everything turned out extremely well,” a keyed up Dulles told
Alphand, repeating himself several times.> It was felt that Eisenhower’s wartime bonds with de
Gaulle could be cultivated to keep the General on board. There is little doubt that Eisenhower
himself believed he could develop a meaningful relationship with his colleague. There was no one,
he said after reading a Life editorial by C.D. Jackson on de Gaulle in the late spring of 1958, that
he had had “more satisfying and revealing conversations” with and that “in view of some of the
constructive steps he took in North Africa as early as 1943, there may be a great deal of hope that
he can stabilize relations between France and Algeria [...].”* As Eisenhower knew all too well
from personal experience, de Gaulle could be a difficult ally. But as long as he continued to
“tread the path of statesmanship and conciliation,” Eisenhower wrote to Paul Hoffmann in June

1958, de Gaulle deserved the full support of the United States.*®

Omens of Dissension — The Summer of 1958

Regardless of the uncertain anticipation in official Washington, de Gaulle proved remarkably
expeditious in laying down the fundamentals of his policies regarding the Western alliance.
Indeed, within the span of four months the contours of his design acquired definition — a feat
that is all the more remarkable given the challenges posed by the Algerian conundrum and the
constitutional reform of the French state. These fundamentals did not — or, at least, did not yet —
include an independent policy of rapprochement towards the Soviet Union or a break with the
European integration movement, as had been feared. On the contrary, de Gaulle proved firm in
his approaches toward Khrushchev (especially when the latter precipitated the Berlin crisis in
November 1958). And in December 1958, the French government ordered the accelerated
implementation of the provisions of the Treaty of Rome, despite de Gaulle’s reservations about

its supranational aspects and the lowering of industrial tariffs. “In this poor world,” de Gaulle

53 Memorandum, Elbrick to Acting Secretary of State Herter, 27 May 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2:
Western Europe, 17.

5 As cited in Wall, “U.S., Algeria, and the Fourth French Republic,” 510.

% As quoted, with permission, by Ann Whitman. Eisenhower made these remarks after reading a Life editorial by
C.D. Jackson which stressed the need for stability in France and called for a positive American attitude toward de
Gaulle. Letter, Ann C. Whitman to C.D. Jackson, 5 June 1958, frame 813, reel 18, PEOF, EAS, RSC.

56 |etter, Eisenhower to Paul Hoffmann, 23 June 1958, frame 204-212, reel 16, DEOF, EAS, RSC.
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explained in his Memoirs of Hope, “which deserves to be handled gently, we had to advance step by
step, acting as circumstances demanded and respecting the susceptibilities of war.”’

De Gaulle’s policy toward the Western alliance in the initial years of his presidency
consisted of three interconnected building blocks. Firstly, de Gaulle accelerated the development
of an independent French nuclear force, allocating more money and effort to the program. On
July 22, 1958, de Gaulle signed a resolution setting a target date for the first experimental atomic
explosion in the first quarter of 1960. As importantly, he gave the French nuclear effort a clear
political payload by making it a mainstay of his policy of independence vis-a-vis the
superpowers.®® Meeting with his cabinet on June 17, 1958, the first cabinet meeting devoted to
defense matters, de Gaulle decided that atomic weapons would only be allowed on French soil
on the condition that these weapons were under French control and that France was involved in
their strategic planning. Upon arriving to office, he furthermore put an end to discussions on
nuclear cooperation with Germany and Italy, which had been commenced in the latter days of
the Fourth Republic.*®

Secondly, de Gaulle made a bid to orchestrate his European concert of nations. On June
29, 1958, he declined Prime Minister Macmillan’s urgent pleas to end the stalemate in the
negotiations to associate the Common Market with a larger European free trade zone. This
reflected his determination that Great Britain should not be allowed to become a power in
continental Europe where it would compete with France. De Gaulle’s first meeting with
Adenauer on September 14 and 15, 1958, conducted at his private residence in Colombey-les-
Deux-Eglises, stood in striking contrast with the Franco-British encounter. The French leader
succeeded in finding common ground with the chancellor, captivated him personally, and
established a close relationship from which he aimed to “weave a network of preferential ties
with Germany.”® Keeping the British at bay and tying the Germans closer to France, the funda-
mentals seemed thus in place for a ‘European’ Europe, centered around France and ready to

assert its voice in the councils of decision.

57 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 167.

s8 Originally, French strategic thinkers such as General Paul Ely and General Pierre Gallois had envisaged the French
force de dissuasion as committed to the Atlantic alliance and strengthening its overall deterrent by forcing the adversary
to worry about more nuclear centers of decision (multilateral deterrence); they had argued that the French nuclear
force should be closely coordinated with the other allied nuclear forces in the context of NATO. Kohl, French Nuclear
Diplomacy, 44-47, 54-61, 63-64, 82-84.

%9 Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 212.

6 De Gaulle’s account of his talk with Adenauer appears in Memoirs of Hope, 173-179. His biographer Jean Lacouture
calls this account “convincing” and the conversations themselves de Gaulle’s “first great diplomatic success.”
Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 215-216. See also chapter 6.
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And, finally, de Gaulle began to put forward the idea of a tripartite organization of the
Western alliance. When Macmillan paid a visit to Paris in June 1958, de Gaulle told him that he
gave much significance to the issue of global policy planning between the three major allies and
would like to get the Standing Group involved. His conversation with Dulles on July 5, which we
will review in more detail, served a similar purpose.® During these early meetings, the September

1958 memorandum was in fact in gestation.®

If the contours of the Gaullist design emerged soon, the gist of the American response was also
established early. On June 9, 1958, Eisenhower and Dulles met with Macmillan to discuss their
attitudes towards the new government in Paris. Stressing that de Gaulle could not be treated as if
he were “like God” and should not be allowed to endanger “our highly successful relationships,”
Eisenhower summarized their agreed stance: “We would undertake a tripartite relationship with
de Gaulle in those areas where there exists an historical basis for it, such as in the Summit
preparations and the re-unification of Germany. Otherwise, we will deal with the French through
bilateral arrangements and, when appropriate, through NATO.”®® In other words, there was no
willingness on the part of the Eisenhower administration to accord France an elevated status
within the Western alliance just because de Gaulle had resumed the reins of power.

A few days earlier, on June 4, Eisenhower had instructed Secretary of State Dulles to visit
Paris in order to establish relations with de Gaulle and probe his views.** Shortly before his
departure, on July 3, Dulles conferred with Eisenhower on his upcoming rendezvous. They
agreed that de Gaulle, being “all that stands between France and chaos, or a popular front at
least,” was entitled to general support from the United States. But on two important issues
American support could not be extended. In the nuclear realm, French Ambassador Alphand had
suggested to Dulles that “it would be very helpful if the Secretary could say [to de Gaulle] that
cooperation with France in this field would be possible once France demonstrated that she had a
stable government.”® Eisenhower told Dulles to convey to de Gaulle a “readiness [...] to see what
could be done by [a] liberal interpretation of existing authority.” Yet it was clear that the

61 Alphand, L'étonnement d’étre, 290.

62 Vaisse, “Aux origines,” 257, 263-264, 267; Newhouse, De Gaulle and the Anglo-Saxons, 53-54.

63 Memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower, Macmillan, Dulles, et.al., 9 June 1958, frame 379-380, reel 14, DEOF,
IS, RSC. During these meetings the Anglo-American agreement on nuclear weapons was discussed, with Admiral
Strauss remarking that the Joint Committee report was “almost embarrassing in that it favored the UK so much in
contrast to other countries.” (frame 381)

64 Memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower and Dulles, 4 June 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
Europe, 27, n.4.

6 Memorandum of conversation, Dulles and Alphand, 27 June 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
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Congressional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE) would not permit any substantial
cooperation with France by amending the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 within the foreseeable
future. The president moreover revealed no sympathy with respect to the second question, for he
discarded as “completely unrealistic” an idea that de Gaulle had raised with SACEUR General
Lauris Norstad,’® namely that of drawing up “world nuclear plans” in a tripartite organization.”
In essence, Dulles’ task was to assure that the new leader in Paris supported American strategies;
or, as a high State Department official wrote in a preparatory note, the meeting would provide “a
unique opportunity to convince the man who will govern France for the next two years [sic] as to
the validity of our policies.”®

Dulles left Washington later that day. The conditions for his encounter with de Gaulle
were adverse, in particular because of the concurrence with the signing of the British-American
agreement on nuclear cooperation (which followed the amendment of the Atomic Energy Act).*
The French newspaper Combat voiced the opinion of many Frenchmen that the amendment
embodied “the creation of an Anglo-U.S. atomic directorate” and “can only make more apparent
and more burdensome the hegemony of the English-speaking peoples at the heart of the Atlantic
Alliance.”™ Anglo-American preponderance and French dependence thus hung heavy in the air
when Dulles arrived in the French capital. “I remembered,” wrote André Malraux, “seeing John
Foster Dulles [...] drive through the gates of the Hotel Matignon in an enormous car, like a
Roman proconsul entering some city of the east.””

It is worthwhile to consider Dulles’ conversation with de Gaulle in some detail, for on
few occasions were conflicting world views so amicably exchanged as during the first
conversation between the grim American apostle of freedom and the incarnation of French
grandeur. Both given to long-winded explanations of the global forces at play, Dulles began with
an expansive monologue on the universal aspirations of the Soviet Union and the increasingly
global nature of the Communist threat. The Soviets had proven adept, he said, in exploiting the
divisions in the world at large, drawing Nasser into their orbit, supporting Algerian rebels,
inciting unrest in Latin America, Indonesia, and Southeast Asia. From the Kremlin, Dulles argued,

Europe, 42-45.

66 Telegram, Houghton to Department of State, 30 June 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VI1I, part 2: Western Europe,
48-49.

67 Memorandum of conference with President Eisenhower, Dulles, 3 July 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2:
Western Europe, 50-52. Parts of the document remain classified.

8 Memorandum, Elbrick to Dulles, “Scope of your Meeting with De Gaulle,” 26 June 1958, FRUS 1958-1960,
vol.VII, part 2: Western Europe, 40-42.

69 Text of the agreement in Department of State Bulletin, July 28, 1958, 157-164.

70 Combat, 4 July 1958, as quoted in Newhouse, De Gaulle and the Anglo-Saxons, 57-58.
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ferment was orchestrated around the world. Soviet aggression was real but elusive, putting
Western attempts to counter it at a disadvantage. Having set ambitious industrial development
policies, Soviet leaders moreover could command a growing array of human and material resour-
ces. In contrast, the West seemed to have lost its “spiritual fervor.” Dulles: “It was the dynamic
opposed to the quiescent.”

Dulles then addressed issues that the launching of the Sputnik, just nine months earlier,
had brought to the fore. Emphasizing that the alleged “missile gap” was rapidly being closed, he
tried to assure de Gaulle that the United States would not hesitate to use its strategic force in the
defense of the West. To make this commitment apparent to friend and foe, the United States was
prepared to consider a NATO force equipped with tactical nuclear weapons which could be used
“without having to depend on a US political decision.” While Dulles was careful not to take issue
with the French nuclear program, this plan would — pending a French decision — include French
forces.”

In conclusion, Dulles effectively forestalled any proposal de Gaulle may have had in mind
concerning a formalized tripartite directorate. He stressed that the political consultations within
NATO should be extended in order to preserve allied cohesion and effectiveness in peace time:
“NATO must [...] evolve into a political association as well as a military alliance.” An upgrade for
France, however, would be undesirable in the light of the formal egalitarianism in the Western
alliance. There exists de facto leadership for Great Powers in a coalition, Dulles explained; but their
leadership should not be formalized since this could break the coalition apart.

The secretary’s long exposition was followed by de Gaulle’s only slightly more to-the-
point monologue which revealed his fundamental difference in outlook. In response to Dulles’
analysis of communist behavior, de Gaulle emphasized the nationalist rather than universalistic
ambitions of Russian leaders. He perceived a continuous line from the Czars to Khrushchev. De
Gaulle admitted that the Soviet Union used the artificial separation of Party and Government to
disclaim responsibility for Soviet actions, “much as you do [with] the American Congress.” But
he played down Soviet strength in the light of the persistent nationalism in Eastern Europe:
“Russia had not conquered its satellites.” De Gaulle reiterated his determination to build a natio-

nal nuclear force, even if it might take twenty-five years. Responding to Dulles’ plan for the

1 As quoted in Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 213.

2 At this point, Dulles reaffirmed his earlier pledge from December 1957 to assist France in the development of
atomic propulsion for French submarines. He then argued that Western policies should continue to aim tying
Germany closely to the West, not only to keep it out of the hands of the Soviets but also to contain German
nationalism. De Gaulle responded at a later stage in the discussion that he shared the aim of integrating Germany
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deployment of NATO tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, de Gaulle professed that France had
no interest in these weapons if they would be subjected to the control of SACEUR or the United
States. In such a case, he explained, “the disadvantages of having nuclear weapons on French soil
were not equalized by France playing a role in their use.” De Gaulle flatly stated that all nuclear
weapons on French soil, even those stockpiled and assigned to American forces, should fall
under French control. De Gaulle was equally insistent that France be accorded a greater influence
in world strategy, otherwise “it would not throw itself enthusiastically into the effort of defending
the Free World.” He stated his dissatisfaction with NATO, indicating that its area coverage was
particularly insufficient on the southern Mediterranean flank. “France,” he said, “was currently
torn between Africa and Europe and this situation was reflected in NATO.” The area of
coverage, therefore, had to be extended to the Middle East and Africa, and NATO command
structures consequently had to be revised.

In their brief ensuing conversation, Dulles did not take issue with de Gaulle but focused
on the situation in Lebanon where the General had warned against the implications in the Middle
East of any Western intervention.” In their private téte-a-téte in the afternoon, responding to de
Gaulle’s statement that the French would become effete if they did not think of themselves as a
great power, Dulles said that France could only hope to be seen as a great power once it had
proven to be stable.” The gap could not be more clearly exposed: while de Gaulle reasoned that
France needed to think of itself as a great power in order to achieve political stability, Dulles
believed that France could only be accorded such status once it had proven its political stability.
While de Gaulle valued the domestic value of a foreign policy of grandeur, the American
secretary of state was above all concerned with its impact on the solidity of the Cold War alliance.
De Gaulle had not explicitly pressed for a formal directorate or for American nuclear assistance,
but his fundamental difference in outlook on the Western alliance had become well exposed.

Despite their friendly phrasing, de Gaulle’s words were the most forceful yet coming
from a European ally. Dulles cabled to Washington that his five hours with de Gaulle revealed
“no sharpness at any point” despite some “differences of emphasis”; de Gaulle, he emphasized,
had pressed neither for American nuclear assistance nor for a tripartite directorate.” But this

report understated the extent of their differences. “It was an important meeting and Dulles talked

into the West and foresaw no problems as long as the Germans had “no ambitions.”

73 Memorandum of conversation, De Gaulle, Dulles, et.al., 5 July 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
Europe 53-64.

 Telegram, Dulles to Eisenhower, 5 July 1958, frame 299, reel 8, DEOF, IS, RSC. Also: De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope,
207-209.
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to me about it on several occasions,” Ambassador Alphand, a participant in the meeting,
recorded. “He had told de Gaulle that the world was divided in two blocs, the good Western
liberals and the wicked Communists. He was astonished when de Gaulle replied that he was quite
mistaken... .”™ The significance of the meeting was that it revealed fundamental disagreements
about the transatlantic alliance right at the outset of de Gaulle’s presidency. With regard to the
tripartite idea, Dulles had tried to close the door before de Gaulle could open it. Back in
Washington a few days later, Ambassador Alphand disclosed that, prior to the meeting, de Gaulle
had been “much more legalistic in his concept of the tripartite relationship.””” The day after,
however, the General told André Malraux that “either there is a West, with a common policy
towards the rest of the world or else... But there will be no West.””

On nuclear matters, too, it was clear that the United States and France stood far apart.
On July 9, the State Department informed Alphand that “one explosion would not be enough”
to qualify France for American assistance under the McMahon Act.” Washington hoped that the
enormous expense of developing a nuclear force would eventually persuade the French to abort
their independent program. Despite de Gaulle’s apparent disinterest in a NATO nuclear force,
the multilateral nuclear framework that Dulles had outlined was elaborated during the summer of
1958. “It is conceivable,” wrote Acting Secretary of State Herter to the Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission John McCone, “that, as the costs and difficulties of a national program

become more apparent to General de Gaulle, he may wish to discuss such a concept with us.”®

Besides Dulles’ conversation with de Gaulle in July, American decisions in other parts of the
world in the summer of 1958 did not bode well for the Franco-American relationship either.
Indeed, they would provide the immediate rationale for de Gaulle’s September memorandum.
The potential implications for European security of American involvement in remote places were
at the time clearly manifested in Lebanon and the Formosa Straits. On July 15, ten days after de
Gaulle had warned against an intervention and Dulles had assured him that the United States had
no such intention, Eisenhower sent marines into Beirut to support the pro-Western President

75 Telegram, Dulles to Eisenhower, 5 July 1958, frame 299, reel 8, DEOF, IS, RSC.

76 As quoted in: Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 214.

77 Alphand said that he had then warned de Gaulle that “the basic objective could be attained without formalization.”
Memorandum of conversation, Alphand and Elbrick, 9 July 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
Europe, #39, 71-76.

8 As quoted in: Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 213.

7 Memorandum of conversation, Alphand and Elbrick, 9 July 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2: Western
Europe, #39, 71-76.

80 Letter, Herter to McCone, 16 September 1958, Chronological File, September 1958 (2), CAH Papers, box 5,
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Camille Chamoun.®* The operation was highly offensive to de Gaulle, since French interests in a
vital region were wholly ignored. Although Paris had been warned that some action in the region
would be taken, it had not been consulted.®? In Paris, Dulles had said that French participation in
case of military action in Lebanon would be undesirable because of French ties with Israel and
the ongoing Algerian war. But could de Gaulle be expected to accept such a behest? The
American expedition was moreover closely coordinated with the British, who a few days later
undertook military action of their own to assist the weakened government of King Hussein in
Jordan. Given that in their meeting on June 29 Macmillan had agreed with de Gaulle that their
approach should be coordinated, informal agreements with London or Washington on a
consultative framework must have appeared insufficient to de Gaulle. ® It must have
strengthened his determination to shake the Anglo-Saxon club out of its habit of deciding issues
of the West without consulting France.

The handling of the crisis over two tiny islands in the Formosa Straits had a similar effect.
The crisis over Quemoy had really begun in September 1954 when Communist China shelled this
offshore island, killing two Americans and raising the threat of an invasion. The Eisenhower
administration had then debated whether to apply the policy of massive retaliation and bomb the
mainland of China. Eisenhower decided to let the United Nations deal with it and signed a
mutual defense treaty with Nationalist China (now known as Taiwan) in December 1954. After
shelling intensified in early 1955, this time with the inclusion of Matsu, the Senate passed the
Formosa Resolution which authorized the president to do whatever was necessary to protect
Formosa and the Pescadores — but not Quemoy and Matsu. Trouble over Quemoy and Matsu
flared anew in August and September 1958 when the islands were shelled again. The Eisenhower
administration responded by sending the Seventh Fleet to the area. Dulles even urged
Eisenhower to seriously consider the use of tactical atomic bombs, but the latter decided against

it.84

DDEL.

81 Chamoun’s position was threatened by what Eisenhower argued was communist-inspired unrest, but the real aim
of the action was to prove to the Egyptian leader Nasser with a show of traditional gunboat diplomacy that he could
not count on the Soviet Union. Nasser had been spreading propaganda for Arab unity and was getting increasingly
close with Moscow; in January, Egypt had united with Syria in a new nation, the United Arab Republic (UAR); coups
and semi-coups in Irag, Saudi Arabia and Jordan had brought pro-Nasser forces into power. Eisenhower, fearing
that the Soviets by supporting Nasser and his Arab nationalism would gain control over the Middle East, publicly
likened the situation in Lebanon with Greece in 1947, Czechoslovakia in 1948, China in 1949 and Korea in 1950.
Indeed, if the bluster from Moscow was intense, the Soviet Union was unable to take any counter-measures on the
ground. Ambrose, Eisenhower, 462-474.

82 Harrison, The Reluctant Ally, 87.

83 Vaisse, “Aux origines du mémorandum de septembre 1958,” 259.

84 Ambrose, Eisenhower, 482-485.
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The United States’ handling of the crisis in the Formosa Straits was among the clearest
examples of Dulles’ brinkmanship. To Paris, it underlined that the United States could precipitate
a nuclear conflict, which could implicate France, over regions where French interests were not
directly involved. De Gaulle was not alone in casting a doubtful eye on American positioning in
the Far East. The British, too, mindful of their vulnerable position in Hong Kong, were
concerned.® The strife over Quemoy and Matsu showed how American decisionmaking in even
remote corners of the planet, through the diplomatic use of the nuclear weapons arsenal of the
United States, could be detrimental to the security interests of its Western allies. According to
Foreign Minister Couve de Murville, de Gaulle’s memorandum proposal was in large part a
reaction to such “systemic interventionism” by the Americans.?® At the least, American decisions
in the Near and the Far East during the summer of 1958 would reinforce de Gaulle’s demands

for a more balanced Western partnership in world politics.

De Gaulle’s “Tripartite” Proposal

On September 25, 1958, Ambassador Alphand met with John Foster Dulles to deliver de
Gaulle’s memorandum to President Eisenhower. (A copy of the memorandum was delivered to
the British Foreign Office in London for Macmillan.) After a quick reading, Dulles imparted to
Alphand that the message raised “very major problems.”® The French ambassador could not
have agreed more. “The sending of this poulet will not contribute to advancing things,” he had
just written in his diary.® The final text, dated September 17, had been handwritten by de Gaulle
on the basis of longer drafts prepared by his diplomatic counsel Jean-Marc Boegner and Foreign

Minister Maurice Couve de Murville.® It read as follows:

Recent events in the Middle East and in the straits of Formosa have contributed to show that the
present organization of the Western Alliance no longer corresponds to the necessary conditions
of security as far as the whole of the free world is concerned. The sharing of the risks incurred is

85 Harold Macmillan, Riding the Storm 1956-1959 (London: Macmillan, 1971), 538-556.

85Espoir, March 1979.

87 Memorandum, Dulles to Eisenhower, 25 September 1958, Chronological Series, September 1958 (1), JFD Papers,
box 16, DDEL.

88 Alphand, L’étonnement d'étre, 292.

89 According to Harrison, neither the Quai d’Orsay nor the Council of Ministers were informed of the contents of
the memorandum before it was delivered. See: Harrison, The Reluctant Ally, 88. Bozo, however, provides evidence
that Couve de Murville was involved in drafting the memorandum. See: Bozo, Two Strategies for Europe, 15. The dating
of de Gaulle’s memorandum has been subject to confusion. De Gaulle curiously dates the memorandum September
14 in his Memoirs of Hope, 202. Others, such as Costigliola, have inaccurately dated it September 25. See: France and the
United States, 123-127.
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not matched by indispensable cooperation on decisions taken and on responsibilities. From this
the French Government is led to draw conclusions and to make several propositions.

1. The Atlantic Alliance was conceived and its functioning is prepared with a view to an
eventual zone of action which no longer corresponds to political and strategic realities. The world
being as it is, one cannot consider as adapted to its purpose an organization such as NATO,
which is limited to the security of the North Atlantic, as if what is happening, for example, in the
Middle East and Africa, did not immediately and directly concern Europe, and as if the indivisible
responsibilities of France did not extend to Africa, to the Indian Ocean and to the Pacific, in the
same way as those of Great Britain and the United States. Moreover the radius of action of ships
and planes and the range of missiles render militarily outdated such a narrow system. It is true
that at first it was admitted that atomic armament, evidently of capital importance, would remain
for a long time the monopoly of the United States, a fact which might have appeared to justify
that decisions on the world level concerning defense would be practically delegated to the
Washington Government. But on this point, also, it must be recognized that such a fact admitted
originally no longer is justified by reality.

2. France could, therefore, no longer consider that NATO in its present form meets the
conditions of security of the free world and notably its own. It appears necessary to it that on the
level of world policy and strategy there be set up an organization composed of: the United States,
Great Britain and France. It would be up to this organization, on the one hand, to take joint
decisions on political questions affecting world security and on the other, to establish and if
necessary, to put into effect strategic plans of action, notably with regard to the employment of
nuclear weapons. It would then be possible to foresee and organize eventual theaters of operati-
ons subordinated to the general organization (such as the Arctic, the Atlantic, the Pacific, the
Indian Ocean), which could if necessary be subdivided into subordinate theaters.

3. The French Government considers such a security organization indispensable. It (the
French Government) subordinates to it as of now all developments of its present participation in
NATO and proposes, should such appear necessary for reaching agreement, to invoke the
provision for revising the North Atlantic Treaty in accordance with Article 12.

4. The French Government suggests that the questions raised in this note be the object
as soon as possible of consultations among the United States, Great Britain and France. It
proposes that these consultations take place in Washington and at the outset through the

Embassies and the Permanent Group.”

9 Letter and memorandum, President de Gaulle to President Eisenhower, 17 September 1958, White House
Memorandum Series, General Correspondence 1958 (2), box 6, JFD Papers, DDEL. The text was publicly released
by the Dwight D. Eisenhower Library in Abilene, Kansas, in 1976.
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It would be wrong to seek the reasons for de Gaulle’s tripartite proposal exclusively in his
personal convictions and experiences. Tripartite designs for the Western alliance were part and
parcel of the Fourth Republic’s foreign policy, too, reflecting the same desire to be treated as a
major power with global interests.®® French demands for institutionalized great power status
within the Western alliance actually go as far back as the negotiations over the North Atlantic
Treaty. After a hard diplomatic battle, France then gained a place in the potentially powerful
Standing Group, the executive arm of NATO’s Military Committee that consisted of the
American, British and French top military officials.”? French officials persistently tried to make
the Standing Group — rather than the Supreme Allied Headquarters in Europe (SHAPE) — the
central organization within the alliance for military strategic planning.”® In April 1950, prompted
by the looming loss of French military dominance over West Germany in the European Defense
Community, Prime Minister Georges Bidault furthermore pressed for an “Atlantic High Council
of Peace” within NATO with a secretariat and permanent seats for the United States, Great
Britain and France.** In 1951, Prime Minister René Pleven twice raised the matter with Acheson
arguing for a “three-power consultative body (with Britain) to coordinate policy on a worldwide
basis.”® Especially after the Suez debacle in 1956, the government of the Fourth Republic had
consistently voiced complaints that NATO only covered the North Atlantic region and did not
serve French interests in the Mediterranean and the Middle East. ® Consecutive French
governments thus strove to strengthen France’s position within the Western alliance by
formalizing participation in some kind of tripartite formula with the United States and Great

Britain. As Prime Minister Mendes-France wrote in 1954: “The fate of France is indissolubly tied

91 For an overview of tripartite designs during the Fourth Republic, see Harrison, The Reluctant Ally, 16-20. Also:
Hitchcock, France Restored, 122; Vaisse, “Aux origines du mémorandum de septembre 1958,” 253-268.

92The French had been allowed to partake in the Standing Group in part because the United States did not want to
legitimize an Anglo-American directorate. Kaplan, NATO and the United States, 38-39; Vaisse, “Aux origines du
mémorandum de septembre 1958,” 264-265.

93 Although some French requests were conceded, the Standing Group was consistently outflanked by SACEUR and
debilitated by internal feuds. Harrison, The Reluctant Ally, 19; Maurice Vaisse, “Aux origines du mémorandum de
septembre 1958.” For the perception of the French representative General Valluy on the inadequate workings of the
Standing Group, see: Grosser, The Western Alliance, 156-157.

9 In a speech in Lyon on 16 April 1950. FRUS 1950, 3: 54-58.

9 Acheson, Present At the Creation, 552. Acheson: “My difficulty was in getting from Pleven what he wanted the new
body to do. What specifically did he want to coordinate? [...] The impression left with me was that the appearance
of France on a worldwide tripartite body, rather than the functioning of the body, was what interested our guests.”

9% Demands for a geographical extension of the Western alliance notably strengthened after the striking absence of
collaboration during the Suez crisis in 1956. The debacle also reinforced a French distaste for military integration, as
the Anglo-French expeditionary force had then been under British command. Vaisse, “Aux origines du mémoran-
dum de septembre 1958,” 257-261.
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to that of the Western world; its place is within the Atlantic Alliance. But on equal footing and
not with an inferior rank.”®’

But no French government had ever put the tripartite idea forward in such forceful and
candid terms. Firstly, he had explicitly linked French participation in NATO to American and
British preparedness to accept his proposal, whereas his predecessors had been careful to stay
within the bounds of the alliance. Secondly, by proposing an organization that would jointly
decide on political matters that affected the security of the Western alliance and by implying a
French veto over the American nuclear arsenal, de Gaulle’s memorandum went well beyond
demanding an extension of the Anglo-American ‘special relationship’ to France. It would
completely overhaul the relationships between the Western allies built up since the late 1940s. De
Gaulle essentially proposed to replace the United States with a tripartite organization as the hub
of the free world. This would not necessarily preclude a preponderant role for the United States
given its superior resources, but it would certainly impose substantial limitations on American
decisionmaking.”

De Gaulle’s proposal was moreover consistent with his strongly-held belief that nation
states rather than multilateral institutions were the real actors in international politics, and that
each nation responded to a calling of its own — France’s calling being to lead continental Europe.
It is noteworthy that, as late as 1959, he was still putting the finishing touches on the last volume
of his war memoirs. As leader of the Free French during the war, de Gaulle had found that only
intransigent opposition or unilateral action could gain France access to vital decisions made by
the Big Three. Did he want to avoid being in the same dependent position vis-a-vis the United
States and Great Britain as during the war? This interpretation was certainly encouraged by
Ambassador Alphand, who told American and British officials that de Gaulle really wanted to
revive the Big Three relationship by which Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin “had consulted and
planned on a world-wide basis” — the difference being, of course, that France would replace the
Soviet Union.*

De Gaulle’s memorandum obviously raised many questions which could not be answered

by a close reading. Most importantly, the proposed relationship between the tripartite orga-

97 Letter, Pierre Mendes-France to Joseph Laniel, 21 May 1954, Strictly Confidential — M (4), General
Correspondence and Memorandum Series, JFD Papers, box 3, DDEL.

9 Cerny, Politics of Grandeur, 165-166.

9 Memorandum of conversation, Alphand, Hood, Murphy, 4 December 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2,
128-137. Eisenhower, who had dealt on a daily basis with the French leader as allied commander, similarly recogni-
zed this influence of de Gaulle’s wartime experience. Memorandum of discussion at the 390th meeting of the NSC,
11 December 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.lV, part 1, 366-369.
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nization and NATO was not entirely clear from the memorandum, which rather emphasized
arrangements for non-NATO areas. Since de Gaulle had mentioned the Atlantic as one of the
theaters of operation, he most likely envisioned NATO to be, as Macmillan called it, the
“European branch” of the tripartite organization. De Gaulle’s dislike of NATO was understood.
But even as he had emphasized the inadequacies of NATO, he had not made any specific propo-
sals with regard to NATO itself. There was the reference to Article 12, which permitted a
revision of the North Atlantic Treaty after a period of ten years, but what changes in the treaty —
if any — he envisioned was left unclear. There was also the veiled threat that continued French
participation in NATO was contingent on the establishment of the tripartite security organization.
The choice that de Gaulle seemed to be offering the United States was between persisting in its
unilateral conduct of foreign affairs or matching American policies with those of France and
Great Britain.

Other questions surfaced as well. In connection with the idea of carving up the world in
“theaters of operation,” would each of the three powers be assigned special responsibility for
specific areas? What then was the relation of de Gaulle’s proposal to the war in Algeria? Did he
seek the support of the United States? There was also uncertainty whether de Gaulle’s mention of
joint “strategic plans of action” indeed meant that he demanded a French veto over the use of
American — and British — nuclear weapons. Or did de Gaulle implicitly ask for American
assistance to the French nuclear program? The organizational aspects of de Gaulle’s proposal,
too, were subject to speculation. Would the tripartite organization have a staff and a secretariat?
Wias it to be part of the existing structures of the Atlantic alliance, for instance by building on the
existing Standing Group or creating a parallel political standing group? All these matters could be
discussed, as de Gaulle had proposed, by the representatives of the three powers in Washington.
But the Eisenhower administration, as we will see, was understandably wary of entering into any

discussions.

Eisenhower Responds

What did de Gaulle precisely have in mind with his proposal? How serious was he? It is fair to
say that the Eisenhower administration was perplexed by de Gaulle’s maneuver — and in private
conversations, megalomania was soon named the prime motivation for his demands.'® The
proposal for what soon came to be called a world directorate — or directoire — was so extraordinary
as to render it all but dead upon arrival. The rejection was instinctive because the complications
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were immediately apparent. The American military was reluctant to engage in the military
planning de Gaulle seemed to want.’® The other European allies were predictably dead-set
against any notion of an inner circle that would decide matters. De Gaulle had shown the
memorandum in strictest confidence to NATO Secretary-General Paul-Henri Spaak on
September 24, who then told Dulles three days later that the French plan could usher in “the end
of NATO.” The other allies, who were only familiar with the general contents of the
memorandum, also found ways to make known their dismay.’® Italy was particularly sensitive
because of its position in the Mediterranean close to the Near East and Africa, regions which in
de Gaulle’s plan would presumably fall under French influence. *® The Dutch, Danes,
Norwegians and Turks resented the inequality implied in the French proposal. And, perhaps
most importantly, Chancellor Adenauer was distressed about the French proposal.'® On his trip
to Bonn, Macmillan found Adenauer feeling betrayed since de Gaulle had made no mention of
his memorandum during their meeting just days earlier."® Macmillan himself, like Dulles, believed
it was highly unfortunate that Paris had allowed either the contents or the existence of the
proposals to be known.” Like Dulles, too, he also wondered whether de Gaulle could not be
persuaded to re-write his proposal so that it would be less offensive.’® This, however, was
wishful thinking.}*®

Washington and London were thus left to come up with a response. Eisenhower’s and

Macmillan’s disposition toward the tripartite idea was decidedly cool, but they were also cautious
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and confused. “The best course to follow [is] to sit quietly and not exaggerate the situation,” the
American president told Ambassador Manlio Brosio of Italy."® As far as Macmillan was concer-
ned, the idea of systematic tripartite coordination was certainly not as offensive as it was to
Eisenhower, for he had no interest in arousing French hostility in view of the Free Trade Area
negotiations with the Common Market.** Although the French had made clear that the
memorandum was not linked in any way to the Free Trade Area discussions and Washington
warned London not to mix the two issues, the linkage would remain important in British
deliberations.**? Believing that some form of informal or symbolic tripartitism would probably
have to be developed to appease Paris, London thus encouraged Washington to be forthco-
ming.'*®

French diplomats in Washington believed that the Eisenhower administration would not
be prepared to seriously consider de Gaulle’s proposal for a tripartite organization. “We knew
from the start that he was not interested in the idea,” Charles Lucet of the French embassy said.
“He never said so frankly and clearly ... said it was necessary to study it, but we had the
impression he was not really interested.”** Yet, like de Gaulle, John Foster Dulles had often
lamented the “inadequate” organization of the free world in dealing with the global communist
threat. As a private citizen in May 1949, when the North Atlantic Treaty was being discussed in
Congress, he had testified that its limitation to Europe would lead to Soviet aggression in other
places — and the outbreak of the Korean war barely one year later seemed to confirm this
analysis."® As secretary of state, the effectiveness of the Western alliance remained a constant
concern for Dulles. Throughout the 1950s, in particular against the backdrop of the wars of
national liberation, there was a widespread belief that political diversity was rendering the West

inferior in comparison with the more tightly dominated Eastern bloc. The Soviet system also
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appeared better geared than democratic societies towards harnessing the economy for military
purposes. Dulles was therefore not averse to adaptations to the Western alliance that in his view
could make it more effective and cohesive. In May 1956, as secretary of state, he had discussed
the idea of a “political body” overarching the various organizations in the Atlantic region with
Eisenhower; the latter, however, made clear that he would rather give priority to European
political integration, which he hoped would lead to a “genuine third force comparable to the
United States or to the Soviet Union.”"*® And in December 1957, at a NATO ministerial meeting,
Dulles had suggested that the organization should establish liaisons with other defense groupings
such as SEATO.*

Even de Gaulle’s suggestion to have a say in nuclear decisionmaking was not as far-
fetched as is often believed — perhaps not even as far-fetched as he himself might have believed.
In December 1955, Dulles told Eisenhower that he had come to believe “that atomic power was
too vast a power to be left for the military use of any one country.” He suggested that the United
States might consider calling together the forty-two nations with which it had security treaties,
placing before them a proposal for an international group that would decide “when and how to
use atomic weapons of defense — always reserving of course the right of the United States, in the
event that it was directly attacked, to use whatever means it had.” Eisenhower was interested in
the idea and Dulles developed it in a long memorandum in early 1956. He suggested the
establishment of regional groups, along the lines of NATO, “to study and plan the means
whereby nuclear weapons could most effectively be used to deter armed attack and to preserve
peace in each region.” Although nothing came of the idea, Dulles’ concern did not disappear, as
he frequently expressed it to Eisenhower.*

Pressures to improve Western coordination were thus not the exclusive domain of de
Gaulle. As Dulles said to the British ambassador in Washington, “some positive response” to de
Gaulle’s initiative had to be found.*® He acknowledged that de Gaulle had put his finger on a
weakness in the position of the West vis-a-vis the East. But Dulles also professed to be at a loss
in a letter to NATO secretary general Paul-Henri Spaak: “I doubt that the answer [to the

worldwide nature of the communist threat] is to be found in General de Gaulle’s suggestion; or
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in attempting to make NATO into a means of reincarnating Western dominance of the world. |
do not clearly see how we should move.”**

Spaak himself, a resourceful politician, tried hard to induce Washington to respond in a
serious and forthcoming manner to the French proposal. Speaking to the Atlantic Treaty
Association in Boston on September 27, he addressed the issues that de Gaulle had broached in
his memorandum (although reasons of secrecy obliged him not to make specific mention of the
document, which de Gaulle had shown him just a few days earlier). The themes he sounded were

strikingly similar to those of de Gaulle:

This is the moment to ask a vital question: Is NATO, with its present composition, spirit, and
machinery, still the right answer to the threat which communism represents for the free world?
[..] Is it sufficient, at the present time, to construct a solid military barrier along the Elbe, on the
eastern frontier of the free world, if the free world is to be outflanked politically, militarily, and
economically in the Middle East and Africa? [...] The concept of a military Atlantic Alliance
restricted to a specific geographical area, adequate in 1949, is [..] no longer so in 1958. A
common policy, probably of worldwide scope, must be added to it. And it must be done at

once.?

Although Spaak’s analysis then diverged from that of the French leader — he argued that
NATO offered ample potential for the needed adjustments —, the Belgian diplomat perceived
that de Gaulle’s proposal had to lead to some substantial changes. Spaak’s political instincts and
temperament advised him to leap forward. In keeping with the recommendations of the Three
Wise Men in 1956, he argued for a considerable expansion within NATO of political consul-
tations (which in his view could represent an “innovation, even a revolution, in diplomatic
practice”) and of cooperation on non-military matters. In a letter to de Gaulle a month later, in
which he declared his opposition to a three-power directorate, Spaak stressed that French
concerns could be addressed by firmly establishing the principle of prior consultation.'” He

simultaneously urged the United States to respond to de Gaulle’s memorandum proposal by
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significantly expanding consultations within NATO on military strategy and on areas outside the
treaty area,'?

Independently from Spaak, the continental European allies found ways to make clear
their own objections to a tripartite alliance system in which France would speak for them. In
particular the protestations of the West German and Italian governments carried weight in
Washington. They made clear that the establishment of a three-power “directorate” superseding
NATO would politically demoralize the existing alliance system. The reaction from America’s
non-European allies to a tripartite management of world affairs or a formal extension of NATO’s
area of coverage was equally likely to be adverse. The risks of a blunt denial, however, were
equally daunting. As Eisenhower explained to the Italian ambassador in Washington, he had to
tread carefully. Preserving French cooperation in the framework of NATO was simply too
important to justify an extemporaneous rejection, and de Gaulle’s character meant that his threats
had to be taken seriously.'*

Eisenhower, true to his delegating style, did not closely monitor the process of drafting
an official response to de Gaulle’s memorandum. This was mainly the responsibility of the State
Department, which, staying in close touch with the British embassy in Washington, tried to come
to terms with the ideas contained in the memorandum after a brief preliminary reply had been
sent to Paris on October 2.2 On October 9, 1958, Dulles received a memorandum from his
European affairs office whose recommendations he approved the next day. Its basic conclusion
was that rejection of de Gaulle’s proposal was unavoidable. Given the serious objections from
the Defense Department and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, none of de Gaulle’s proposals in the
military field were acceptable; as far as military circles were concerned, bilateral military planning
with the British was already burdensome. De Gaulle’s preference for a tripartite “political
standing group” was equally undesirable because of the reaction of other allies, both within and
outside of NATO. However, as a flat rejection could draw a drastic reaction from de Gaulle, it
was in “the political field where we must find a counterproposal or counter-suggestion suffi-
ciently substantive to prevent a major explosion on his part with the concomitant loss of French
active participation in NATO [..].” No suggestions were made and it was estimated that none
would really satisfy de Gaulle; their principal role would be to “allay the effect of our negative

reaction.” This was also to be the aim of the initial tripartite discussions in Washington which de
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Gaulle had suggested. Such informal discussions would be a “much better means of thrashing out
the problem with the French than [...] a relatively negative written reply”; they would represent a
step in the French direction, give an opportunity to dilute French objectives in a more general
survey of world problems, and help condition the French to the Anglo-American view.'*

Hence the only initial concession that Washington was willing to make was to discuss the
plan. On October 13, Eisenhower decided that lower-level informal talks in Washington, such as
de Gaulle had requested, should indeed be allowed to take place. But as he made his decision, the
president stressed the importance of explaining to the allies that these meetings would be “for the
purpose of discussing the plan and [were] not the beginning of carrying into effect” the French
proposals. He was also not prepared to conduct talks within the Standing Group.'*” As a matter
of fact, Eisenhower and Dulles remained highly ambivalent about going ahead with preliminary
talks, and in the week before the response was finally transmitted to Paris they seriously questio-
ned their decision. They were extremely concerned lest a pattern for trilateral consultations would
be established or de Gaulle’s proposals would receive public exposure; this could cause the
consternation among the NATO allies they were determined to avoid.*® “By far the best deve-
lopment,” Dulles told Ambassador Caccia on October 17 in a burst of wishful thinking, “would
be the withdrawal of the de Gaulle letter.” The British ambassador, however, insisted that de
Gaulle could not be left in the cold. Since the United States and Great Britain could not satisfy de
Gaulle on the substance of the letter, he argued that they should at least agree to talk about the
form.”® The result was that a reference to exploratory talks two weeks hence was deleted from
the draft text submitted by the State Department.

Eisenhower’s official reply to de Gaulle’s memorandum was transmitted to Paris on
October 20. De Gaulle considered the response to his proposal evasive, since it ignored the

French proposal for a new security organization as well as its references to joint nuclear and
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military-strategic planning.”*® What was clear was that it amounted to a rebuttal. Eisenhower’s
reply left little doubt about Washington’s disinclination to overhauling the Western alliance and
its reluctance to engage in discussions with Paris on the basis of de Gaulle’s proposal. He
reasoned that the existing system of alliances and multilateral and bilateral arrangements, which
obviously centered on the United States as their mainstay, already served the purpose of dealing
with the “world-wide nature of the threat.” If anything, this system needed strengthening, not
basic reform. Eisenhower particularly stressed the significance of a growing “habit of consultati-
on” within NATO “over the past two years” (which could be read as a reference to the Three
Wise Men’s report of 1956 but also to the Suez crisis). He supported a broadening of this
consultative practice, but the letter made clear that he would not agree to any inner councils: “I
do not believe that we can afford to lose any of this developing intimacy among all the members
of NATO and the closer bonds it forges.” (emphasis added) On the contrary, the letter implied
that adoption of de Gaulle’s tripartite proposal would sap the life out of NATO and the other
Cold War alliances. “We cannot afford to adopt any system which would give to our other allies,
or other free world countries, the impression that basic decisions affecting their own vital
interests are being made without their participation.” In addition, Eisenhower foresaw “very
serious problems, both within and outside NATO, in any effort to amend the North Atlantic
Treaty so as to extend its coverage beyond the areas presently covered.”**

Only with the utmost reluctance and circumspection did the United States agree to enter
into discussions with the French via a tripartite ambassadorial committee (instead of the Standing
Group). Eisenhower assigned Deputy Under Secretary of State Robert Murphy to the task of
chairing the upcoming meetings with the French and British ambassadors. Murphy was the third
highest official in the State Department, a man “who could handle a lot of fires” and who had
operated a great number of arduous diplomatic missions for Eisenhower and Dulles. He had also
inherited from the war days a personal rapport with his then British counterpart Harold
Macmillan. From the French point of view, however, the choice was mainly significant in other
respects. He was seen as a “diplomatic fixer” rather than a “policy man.” More importantly,
Murphy was known to de Gaulle as Roosevelt's man who had maintained relations with the

Vichy authorities in North Africa. Murphy had prepared the “Darlan deal” which enabled the
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allies to take Northern Africa without much resistance from French forces. He had also been
present at the Casablanca conference of 1943, at which the American president persuaded de
Gaulle to shake the hands of his rival General Giraud. And Murphy had headed the “good offi-
ces” mission in the Franco-Tunisian crisis which contributed to the fall of the Gaillard govern-
ment in early 1958. Among the Americans who appear on the pages of de Gaulle’s War Memoirs,
Murphy was the one most often portrayed in an unfavorable light.**? The diplomat’s own

recollections of de Gaulle, published in 1964, were in kind:

In Algiers [...] | formed an opinion of de Gaulle as an ardent French patriot, but | never regarded
him as a close friend of my country. | did not find that he then was a great admirer of American
military and political sagacity. He knew little of the United States or of Americans, and it seemed
to me that he was cynical in his appraisal of how the United States could be “played” vis-a-vis the
Soviet Union and Europe for the benefit of France. In his references to Britons and Americans,

de Gaulle termed them “the Anglo-Saxons” which, curiously enough, was Hitler's terminology.'*

If Eisenhower’s slight concession had opened the door for de Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy,
the chances of a meeting of minds were practically nil.***

De Gaulle’s Memorandum Diplomacy under Eisenhower

Uncertain Beginnings: The Berlin Crisis (Winter of 1958-1959)

Before the first “exploratory” tripartite meetings were held on December 4 and 10, 1958, the
parameters for discussing de Gaulle’s memorandum proposal shifted in two important respects.
Firstly, the Eisenhower administration had thus far assumed that de Gaulle desired an
amendment of the North Atlantic Treaty in order to widen its area of coverage. The
impracticality of this proposition had figured prominently in Eisenhower’s official reply and was

Jackson and Senator J. William Fulbright.

132 Robert Murphy appears frequently in de Gaulle’s war memoirs as Roosevelt’s personal representative in French
North Africa. Based as consul general in Algiers, Murphy had proven himself far from sympathetic to de Gaulle’s
cause. Of this, the latter was very much aware. When Murphy told de Gaulle he was impressed with the large crowds
which greeted de Gaulle upon his arrival in Algiers in July 1943, the Frenchman responded sarcastically that “those
[...] are the ten per cent Gaullists that you reckoned on in Algiers.” Murphy’s final replacement by Edwin Wilson, de
Gaulle noted, “produced an agreeable relaxation in our relations with the American embassy. For if the first
incumbent scarcely appreciated the ‘Gaullists” success, the second, on the other hand, appeared to be greatly pleased
by it. Mr. Wilson’s visits were as agreeable and numerous as my interviews with Mr. Murphy had been infrequent and
uncomfortable.” De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 446, 540.

13 Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors, 182.

13 To make matters worse, French Ambassador Hervé Alphand was not well-liked in Washington. See Harrison, The
Reluctant Ally, 257, note 76.
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also brought up as a main concern in discussions with French diplomats.**® Washington was,
however, soon told that de Gaulle had no intention of extending the geographic responsibility of
NATO. He merely wanted to establish a tripartite arrangement for areas beyond NATO’s
confines, particularly in the Middle East and Africa. Hence, in spite of the memorandum’s
explicit reference to invoking Article 12 of the Treaty, NATO itself would not be directly
discussed.”® Was de Gaulle scaling down his demands? John Foster Dulles was puzzled and now
suspected that all the Frenchman wanted was the public restoration of French grandeur.
“Anything which will bring about this result, he will accept,” he told Murphy. “If we ask him just
what his program is, he will be hard put to come up with something.”

The second shift that would have a bearing on tripartite consultations was not generated
in either Washington or Paris, but in Moscow. On November 10, Khrushchev announced that
the Soviet Union intended to sign a peace treaty with East Germany. This, the Soviet leader
argued, would terminate the rights of the United States, Great Britain and France to maintain a
military presence in West Berlin — and soon enough Soviet troops were indeed harassing
American trucks on the autobahn. Khrushchev's bluster significantly affected tripartite relations.
For one, it persuaded de Gaulle to moderate his demands on the United States for the time being.
On December 15, he acknowledged to Dulles that the crisis had significantly altered the situation
since he had issued his tripartite proposal. “It was ironic,” said de Gaulle, “that the Berlin
situation, in which France felt solidarity with the US, should happen at just the moment that
various manifestations of US policy were giving displeasure to France.” He assured Dulles that he
did not want to exploit the Berlin situation in order to force American concurrence with his
tripartite scheme.*®® While he continued to express his misgivings about NATO and his intention

to “rectify” the situation some day, the crisis over Berlin also compelled him to admit that, as he

13 On October 25, for instance, Dulles explained to Alphand that his principal worry concerned not so much
NATO reorganization as much as the concept of an extension of the NATO area to the Middle East, Africa, etc.
Memorandum of conversation, Dulles and Alphand, 25 October 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 109-110.
136. Memorandum of conversation, Dulles and Alphand, 28 October 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 113-
115; Memorandum of conversation, Acting Secretary Herter, Joxe and Alphand, 20 November 1958, FRUS 1958-
1960, vol.VII, part 2, 119-121.

137. Telephone conversation, Dulles and Murphy, 8 November 1958, Memoranda of Telcons — General, Telephone
Calls Series, JFD Papers, box 9, DDEL. Supplementing a letter of October 20th, Dulles wrote to Chancellor
Adenauer: “We continue to be perplexed about the de Gaulle proposal. The French Ambassador has just left me and
has presented the matter somewhat differently than heretofore. He now suggests that the French proposal really
does not relate to NATO at all, but is designed to establish a relationship between the US, UK and France as regards
world politics and military plans in non-NATO areas such as Africa, the Middle East and the Far East.” Message,
Dulles to Adenauer, 31 October 1958, Chronological Series, JFD Papers, box 16, DDEL.

138. Memorandum of conversation, Dulles and de Gaulle, 15 December 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 146-
153.
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wrote Eisenhower in October 1959, “it is not advisable at this time to change the present
organization of the defense of continental Europe.”**

At the same time, however, the Berlin Crisis caused the three western allies with special
rights in the city to consult more often and intensely than they otherwise would have. Moreover,
Eisenhower’s respect for the French leader grew in the course of dealing with Khrushchev in
1958 and 1959, as a result of which he became more determined to find some common ground
with de Gaulle on his tripartite proposal. And while de Gaulle said he did not want to exploit the
situation, his invariably firm stance during the Berlin Crisis helped him to cement his close
relationship with Chancellor Adenauer of Germany. In some ways, at least, the Soviet leader had
unconsciously blown some life into tripartitism.

Yet the first tripartite meetings in December 1958 showed above all that a meeting of
minds — if at all possible — was still far away. On December 4, Ambassador Alphand played down
the organizational implications of “a system of organized consultation with a regular schedule”
and explained that, in the French view, the existing Standing Group should play a role in this
respect. Murphy, however, countered that the original French proposal “went far beyond the
concept of informal consultation”; since it seemed to involve drawing up “common policies and
common programs of action,” it “would call for a large organization with a large staff.”** At the
next meeting, on December 10, Alphand — on de Gaulle’s personal instructions — merely asked

his American and British counterparts to agree on two “preliminary” questions:

Is it possible or not to establish a program of common action related to world problems [...] with
such a program to be so constructed as to restore the initiative to the West and not let it be or
appear a prerogative of the East? Is it possible or not on the military level for the three to act
strategically in common in case of military conflict anywhere in the world? [...] An example would
be the decision whether or not to use nuclear weapons.

Without agreement on these principles, Alphand maintained, there would be no basis for
discussing the details of the French proposal. Murphy and Caccia nonetheless kept insisting on

knowing the details of a tripartite. mechanism before agreeing to anything.* It was clear that

139 | etter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 6 October 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 287-288.

140 Memorandum of conversation, tripartite talks between Alphand, Hood, Murphy, 4 December 1958, FRUS 1958-
1960, vol.VII, part 2, 128-137.

141 Memorandum of conversation, tripartite talks Alphand, Caccia, Murphy, 10 December 1958, FRUS 1958-1960,
vol.VII, part 2, 138-144.
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Washington was not about to discuss the tripartite proposal on French terms. The talks were
now effectively stalled.

Dulles’ subsequent conversation with de Gaulle on December 15 failed to bring the two
sides any closer. The atmosphere was notably less friendly compared to their first meeting in early
July. The United States had abstained the day before in a United Nations Security Council vote
on a resolution calling for Algerian independence. This had greatly angered de Gaulle and
undoubtedly cast a shadow over his efforts to attain American political support for his Algerian
policies in the framework of any system of tripartite policy coordination. He told Dulles that
French participation in NATO would not be increased under his watch, dashing hopes that
French military units returning from Algeria would in the future be assigned to NATO.M Less
than a year after de Gaulle’s return to power had been hailed in Washington, Franco-American
relations were clearly at a new low. Eisenhower responded to his secretary of state’s dismayed
report: “It does seem that our friend should cease insisting upon attempting to control the whole
world, of course with partners, even before he has gotten France itself in good order.”** A few
days earlier Eisenhower had told the National Security Council of his conviction that de Gaulle
was infatuated with prestige and that all he desired was achieving the status of which he was
deprived in World War I1: to be a member of the Big Three.** In his view, de Gaulle was simply
asking too much for France and was making his demands largely out of personal reasons.

The tripartite talks chiefly continued because Dulles was concerned with the French “sit-
down strike on NATO” during the NATO meetings in Paris and hoped that some progress
would help preserve French cooperation.**® De Gaulle, for his part, did not insist on answers to
his ‘preliminary’ questions and seemed to be satisfied as long as regular tripartite talks were
held.*® But the two sides did not get any closer. Ambassador Alphand insisted that the Standing
Group should discuss strategic plans, including on the use of nuclear weapons. He also stressed

the importance of military planning with respect to “theaters of operation” (particularly in the

142 Memorandum of conversation, Dulles and de Gaulle, 15 December 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 146-
153.

143 Telegram, Eisenhower to Dulles, 16 December 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 155, n.5.

144 Memorandum of discussion at the 390th meeting of the NSC, 11 December 1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.lV, part
1, 366-369.

1450n December 18, Dulles called Jean Monnet in Paris: “We are having some problems with M’s chief here. It is a
sort of sit-down strike on NATO at the moment.” Telephone conversation, Dulles and Monnet, 18 December 1958.
Reporting his “most unsatisfactory meeting” with de Gaulle to Eisenhower, Dulles wrote: “I think we can make a
greater effort at Washington to make them feel that they are in on important decisions and then see whether that in
fact brings a dividend in terms of more cooperation with NATO.” Telegram, Dulles to Eisenhower, 15 December
1958, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 154-155.

146 Memorandum of conversation, Dulles and Alphand, 7 January 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 156-159.
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Middle East and North Africa): “Who will be the commander? How will the forces be divided?
Should the wartime commander be the inspector in time of peace? How would planning for
these areas be connected to NATO planning?” ' Yet the State Department continued to
effectively stall any progress. As Murphy assured the United States’ Joint Chiefs of Staff: “the
United States had not agreed to military talks with the French on any other than ad hoc basis and
[...] the [State] Department was trying to eliminate any strategic discussions from the talks, trying
especially to ensure that the talks did not proceed in a NATO context.”**® The question was
above all whether de Gaulle would resign himself to the infeasibility of his tripartite proposal.
The State Department’s strategy to this effect seemed to be working, for de Gaulle did not return
to his tripartite proposal during his last meeting with Dulles before the latter’s death in May.'*

Nothing, however, could have been further from the truth.

Reprisal against NATO (Spring and Summer of 1959)

On March 6, 1959, Paris informed Washington that the French Mediterranean Fleet would be
withdrawn from NATO. The French decision had been anticipated and its military implications
were not significant. Yet, as Acting Secretary of State Christian Herter complained to Alphand, its
psychological and political repercussions were harmful, in particular given that allied unity was
still being tested in Berlin."*® Foreign Minister Couve de Murville, who informed the American
embassy in Paris of the decision, emphasized that it was entirely connected with the Algerian
situation.”™ French diplomats similarly refuted claims that de Gaulle’s decision, which was taken
against the counsel of his political and military advisers, was tied to American reluctance to
discuss his tripartite proposal. Yet de Gaulle himself confided to NATO Secretary-General Spaak
that the two issues were clearly linked. Because no progress had been made in the tripartite talks

in Washington, he explained, “it was necessary to take the questions directly to NATO.”**

147 Memorandum of conversation, Murphy and Alphand, 9 January 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 160-162.
After receiving instructions from Paris, Alphand suggested that the United States designated a high military official
from the JCS to such talks. Memorandum of conversation, Dulles, Murphy and Alphand, 22 January 1959, FRUS
1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 164-166.

148 Memorandum of conversation, Murphy and JCS, 30 January 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 168-169
(editorial note). The third trilateral meeting on February 3 discussed the Far Eastern situation merely in political
terms, albeit in the presence of military representatives. Memorandum of conversation, Murphy, Alphand, Caccia,
etal., 3 February 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 169-180.

149 Telegram, Dulles to Eisenhower, 6 February 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 181-182. Dulles resigned on
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15 Memorandum, Herter to Eisenhower, 4 March 1959, NATO (1), International Trips and Meetings, WHOSS,
DDEL.
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Any remaining doubts as to whether the issues were linked would be dispelled on May 1
by Michel Debré in a blunt exchange with Secretary of State Herter. The French prime minister
made clear that the French refusal to permit the deployment of nuclear warheads for nine
American air force squadrons based in France, a question considered particularly urgent in the
context of the Berlin crisis since NATO was on a high state of readiness, was connected to lack
of progress with regard to the tripartite memorandum. In addition, Debré declared that “atomic
cooperation” was of “extreme importance” to France and that it sought cooperation with the
United States “both in the field of the peaceful uses and military uses of atomic energy.” The
exchange was significant, too, because Debré linked the tripartite proposal to American political

support in the Algerian war. Debré:

Whether we like it or not, France has as much a future in Algeria and the Mediterranean as in
Europe. [...] France must square her responsibilities in Europe with those in Africa. The events
of May, 1958 in Algeria were caused in large part by the feeling of frustration in Algeria regarding
lack of understanding on the part of France’s allies, and the lack of a common Western policy for
Algeria. [..] it [is] difficult to imagine either French military or civilian authorities giving strong
support to the Atlantic Alliance unless that organization and its principal members gave support
to French interests in the Mediterranean and Africa.

When Herter deplored the fact that these issues were all linked in the French view, Debré
“frankly” replied that “these problems are linked because they are all related to the French
national security.”***

Debré’s unusually candid exposition thoroughly displeased Herter and Eisenhower, the
more so since the French prime minister had emphasized he had discussed his message at length
with de Gaulle beforehand. In a long and important handwritten letter to Eisenhower on May 25,
de Gaulle further clarified the “spirit and the substance” of his decisions. The significance of this
letter, which echoed many of the themes of the September 1958 memorandum, was that — like

Debré — de Gaulle connected the withdrawal of the French Mediterranean fleet and the refusal

153 Memorandum of conversation, Herter and Debré, 1 May 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 195-203.
Responding to Debré’s request for nuclear assistance, Herter had been relatively forthcoming by explaining that
“once the French had effected their first atomic explosion, we would be in a different position, and could talk
substance to them” and that “legislative restrictions [...] would be alleviated by this action.” On April 28, in a “very
tough” letter, Debré protested in strong terms that an FLN delegation has been admitted to the United States. He
argued that France was fighting communism in Algeria in the interest of the Free World and was entitled to the
support of its western allies. From this letter Herter derived that Debré believed that Algeria was as important to the
security of France as the solution to the Berlin crisis. Letter, Debré to Houghton, 28 April 1959, FRUS, vol. XII1,
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to authorize NATO’s atomic stockpile on French soil to the unaccommodating American
response to his tripartite proposal. In addition, the letter made clear that de Gaulle had in fact
unilaterally set out to implement parts of his design. De Gaulle explained that, following the
withdrawal of the French Mediterranean fleet from NATO, he was setting up “a French
command of the Mediterranean, having as its area of responsibility the whole of that Sea as well
as North Africa” and that he would be prepared to discuss with “either Washington and London
or with NATO [...] the conditions under which we could cooperate in this area ... .” Likewise,
another French command would be charged with “the defense of Black Africa” — and de Gaulle
declared himself to be quite willing to cooperate along the same lines in the Indian Ocean and the
Pacific as well. De Gaulle moreover made clear that his demand for a veto over the American
nuclear arsenal had been serious, linking it to the United States’ refusal to assist France in its own
nuclear effort as well as to France’s refusal to authorize the presence of American nuclear
weapons on French soil:

Obviously the question would appear quite differently if you had made it possible for us to take
advantage of your own achievements. But America intends to keep her secrets, vis-a-vis France.
This compels us to discover them ourselves and at tremendous cost. On this point, however, we
have nothing other to express than regret. This is not the case insofar as America reserves to
herself the total decision to use or not to use the nuclear weapons which she has. [...] If there
were no alliance between us, | would agree that your monopoly on the opening of atomic war
would be justified, but you and | are tied together to such a point that the opening of this type of
hostilities either by you or against you would automatically expose France to total and immediate
destruction. She obviously cannot entirely entrust her life or her death to any other state whatsoe-
ver, even the most friendly. For this reason, France feels it is essential that she participate, if the
case were to arise, in any decision which might be taken by her allies to use atomic missiles or to
launch them against certain places at certain times. Until she has been able to conclude with the
United States and with Great Britain the agreements which seem necessary to her on this subject,
she cannot consent to such projectiles being stored on her territory and used from there unless

she herself has complete and permanent control over them.'*

652-654.
154 |_etter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 25 May 1959, France — vol 1, International Series, WHOSS, box 5, DDEL.
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The overriding concern with the stand-off with the Soviet Union over Berlin imposed on
the United States a posture of “calm but cold dignity” toward de Gaulle’s conduct.”®® But priva-
tely Eisenhower examined the deadlock of the tripartite affair with growing uncertainty. During
the spring and summer of 1959, the potential implications of de Gaulle’s intransigence were
much on his mind. “We may be witnessing a beginning of a crumbling of NATO,” he observed
during one of his meetings with his advisers on the French problem.”® He was gravely concerned,
as he explained at another, that “other NATO nations will finally become weary with de Gaulle’s
attitude and lose enthusiasm for the organization.”*" Since Eisenhower was persuaded that “the
people dealing with de Gaulle [...] were not sufficiently acquainted with his temperament,”*® he
began musing about his own wartime relationship with the Frenchman looking for clues. On
several occasions he recalled the “Strasbourg incident” of December 1944, during which he had
clashed with de Gaulle. But Eisenhower realized the circumstances were different in 1959.
“Unless we are prepared to deal with him this way, on a matter in which he is in a disadvantage,”
he said to Macmillan shortly after the French announced the withdrawal of their Mediterranean
fleet from NATO, “there is no point in trying to be tough with him.”*** Eisenhower moreover
cherished little hope of influencing a man whom he imputed with a “Messiah complex,” viewing
himself as “a cross between Napoleon and Joan of Arc,” and thinking only in terms of “Glory,
Honor, France.” Sensing that de Gaulle was going to cause “great difficulties” for the Western
alliance, “the question we must face is whether we can accommodate to those difficulties suffi-
ciently to sustain the NATO concept.”*®

Could de Gaulle be accommodated? On August 18, 1959, Eisenhower discussed his
options in an extensive review of American policy toward France. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had
recommended that support could be given to France in Algeria in order to gain French

cooperation in NATO. This option, however, did not appeal to Eisenhower whatsoever.
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How could we say that we support the French and still not damage our interests? The whole of
our history [...] is anti-colonial, and the French action in Algeria is interpreted by the rest of the
world as militant colonialism. To support the French would be counter to everything we have
done in the past. [...] To stand up with the colonial powers would be to cut ourselves from our

own moorings. ..

The president equated de Gaulle’s behavior with that of Khrushchev on Berlin. Both were trying
to force concessions from the United States, but, added Eisenhower, “we were not going to be
blackmailed [...] by de Gaulle or anyone else.”***

On only one issue was Eisenhower willing to be more forthcoming. On former occasions
he had already expressed sympathy for the French decision to build a nuclear force. “In fairness
to de Gaulle,” Eisenhower had confessed to Lauris Norstad in June 1959, “we would react very
much like de Gaulle if the shoe were on the other foot.”*%* He felt that the rigid legislation on
nuclear assistance, for which he felt contempt, had “handcuffed” the White House in maintaining
good relations with America’s allies.’® On August 18, he spoke along similar lines: “It was as if
we had been fighting wars with bows and arrows and then acquired pistols. Then we refused to
give pistols to the people who were our allies even though the common enemy already had
them.” But Eisenhower could do little to satisfy French needs in this respect. He could complain
about the Congress and its watchdog, the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, but he could not
force a change in legislation. In the absence of a better option, Eisenhower therefore requested
the urgent development of a multilateral approach to the nuclear affairs of the Western alliance
that could help accommodate the French as well as carry congressional approval.***

On de Gaulle’s tripartite proposal the American position remained the same.
Eisenhower’s correspondence with de Gaulle in March and June had carefully evaded the issue,

161 JCS Proposal on US policy toward France, July 1959; memorandum of discussion NSC, “US Policy on France,”
18 August 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 243-253.

162 Memorandum of conference, Eisenhower and Norstad, 9 June 1959, NATO (2), International Trips and
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cooperation in the uses of atomic energy” which provided for the sale to France of a specified quantity of enriched
uranium for the use in the development and operation of a land-based prototype submarine nuclear propulsion plant
during a 10-year period. The signing of this agreement had been delayed because of the adverse congressional
reaction to the French withdrawal of the Mediterranean Fleet in March 1959. Vaisse, ed.., La France et I'atome. Etudes
d'histoire nucléaire (Bruxelles: Bruylant, 1994), 414-415.
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postponing discussions on the subject to his planned trip to Europe in the autumn.'®® The tripar-
tite exchanges in April, which focused on African affairs, followed the fruitless pattern of earlier
meetings; Alphand’s pleas for joint contingency planning were again fended off.’*® A proposal by
Spaak to expand consultation procedures by establishing a NATO machinery for developing
common action programs toward other areas was also dismissed because of “greatly varying
degrees of interest of NATO countries in these areas and because of effect in other areas of
common NATO programs.”*®’ Yet the end of de Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy was not yet

in sight.

Extending the *Special Relationship’ to France (August 1959 to May 1960)

Although de Gaulle’s bluff had not succeeded in bringing a fundamental change in the American
attitude, the crisis of the spring of 1959 did bring home to Washington that more had to be done
to pacify de Gaulle. Indeed, Eisenhower would use the occasion of his consultations in Europe
prior to Khrushchev’'s American visit at the end of September to propose an extension of the
‘special relationship’ between the United States and Great Britain. In his meeting with de Gaulle
on September 2, he declared his willingness to accord all its attributes to France: consultation
prior to the use of American nuclear weapons (except in the case of a surprise attack on
American territory); a study of problems of world strategy with the intention of fostering agree-
ment on decisions; a direct telephone line with Paris (there already existed one with London); ad
hoc tripartite committees to discuss specific problems arising outside the NATO area. The condi-
tions were that France would not insist on a formalization of these informal arrangements and
that any tripartite arrangements would not concern the affairs of NATO, “on which an
established machinery exists.” In addition, Eisenhower had to tell de Gaulle that, to his regret,

Congress barred him from furnishing assistance to the French nuclear weapons program.®

335.
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This surely was as serious an approach as could be imagined under the circumstances.
Eisenhower’s earnestness is evident, too, from his decision to inform both Adenauer and
Macmillan beforehand of his move.'® The meeting at Rambouillet castle certainly helped to
solidify the personal relationship between Eisenhower and de Gaulle. The American president
had been welcomed to France by large crowds. De Gaulle furthermore made several gestures
which gratified him. The Frenchman explained, “in great confidence,” that “if occasionally sharp
words were spoken or strident voices were raised” these should be judged from France’s difficult
adjustment to the fact that she was a nation in decline."™ Eisenhower was also the first foreigner
to whom de Gaulle outlined his plan for offering self-determination to the Algerian people (two
weeks before he appraised the public). And just before Eisenhower’s departure, while standing
on the lawn of Rambouillet, de Gaulle confided to the American president that France would test
its first nuclear device in March 1960 in the Sahara desert and that a preliminary explosion had
already been successful.'"

Yet a meeting of minds on the tripartite issue did not occur. When Eisenhower referred
to the congressional laws that prohibited a transfer of American nuclear materiel and knowledge
to France, de Gaulle replied: “The McMahon Law! | changed the Constitution of France when |
found it was no longer valid.”*"* They also had expressed their widely divergent views of military
integration under NATO. After the meeting, the tripartite consultations in Washington continued
as usual — without any noticeable impetus coming from the September meeting of the heads of
state.'”® Eisenhower’s overture obviously fell short of the French proposal of the previous year,
but tactical considerations may also explain de Gaulle’s non-responsive attitude. He may in
particular have decided to wait for the first French nuclear explosion to bolster his position. This
would at least explain why, on October 6, he wrote to Eisenhower that with regard to his demand
for joint decisions regarding the use of nuclear weapons “...there is reason to expect that the

successful development by France of French atomic armament in the fairly near future will facili-
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172 |_acouture, De Gaulle: The Rebel, 367-369.

113 Tripartite talks on military and economic assistance to Morocco and Tunisia were held at the Department of State
on October 8 and 9, 1959. FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 288-289, editorial note.
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tate matters for us.”'™ Or perhaps the preparations for a summit with Khrushchev convinced
him not to press the issue, for in the same letter to Eisenhower he admitted that “it is not
advisable at this time to change the present organization of the defense of continental Europe.”*”
In the same vein, he notified Herter that, for the time being, “France would neither add nor
subtract from its present effort and attitude” with regard to NATO.""® Despite Eisenhower’s
attempt at rapprochement, the tripartite issue nonetheless continued to hang like the sword of
Damocles over the Western alliance.

In addition, the fundamental differences of view between them also became more
apparent during this time. De Gaulle first of all angered Eisenhower by putting the United States

on the same moral plane as the Soviet Union in a press conference on November 10:

Who can say [...] whether some sudden advance in development — particularly in the field of space
rockets — will not provide one of the two camps with such an advantage that its peaceful
inclinations will not hold out? Who can say whether, in the future, if basic political facts should
change completely, as has already occurred on the earth, the two powers that would have a mono-
poly on nuclear weapons might not make a deal with each other to divide the world between
them. Who can say whether, should the occasion arise — while each side might follow a policy of
not hurling its devices at the principal adversary, so as not to be threatened by it — who can say

174 Letter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 6 October 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 287-288. On December 20,
1959, anticipating the explosion of the first French nuclear device a few months hence, de Gaulle similarly
“intimated [to Secretary of State Herter] that he assumed following the explosion the United States would be in a
position to cooperate with France.” Memorandum of conversation, De Gaulle and Herter, 20 December 1959,
FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 320-321. On October 29, the National Security Council had to conclude—to
Eisenhower’s intense displeasure—that the explosion would not automatically qualify France for close atomic
collaboration. Congress would not go along with a bilateral approach, upon which Eisenhower remarked that “the
stupidity of Congress in this regard never ceased to amaze him.” A study would be undertaken on whether it would
be in the US interest to aid the French nuclear effort. The idea of a multilateral nuclear authority under NATO, in
which France would be invited to participate, was also to be developed. Memorandum of discussion at NSC
Meeting, 29 October 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 290-295. The discussion reviewed American policy
toward France and led to new guidelines. Report NSC 591071, “U.S. Policy on France,” 4 November 1959, NSC
5910/1 — U.S. Policy Toward France, Foreign Policy Subseries, NSC Series, WHO, OSANA, box 27, DDEL.

175 |etter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 6 October 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 287-288. The exchange of
letters between Eisenhower and de Gaulle in October 1959 was largely devoted to the possibility of a summit with
Kruschev. Eisenhower urged the French president to concede to a summit meeting with the Soviet leader. De Gaulle
was reluctant and expressed his reservations but on October 26 declared himself ready for a Western summit
meeting in December to precede a summit with Kruschev in the spring of 1960. Letter, Eisenhower to de Gaulle, 9
October 1959, frame 532-534, reel 8, DEOF, IS, RSC; letter, Eisenhower to de Gaulle, 16 October 1959, frame 524-
526, reel 8, DEOF, IS, RSC; letter, Eisenhower to de Gaulle, 21 October 1959, Deptel 1703, frame 515, reel 8,
DEOF, IS, RSC; letter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 26 October 1959; letter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 20 October
1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.V1I, part 2, #63, 108-109.

176 Memorandum of conversation, De Gaulle and Herter, 20 December 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 320-
321. In a memorandum to Eisenhower, Secretary of Defense Gates listed the evidence that the French government
is “following a calculated policy of non-cooperation in defense matters.” Memorandum, Secretary of Defense Gates
to Eisenhower, 17 December 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 315-316.
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whether the two rivals might not crush others? One can very well imagine, for example, that on
such a terrible occasion, Western Europe might be destroyed from Moscow and Central Europe
from Washington. And who even can say whether the two rivals, as a result of some unforeseea-
ble political and social upheaval, will not come to the point of uniting? In truth, France, by
equipping herself with nuclear armaments, is rendering a service to the equilibrium of the

world }7

Eisenhower’s reaction on November 17 was indignant and he demanded a reassurance from the
French president that he did not consider the United States as operating on such a “low moral
plane.” De Gaulle, however, reiterated his basic argument and pointed out the belated entries of
the United States in two world wars.'®

Secondly, the rather philosophical debate between Eisenhower and de Gaulle on the
implications of military integration under NATO was stirred up by the latter’s well-known
address at the Ecole Militaire on November 3. Eisenhower had already discussed the issue in some
depth during his visit with de Gaulle in September. He had then contended that NATO was
precisely geared towards balancing national political needs and esprit with the military need for
centralized command in wartime. “I believe the American forces in Europe,” he had moreover
argued in a subsequent letter, “while serving in their own national uniforms and under their own
flag, feel also a considerable — and a growing — attachment to their collective force and to the
North Atlantic Community.”*” This, predictably, failed to impress de Gaulle.*® As he explained
to the cadets of the Ecole Militaire, “integration” under NATO undermined national and military
morale and had outlived its day.*®

De Gaulle’s public remarks again proved to Eisenhower that the tripartite issue had to be
addressed in order to preserve French cooperation in NATO. During the summit meeting of
Western leaders at Chateau Rambouillet on December 20, 1959, he tried to break the impasse for
a second time. In his conversations with de Gaulle and Macmillan, Eisenhower put forward the

idea of a machinery in one of the three capitals — preferably London — provided that this

177 France, Ambassade de France, Major Addresses 1958-1964, 61.

178 L etter, Eisenhower to de Gaulle, 17 November 1959, France — vol. 1, International Series, WHOSS, box 5,
DDEL; letter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 24 November 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 313-314.

179 etter, Eisenhower to de Gaulle, 21 September 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 283-285.

180 In his reply to Eisenhower, de Gaulle played down the community-mindedness of the American troops in Europe
by pointing out that they were under the command of an American general. Letter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 6
October 1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 287-288.

181 Kohl, French Nuclear Diplomacy, 93-95; De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 203-204. Oddly, de Gaulle misdated the speech
on September 16, when he delivered his address holding out self-determination to the Algerian people. The text of
the speech appears in: De Gaulle, Discours et messages, vol. 3, Avec le renouveau, 126-127.
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happened on a “clandestine basis” and that there was “no connection to NATO.” Each country,
Eisenhower suggested, should contribute one or two “competent” men of “good judgment” and
“reasonably high rank.” In addition, there would be some personnel to handle political, military
and economic matters. Both de Gaulle and Macmillan expressed their satisfaction with this
suggestion.’®2 However, like Eisenhower’s suggestions in September, the implementation of his
offer to institutionalize tripartite talks at a higher level stranded on the different conceptions
entertained in Paris and Washington about the scope and the form of a tripartite coordinating
mechanism.*® “I am quite astonished at the atmosphere of formality with which the French seem
to view the matter and the difficulties they see of putting the simple plan into action,”
Eisenhower wrote Macmillan on February 18, 1960. “Just where it jumped the track | do not
know.”8¢

France’s first explosion of an atomic device in the Saharan Desert one week earlier — and
a second a month and a half later — also failed to bring the hoped-for change in the official
American attitude toward the French nuclear deterrent. On the eve of the first explosion,
Eisenhower actually heightened French expectations of a policy change by publicly airing his
frustration with the restrictions imposed by Congress. The JCAE, however, quickly responded
that the Atomic Energy Act would be upheld in spite of the evident progress the French were
making. When Foreign Minister Couve de Murville and Ambassador Alphand asked Herter on
April 15 “whether France with its two atomic explosions and industrial capabilities could not be
considered to be qualified within the terms of the [American] law,” the latter thus replied that
Congress would not consider France qualified in spite of Eisenhower’s displeasure with the

situation.'®

182 Macmillan’s main concern, however, was clearly with the relations between the Common Market and the Outer
Seven, and in the course of the conversations he even threatened a British withdrawal from NATO if an economic
war developed between the two organizations. Record of meeting, Eisenhower, de Gaulle, Macmillan, 20 December
1959, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 319. See also: Schoenbrun, The Three Lives of Charles de Gaulle, 339.

183 Between January and March 1960, the foreign ministers corresponded about the establishment of tripartite talks.
For a summary of the correspondence, which clearly evidenced the divergent outlooks, see: FRUS 1958-1960,
vol.VII, part 2, 326-327, editorial note.

184 | etter, Macmillan to Eisenhower, 17 February 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 328, n.l; letter,
Eisenhower to Macmillan, 18 February 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.V1I, part 2, 328.

185 Ejsenhower’s press conference of 3 Februari 1960, in: Kohl, French Nuclear Diplomacy, 107; memorandum of
conversation, Herter, Couve de Murville, Alphand, 15 April 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 336-339.
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Unexpected Impulse and Sudden Death (The Summit of May 1960 and After)

Ironically, it was not de Gaulle’s extensive visit to the United States, from April 22 to 29, 1960,
but the failure of the summit with Khrushchev one month later that brought France and the
United States somewhat closer on the tripartite issue. Immediately after Khrushchev’s intransi-
gent stance on the U2 spy-plane affair (he demanded a public apology from the American
president), de Gaulle greatly impressed Eisenhower by assuring him that “no matter what hap-
pens, France as your ally will stand with you all the way.”*®" Eisenhower also greatly appreciated
the Frenchman’s skillful handling of an extremely awkward situation.'®® Was it this sentiment of
union in the hour of confrontation that prompted Eisenhower to say that he favored closer
cooperation between the three Western powers at the “top governmental level”? At any rate,
Eisenhower’s desire to have more frequent tripartite meetings seemed genuine enough for de
Gaulle to finally seize on the moment. He recalled his memorandum of September 1958 and
reviewed the unsatisfactory tripartite arrangements established to date; he forcefully argued that
two years ago crises had occurred in the Middle East, before that at Suez, and today in Berlin,
that tomorrow another crisis could erupt, and that all the while there was no organizational
machinery in the Western alliance to respond effectively. Soon, therefore, he would submit
“specific proposals” to Eisenhower and Macmillan, in the “spirit” of his 1958 memorandum but
developed with “greater precision.”**

It was, interestingly, Macmillan who first followed up on the seeming revival of interest in
tripartitism with specific proposals. During the meeting in Paris, the prime minister had been
notably more responsive than Eisenhower to de Gaulle’s exhortations. ' Macmillan’s

responsiveness was inspired at least in part by his growing conviction that Britain’s sliding

18 The main subject of the Eisenhower-de Gaulle conversations was the upcoming Summit with Khrushchev.
Memorandum of conference w/ president, Herter, Dillon, Houghton, 22 April 1960 (dated 27 April 1960);
memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower and de Gaulle, 22 April 1960; memorandum of conversation,
Eisenhower and de Gaulle, 24 April 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 347-352; memorandum of conversation,
Eisenhower and de Gaulle, 25 April 1960, frame 568-574, reel 8, 1S, DEOF, RSC. Also: De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope,
242-247.

187 Memorandum of conference w/ president, Herter, Bohlen, Houghton, 16 May 1960, frame 670-671, reel 25,
DEOF, IS, RSC.

188 On leaving Paris, Eisenhower sent a note of admiration for de Gaulle: “You and I have shared great experiences
in war and in peace, and from those experiences has come, for my part at least, a respect and admiration for you that
I have for few men.” Letter, Eisenhower to de Gaulle, 18 May 1960, frame 470, reel 8, DEOF, IS, RSC.

189 Memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower, Macmillan, de Gaulle, 18 May 1960, FRUS, 1958-1960, vol.IX: Berlin
Crisis, etc., 494-497; memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower and de Gaulle, 18 May 1960, frame 637-638, reel 25,
DEOF, IS, RSC.

190 Memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower, Macmillan, de Gaulle, 18 May 1960, FRUS, 1958-1960, vol.IX: Berlin
Crisis, etc., 494-497; memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower and de Gaulle, 18 May 1960, frame 637-638, reel 25,
DEOF, IS, RSC. Also: Macmillan, Pointing the Way (London: Macmillan, 1980), 178-216, 236-284.
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position in the world made a rapprochement with Paris — and, in particular, the European
Economic Community — unavoidable. On May 25, he preempted anything de Gaulle might have
had in mind by proposing a system of tripartite consultations that was in essence an elaboration
of Eisenhower’s earlier suggestions. Macmillan suggested that the foreign ministers of the three
countries should meet regularly — “about every two or three months” — and that each would
designate a trusted official to prepare the agenda “with the approval of the Heads of
Governments.” Eisenhower’s response was supportive and he immediately assigned
Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs Livingston Merchant to the task of preparing triparti-
te consultations between the foreign ministers.”* In de Gaulle’s view, however, Macmillan’s
proposals fell short of his aims. Although he expressed satisfaction at the procedures for political
consultation, he emphasized that basic French demands regarding joint strategic decisions and
military planning were still not incorporated and, as usual, suggested that the members of the
Standing Group lay the groundwork for arrangements in this field.*** Macmillan’s proposal
moreover breathed the same informality — and hence noncommittal nature — of Eisenhower’s
earlier proposals. The British prime minister had made clear he did not want to establish a
“formal Secretariat” and emphasized that tripartite meetings should not “upset the susceptibilities
of other Governments,”**

De Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy had now arrived at an important crossroads. He
had been offered all that could be offered without provoking a reaction from the other allies that
would undermine NATO in a different way."* The question was now whether de Gaulle could
be given meaningful satisfaction in the strategic field without a major dislocation of NATO, too.
De Gaulle’s reply to Macmillan’s bid made clear that his demands had not changed since his
original memorandum proposal, causing a high State Department official to admit that “...frankly
we were puzzled as to how to proceed on our French problem.”** Eisenhower, however, was
not yet ready to abandon his efforts to accommodate de Gaulle. His determination to give the
French requests in the strategic field careful scrutiny opened up the last cycle of his effort to
come to terms with de Gaulle’s tripartite proposal. He had not shed his reservations on

191 | etter, Eisenhower to Macmillan, 4 June 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.V1I, part 2, 382-384.

192 | etter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 10 June 1960, France, vol. 3, International Series, WHOSS, box 5, DDEL. This
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3, International Series, WHOSS, box 5, DDEL.

193 | etter, Macmillan to Eisenhower, 25 May 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 370-371.
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Telegram, Dept of State (Dillon) to Embassy in France, 17 June 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 386-388.

195 Memorandum of conversation, Kohler, Hood (Br. Embassy), 20 June 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2,
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implicating NATO institutions, such as the Standing Group, in tripartite strategic consultations,
out of fear of seeming to endorse an “inner directorate.”** Eisenhower was nonetheless ponde-
ring hard if he could find “some way [by which] we could really get outside of this standing group
into a real tripartite discussion of strategic and military questions in return for which de Gaulle
would get on with NATO.”*" On June 30, Eisenhower inquired with Macmillan whether military
talks could not be staged in Washington to which the French could assign their representative to
the Standing Group while they would delegate another high military official. “This may not be
the organized strategic planning on a global scale, including the question of the use of nuclear
weapons anywhere, which he [de Gaulle] appears to want,” wrote Eisenhower. “It is, however, a
definite move forward in the field of military consultation which may in the end strengthen our
alliance.”*®

On August 2, 1960, Eisenhower indeed made these concessions in a letter to de Gaulle.
For the first time, he agreed to tripartite discussions on military-strategic issues.**® The American
president was as close as he ever came to accepting de Gaulle’s tripartite design. De Gaulle,
meanwhile, believed the time was ripe for a passionate reiteration of his original tripartite propo-
sal. Was he perhaps contemplating the unfavorable implications of a change of rule in
Washington after the presidential elections later that year? At any rate, writing to London and
Washington on August 9, he made an urgent appeal to convene in September in order to agree

on the tripartite plan he had set forth nearly two years ago. To Eisenhower:

My dear Mr. President, my dear friend, | feel that we — you, Mr. Macmillan, and | — hold in our
hands an opportunity, which is at the same time a definite opportunity and a very temporary one,
to organize a true political and strategic cooperation of our West in the face of the numerous and
dangerous threats that confront us. We can do this all the better because, with respect to the basis
of the problems, our views and our intentions are still quite close. If we three together were to
confront this problem shoulder to shoulder, it seems to me that we could work out a joint plan

for organizing our united action on world problems and for reorganizing the Alliance.?”

19 This was the thrust of Eisenhower’s reply to de Gaulle’s of June 10, 1960. Letter, Eisenhower to de Gaulle, 18
June 1960, France, vol. 3, International Series, WHOSS, box 5, DDEL.

197 Telephone conversation, Eisenhower and Herter, 1 July 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 395-396.

198 | etter, Eisenhower to Macmillan, 30 June 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 395-396. Macmillan, Pointing the
Way, 245-247.

199 | etter, Eisenhower to de Gaulle, 2 August 1960, France, vol. 3, International Series, WHOSS, box 5, DDEL.
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20 etter, De Gaulle to Eisenhower, 9 August 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 401-402.
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It seems that de Gaulle indeed cherished some hope that this time he could reach an
understanding with the American president. He strongly urged Macmillan to persuade

Eisenhower to agree to a meeting in September.?”

Be that as it may, de Gaulle’s move was not
received well in Washington, for as Secretary of State Herter said in a conversation with
Eisenhower, “it always comes down to de Gaulle never agreeing with anyone else but wanting
everybody to agree with him.”?? Eisenhower’s own reaction was indecisive and he did not
respond until nearly a month later. “In talking to me,” he laid down in a memorandum, “he
[President de Gaulle] had always been so hazy in propounding his theories that apparently | have
never been able to respond adequately.” Eisenhower seemed to realize that he could not
accommodate de Gaulle as long he was not prepared to honor the latter’'s demand for joint
political and military decisions. De Gaulle truly envisaged a tripartite organization — not the
United States or NATO - to act on behalf of the West. Such an organization would not only
undermine the loyalty to NATO of the other allies, most importantly of West Germany, in
Eisenhower’s view a system by which the French and the British would be able to veto American
policies would also amount to “a committee for inaction rather than for action.”?*

In mid-August, Livingston Merchant traveled to London to confer with Macmillan on de
Gaulle’s proposal. He conveyed Eisenhower’s impression that the possibilities for
accommodating de Gaulle were now exhausted. The American president had not yet decided on
how to respond to de Gaulle’s letter, but an impulsively organized summit meeting in September,
as de Gaulle had suggested, would surely upset the other European allies. In addition, it could
unnecessarily provoke the Soviet Union, especially since the meeting would inevitably be
interpreted in connection with the delicate problem of Berlin. Merchant and Macmillan hence
agreed to bargain for time with de Gaulle by playing up the importance of a meeting of the
foreign ministers on September 23 (which had already been planned).”

This was indeed Eisenhower’s position when he finally replied to de Gaulle on August 30:
he agreed in principle to convene with Macmillan and de Gaulle but final decisions were to be

postponed until after the meeting of the foreign ministers, at which occasion de Gaulle would

201 Macmillan recalled in his memoirs that de Gaulle “begged me (in almost passionate terms) to use all my influence
with President Eisenhower to accept” a meeting in Bermuda. Pointing the Way, 247. In a letter to Eisenhower, the
British prime minister expressed himself generally in favor of their tripartite meetings, particularly because “there are
so many things in your affairs and ours on which de Gaulle can be difficult, and these meetings can sometimes bring
him along.” But he was reluctant to meet on such short notice. Letter, Macmillan to Eisenhower, 13 August 1960,
FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 406-407.
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203 Memorandum for the files, by Eisenhower, 10 August 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 405-406.

204 Memorandum of conference, Merchant and Macmillan, 17 August 1960, FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 408-
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also be invited to submit the memorandum he had promised at the Paris Summit. It was,
however, the remainder of his lengthy letter that was most significant, for in it Eisenhower placed
himself irrevocably opposite to de Gaulle. In fact, in a far more outright and candid manner than
in his first reply of October 1958, Eisenhower rejected the thrust of de Gaulle’s views and
forcefully argued the primacy of NATO in American foreign policy.

Eisenhower first of all explained that NATO should be considered as the expression as
well as the precondition of the “historic shift” in the American attitude towards Europe after
World War 1. The United States had not sought to dominate Europe, but had rather responded
to urgent pleas from European countries to commit itself to their security. While NATO had
thus become the cornerstone of American foreign policy, de Gaulle’s public criticism of
America’s domineering ways and his equally public skepticism of its nuclear security guarantee
could ultimately usher in a revival of American isolationism. As in his original reply of October
1958, Eisenhower moreover extolled the virtues of the alliance system in dealing with a global
menace, emphasized the political sensitivity of the other allies, and pointed at American efforts to
expand liaisons between the various defense groupings as a way of improving coordination in the
global contest.

Given the facts of the situation today | must confess that I cannot see how the three of us can so
organize, as you suggest, a “real political and military cooperation” if that cooperation implies
lessening or subordinating of America’s close working relationship with other nations and other
alliances or if it implies a reorganization of NATO whose effect would be to remove American
forces from Europe.

Eisenhower then proceeded to rebuff de Gaulle’s thesis on the obsolescence of military
integration and the inherent national nature of defense.

| frankly must confess that | cannot understand completely your reasoning. It seems to me that to
return to a prewar system of alliances, that is to say, a coalition of powers whose military efforts
are not closely joined together, would diminish greatly the effectiveness of a Western alliance. The
revolution in military strategy and military technology makes it more, not less, essential that
nations integrate their military efforts. National forces fulfilling national missions each on its own
soil could well result in a completely ineffective defense force. [...] any such policy would compel
the return of American troops to this hemisphere.

412. Macmillan described his meeting with Livingston Merchant in Pointing the Way, 248.
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In the same vein, the American president revealed his private distress over the withdrawal
of the French Mediterranean Fleet in the spring of 1959, since it caused “a major breach in the
NATO wall of solidarity” — and he noted that in many other areas France had also withheld its
cooperation. He felt strongly that the French government — since it had publicly as well as
privately stressed the need for reforms — bore a responsibility towards the members of NATO to
come up with concrete proposals: “Otherwise, does not the continual stress on the supposed
inadequacies of NATO merely weaken it further?” Eisenhower also refuted the alleged lack of
‘unison’ in Western policies on the Congo to which de Gaulle had referred in his letter of August
9. Arguing that intensive consultation had indeed taken place, he wrote: “If despite this process
our positions remained somewhat apart, | doubt that any more formal or elaborate tripartite
arrangements at whatever level could have altered this.” Then, in closing, the American president
adroitly pointed at a basic contradiction in de Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy and posed

searching questions:

I must confess, dear General, that | cannot quite understand the basic philosophy of France
today. On one hand, France rejects the concept of close union needed to make effective the
alliance’s defensive forces, stating that such action takes from France the essential attribute of
national identity. At the same time France proposes a close union of itself, the U.K. and the U.S.
to work out common plans and policies with all the implications of the veto and of imposition of
decisions on others which this suggestion holds. These two proposals appear to me incompatible.
Additionally, I am sure our NATO partners would find them unacceptable.

The role which France would want to play in a special tripartite relationship is also
unclear to me. Do you envisage France speaking in this forum for the other continental members
of the Alliance? Do you believe that it would be wise to diminish the close relationship of my
government with that of Chancellor Adenauer, a relationship which has since the war served to

draw the Federal Republic firmly to the West? These questions puzzle me.”®

Eisenhower’s letter of August 30, 1960, marked the true end of his efforts to
accommodate de Gaulle’s demand for tripartite management of the Western alliance. A summit
meeting of the three leaders, as had been proposed by de Gaulle, never occurred. De Gaulle did
not respond in writing to Eisenhower’s rebuttal of his arguments but chose to underline his
differences with the United States in public. In a press conference on September 5, 1960, he
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spoke again of the need for reforming an alliance in which the United States was the dominator
and, as in his original memorandum proposal of September 1958, referred explicitly to Article 12
of the North Atlantic Treaty. Stressing the inherent national nature of defense, he defended his
decisions — taken over a year ago — on the French Mediterranean fleet and NATQO’s atomic
stockpile on French soil. He even partially unveiled his tripartite proposal as he urged the three
Western powers to cooperate on a political and strategic level in the world.?® The Franco-Ameri-
can stalemate on the organization of the West was complete.?’

On September 27, Eisenhower indicated to the British prime minister, who had come to
New York to address the United Nations and found the president “rather ill and tired,” that his
ideas on improving relations with Paris were exhausted; on every approach from his side, “de
Gaulle simply clams up.”?® The sole area where Eisenhower still cherished hopes of finding
common ground with de Gaulle lay in the development of a multilateral nuclear scheme in which
France could benefit from American advanced nuclear technology and know-how. Eisenhower
was still resentful of the congressional restrictions imposed on his authority. The last stretch of
his public career was therefore in considerable part devoted to making a “friendly gesture” to de
Gaulle in this area and leaving a well-defined policy behind for the next administration to
pursue.” Yet there is little doubt that Eisenhower had reached the end of the road in his efforts

to come to terms with de Gaulle shortly before his departure from power. If his personal rapport
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of conversation, President, Merchant, Kohler, Gates, et.al., 3 October 1960, NATO (6), International Trips and
Meetings, WHOSS, DDEL; memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower and Spaak, 4 October 1960, NATO (6),
International Trips and Meetings, WHOSS, DDEL; FRUS 1958-1960, vol.VII, part 2, 412, editorial note. In a
conversation with SACEUR General Norstad and Secretary General Spaak, Chancellor Adenauer’s reaction to the
idea was favorable: he very seriously declared that “Europe must have something” in the atomic field. Telegram,
Houghton to SecState, 10 September 1960, NATO (3), International Trips and Meetings, WHOSS, DDEL. On
December 6, Eisenhower told President-elect Kennedy that he believed the US should work more closely with the
allies in the nuclear field and that “frankly, | see no need for the continuance of the Joint Committee on Atomic
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with the General — going back to World War Il and, despite their differences, enhanced during
the two and a half years of their presidential overlap — had served to attenuate fundamental
differences, John F. Kennedy's election to presidency would soon only widen the gap. But even

Kennedy’s arrival did not denote the definitive end of de Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy.

Memorandum Diplomacy under Kennedy (January 1961 to December 1962)

Even in the Cold War era of bipartisan foreign policy, many policies were substantially modified
when one administration made way for another. These modifications were bound to be more
marked if the change-over was between a largely conservative administration and a largely liberal
one, when an entire cohort of policymakers at the top- and mid-level was replaced. The new
policy crowd had lingered for years in the margins of power, where it could develop a range of
alternatives to the policies of the administration-in-office. While the new crowd obviously
inherited the policies from the old one, it was usually also driven by a different set of concerns
and predisposed to use dissimilar methods. As new policies were being introduced and
international relationships were being reassessed, established policies inevitably got lost in the
transfer.

De Gaulle undoubtedly realized that the discussions between Washington, London and
Paris on his tripartite proposal could easily fall by the wayside with the advent of the Kennedy
administration in January 1961. This fate was only made more likely by their informal and
guarded nature, which made it easy to overlook their significance for the future of French
participation in NATO. The prospect of a transition of power in Washington may indeed have
motivated de Gaulle to press Eisenhower and Macmillan for a hastily convened summit
conference in September. An agreement between the three heads of state about some kind of
tripartite arrangement would have established a clear marker, which the next administration
would not be able to ignore.

Given Eisenhower’s refutation in his letter of August 30, it is noteworthy that de Gaulle
did not abandon his diplomacy for acceptance of his tripartite design when Kennedy came to
office. In February, Prime Minister Debré invited an American embassy official over for dinner
“to impress on us his strong feeling of [the] need for [a] coordinated US-UK-French position on
international problems” and that such an arrangement would “tend to mitigate strains within

NATO.” Debré showed himself flexible on how tripartitism was to be achieved: “the important

Energy.” Robert H. Ferrell, ed., The Eisenhower Diaries (New York: W.W. Norton, 1981), 381-382.
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factor was that we had consultation and agreed positions.”?° Likewise, Ambassador Alphand was
instructed to impress the importance of tripartite policy coordination upon the new
administration.?

Most importantly, in March 1961, de Gaulle sent his confidant Jacques Chaban-Delmas,
then president of the French National Assembly, as his emissary to Washington to press the
tripartite issue. Chaban-Delmas, who had seen de Gaulle shortly before he left and had been fully
expected by the American side to carry a message from the Elysée, put the idea before Kennedy
in forceful terms. Since de Gaulle had “put the French political house in order” and “a vigorous
administration” had taken office in Washington, he argued, the circumstances were now
favorable for agreeing on an effective policy coordination mechanism between the Big Three of
the Western alliance. Apart from parts of Africa and Asia, Chaban-Delmas implied that in any
tripartite arrangement France would expect to bear particular responsibility for Western Europe,
since it actively supported the goal of a united Europe and thus could serve as “a natural channel
for the coordination of policies on the continent in the same way in which the United States and
the United Kingdom are the natural channels for the coordination of policies in other
geographical areas.” Chaban-Delmas underscored that a failure to come to an agreement along
these lines would, in the French view, set the West irreparably on the road to losing the Cold War.
“Four or eight years from now it may be too late to proceed with such changes in methods, and
thus to reverse the flow of events which, according to General de Gaulle, has been consistently
favoring the Communists during the last eight or ten years,” said Chaban-Delmas. What was
required of the new administration was a genuine commitment to grant influence to its most
important European allies, and thus to resist the “temptation” instilled by the predominant
position of the United States within the Western alliance that “major decisions belong to the
United States alone.”

Chaban-Delmas even twice impressed on Kennedy the importance of his personal
commitment to consultation and that the choice was his — as if determined to leave an indelible
impression on the new incumbent. Interestingly, however, like Debré and Alphand before him,
he played down the institutional formality that had been characteristic of de Gaulle’s original

proposal. He did not talk of a new security organization. Nor did he spell out de Gaulle’s

210 Embtel 3323 (Paris), Lyon to Rusk, 17 February 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL.

211 Memorandum of conversation between Rusk and Alphand, 28 February 1961, FRUS 1961-1963, , vol. X111, 645-
648. In addition, Alphand discussed tripartite cooperation in his first meeting with Kennedy after the presidential
elections, clearly hoping to arouse an interest on the part of the new administration. See Oral history interview with
Hervé Alphand, JFKL, 3.
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disapproval of NATO or issue warnings about reducing France’s contribution to the alliance.
“President de Gaulle,” assured Chaban-Delmas, “is not against any channel of policy or any
organization, and the President will find him a partner very easy to get along with, once a policy of
consultations is inaugurated.” (emphasis added) In the same vein, he underlined that “consultations
should be carried out without irritating the sensitivities of the other Western nations and
therefore on an informal basis.” Nor did he restate de Gaulle’s demand for a veto over the
American nuclear arsenal or ask for American assistance to the French nuclear force. What
mattered, Chaban-Delmas emphasized, was the coordination of policies when they are being
conceived — and “not belatedly at the level of their implementation.” Hence what de Gaulle
seemed to be asking for through his emissary was what Eisenhower had already seemed prepared
to offer: an extension of the informal strategic partnership between the United States and Great
Britain. Did de Gaulle lower his demands to make them more palatable to the incoming
administration???

One month later, in April 1961, de Gaulle again called attention to his tripartite proposal
when Dean Acheson stopped by in Paris. Upon Kennedy's request, the elder American
statesman had undertaken a tour of European capitals in order to explain the policies of the new
administration. De Gaulle’s discussion with Acheson, however, must have confirmed to the
Frenchman that Chaban-Delmas’ mission to revive the tripartite proposal under the new
administration had been in vain. Acheson stressed that the Kennedy administration strongly
believed the political consultation process within NATO should be intensified and extended to
geographical areas beyond the treaty’s territory; multilateral approaches, he added later in the
conversation, were more efficient in harmonizing policies than bilateral ones. To this, de Gaulle
responded that he did not think NATO — being a military alliance — was the appropriate forum
and that it would be more important for the three major western powers to intensify their

consultation. Revealing the chasm that separated him from his American interlocutor, de Gaulle

212 Memorandum of conversation, Kennedy, Chaban-Delmas, etal., 10 March 1961, FRUS 1961-1963, vol. XIII,
648-653. To illustrate his point that the West was bound to lose the Cold War without more effective policy
coordination, Chaban-Delmas recalled that Khrushchev had once told him “in cold anger” that the Soviet Union
“could always win against the West because there was no coordination between the policies of the Western nations
and he could play them one against the other.” After Chaban-Delmas had reported to de Gaulle on his conversation
with Kennedy, he repeated the gist of his message in Washington to the American embassy in Paris. De Gaulle
would prove a “most cooperative and easy ally” if Kennedy worked towards closer working arrangements, he said.
If, however, de Gaulle felt that there continued to be an “informing” rather than a “consulting” relationship, “the
situation of West vis-a-vis East will continue to deteriorate.” Telegram, Lyon to Rusk, 22 March 1961, France-
General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL. Lacouture gives the erroneous impression that de Gaulle had used Chaban-Delmas
as a go-between primarily to warn Kennedy not to get deeply involved in Vietnam. Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler,
371
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went on to observe that the United States had “the curious tendency to wish always to act as a
member of some sort of group, whereas a state must have its own policy and [...] the purpose of
diplomacy was to bring divergent views of states into accord.”?"

The truth was that the Kennedy administration was even less inclined than its
predecessor to accommodate de Gaulle’s tripartite demands. Merely days after Kennedy's
inauguration ceremony in January, Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs Foy Kohler
informed Dean Rusk of the Eisenhower administration’s handling of de Gaulle’s tripartite
proposal and suggested that, since the regular tripartite discussions held at the ambassadorial level
had obviously not satisfied de Gaulle’s demands, “perhaps these discussions might be
terminated.” Kohler expressed many of the same concerns that had helped to determine
Eisenhower’s response to the tripartite idea: the potentially fierce reaction among the other
NATO allies to what would seem a tripartite ‘directorate’ governing their affairs; the
incompatibility of any formal tripartite mechanism with the network of multilateral alliances that
the United States had woven around the world; and the adverse implications for America’s
standing in Africa and Asia of what could easily be construed as some revamped colonialism.**
Because French Ambassador Alphand emphasized to Rusk the importance de Gaulle attached to
enhancing the tripartite discussions on the basis of his September 1958 memorandum, Rusk
reluctantly declared himself willing to continue with the tripartite talks in Washington. But his
response to Alphand’s insistence also made clear that the Kennedy administration would not
accord these discussions the priority considered necessary in Paris.*®

It was above all the overall gist of the Kennedy administration’s foreign and security
policies that made it even less prepared than its precursor to accommodate de Gaulle. The
Kennedy administration, as we will see more clearly in later chapters, was uncommonly
apprehensive about a resurgence of German nationalism, which encouraged it to reinforce the
formal egalitarianism of the alliance, to downgrade the special relationship with Great Britain and
to disclaim French aspirations to speak for Europe. The State Department moreover became
peopled with influential adherents to Jean Monnet’s idea of European federal unity. These
‘Europeanists’ regarded de Gaulle as their principal adversary. They fervently believed that the

United States should prod the European allies along the way towards political integration. In yet

213 Embtel 4522 (Paris), Acheson to President Kennedy and Secretary Rusk, 22 April 1961, France-General, CS,
NSF, box 70, JFKL.

214 Memorandum from the assistant secretary of state for European affairs (Kohler) to Secretary of State Rusk, 24
January 1961, FRUS 1961-1963, , vol. X111, 641-644.

215 Memorandum of conversation between Rusk and Alphand, 28 February 1961, FRUS 1961-1963, , vol. X111, 645-
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another way, the Kennedy administration developed policies that were sharply at odds with de
Gaulle’s tripartite proposal. Fearing the loss of strategic control in the event of a war with the
Soviet Union (or the threat thereof), it introduced a strategy of managed escalation and centra-
lized control. There was virtually no sympathy within the Kennedy administration for the French
nuclear effort and, in April 1962, Kennedy reaffirmed the American policy not to provide nuclear
assistance to France.”®

The Kennedy administration’s initial approach to the tripartite issue was based on the
assumption that de Gaulle “sees grandeur in very personal terms” and that his diplomacy was
chiefly designed to achieve equality with Great Britain. In preparation of Kennedy's visit to Paris
in late May and early June 1961, the State Department thus counseled that the new president
extend “the same intimate relation [..] in formulating world-wide policy” to France and
“convince the General that he was getting the same opportunity to influence U.S. world-wide use
of nuclear weapons as he believes the British have.” (emphasis added) It was understood that de
Gaulle would not give up his independent nuclear policy, yet the State Department hoped that
“...the more of the special British status we can chop away, the less power the General may be
disposed to invest in his own program.”’

While the newly arrived Kennedy administration was assuming a notably reluctant stance
towards de Gaulle’s tripartite demands and the French nuclear program, Macmillan was moving
in the exact opposite direction. He had been mulling over strategies to counter the seemingly
deteriorating position on all fronts of the West vis-a-vis Soviet-led Communism and, in particular,
to re-position Great Britain — and the European Free Trade Area of which it was the principal
member — in relation to the thriving Common Market. In the summer of 1960, after much
agonizing, his cabinet had already decided to apply for British membership of the Common
Market, but the road was still littered with snags. During the Christmas holidays, he arrived at
conclusions which would guide him throughout 1961 and which, taken together, he would half-
jokingly call his ‘grand design.’*® In order to advance the British bid, Macmillan believed that the
only way to assuage French opposition was by giving France great power status, which meant

648.

216 See chapter four.

217 Memorandum, “A New Approach to France,” 3 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL. Likewise,
McGeorge Bundy advised Kennedy on the eve of the visit: “you can and should repeat to de Gaulle the basic
assurance of nuclear weapons which Eisenhower gave to the British and which you have confirmed to them. The
understanding is ‘that the United States would, of course, in the event of increased tension or the threat of war take
every possible step to consult with Britain and our other allies.” This is understood to mean consultation in advance
to the use of nuclear weapons.” Memorandum, Bundy to the President, 29 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box
70, JFKL.
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“putting real life into Tripartitism” and persuading the United States “to give the French some
help in their nuclear plans.”*° In December 1960, Macmillan pondered in a memorandum for his

ministers:

Can what we want and what de Gaulle wants be brought into harmony? Is there a basis for a
deal? Britain wants to join the European concern. France wants to join the Anglo-American

concern. Can terms be arranged? [...]Are there offers which we could afford to make? And could

we persuade the Americans to agree? [underlining in the original]?®

Realizing that Great Britain had little to offer on its own account and was therefore highly
dependent on the Kennedy administration, Macmillan tried to draw in Kennedy and act as an
intermediary between Paris and Washington to bring about the deal he had in mind. In January
1961, the British prime minister first paid a visit to de Gaulle at Rambouillet. In his diary,
Macmillan recorded that de Gaulle, whom he had found “relaxed” and “friendly” during their six
hours of private conversations, had seemed “genuinely attracted by my themes — Europe to be
united, politically and economically; but France and Great Britain to be something more than
European Powers, and to be so recognised by the United States... .”??* Back in London,
Macmillan proceeded to update Kennedy in rather optimistic terms, noting that the Frenchman
ultimately had agreed on “exploratory Anglo-French discussions [...] to see if a plan could be
agreed.”?

The next building block in achieving Macmillan’s ‘grand design’ was his visit in early April
to Key West and Washington to meet with Kennedy, his first encounter with the new president.
Macmillan informed Kennedy of his government’s decision to apply for British membership of
the Common Market, which Kennedy did not hesitate to support. But he also impressed on the
Americans that “a partnership in the nuclear field” would be necessary to maintain the unity of
the Atlantic alliance — and he did not fail to report to de Gaulle that Kennedy had shown some

interest.?® Macmillan followed up his visit to the United States with a detailed exposition of his

28 Alistair Horne, Harold Macmillan, volume 11: 1957-1986 (New York: Viking Penguin, 1989), 282-7.

219 Macmillan, Pointing the Way, 325.

20 Pyblic Record Office, Prime Minister's Private Office (henceforth abbreviated as PRO/PREM) 11/3325,
Memorandum by the Prime Minister, December 1960. The Macmillan Cabinet Papers, 1957-1963, can be consulted
online through the website of the British National Archives (http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/).

221 Note from Macmillan’s unpublished diaries, dated 29 January 1961, as quoted in: Horne, Harold Macmillan, vol. 11,
286.

22 As quoted in: Simona Toschi, “Washington - London - Paris: An Untenable Triangle (1960-1963),” Journal of
European Integration History, no 2, 1995, 88-89.

223 Toschi, “Untenable Triangle,” 89-90.
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‘grand design’ in a letter to Kennedy at the end of April. He reasoned that British admission to
the Common Market was important to the Western alliance as a whole since “further political
and economic division in Europe [between the EFTA and the EEC] will weaken the cohesion of
the Atlantic Community, which must be the core of Western unity.” Macmillan argued strongly
that influencing de Gaulle was the key to British membership and that he and Kennedy “should
be ready to go a long way to meet de Gaulle in certain fields of interest to him.” This, Macmillan
wrote, would entail a reform of NATO and a readiness to engage more seriously in tripartite
consultations. In addition, he daringly proposed that Great Britain provide assistance to the
French nuclear program, “whether by provision of technical information and ‘know how’ or by
provision of war-heads,” provided that the French nuclear force would not be independent but a
“contribution to a joint Western deterrent.”?

Whether tripartitism indeed had a future now depended above all on Kennedy’s visit to Paris
from May 31 to June 2 (prior to his encounter with Khrushchev in Vienna). By that time,
Washington had already made clear to London that it would remain opposed to providing
assistance to the French nuclear program.?”® Meanwhile, de Gaulle had remained sceptical both of
the American willingness to share power within the Western alliance and of the profundity of
Great Britain’s desire to become part of the European project. Despite the new administration’s
lip-service to intensifying consultation with its allies, Kennedy’s first months in office did not
bode well. The first serious exchange of letters between Kennedy and de Gaulle had above all
revealed their different perceptions on the situation in Congo.?® In April, Kennedy — “still
somewhat fumbling and over-eager,” as de Gaulle wryly commented in his memoirs — had
endorsed an ill-advised invasion of Fidel Castro’s Cuba by Cuban exiles supported by the Central
Intelligence Agency. Even in the opinion of Kennedy's favorite wise man Robert Lovett, the ‘Bay
of Pigs’ invasion was a “shocking example of what not to do as well as how not to do it” and

“one of the worst disasters — not necessarily in scale but in the completeness of its failure.”?’

224 Macmillan’s letter to Kennedy of 28 April 1961. In possession of the author.

225 On May 4, McGeorge Bundy had informed Sir Harold Caccia that Kennedy would not permit assistance to the
French nuclear program. In the correspondence that followed, Macmillan tried to change Kennedy’s mind, but to no
avail. See Toschi, “Untenable Triangle,” 90-91.

226 On February 2, 1961, Kennedy wrote de Gaulle about his views on the Congo, to which de Gaulle responded on
February 6. Kennedy’s brief response on February 10 makes clear that their views on how to resolve the crisis were
widely different. Both letters can be found in France-Subjects, De Gaulle Correspondence, CS, NSF, NSF, box 73,
JFKL. De Gaulle’s letter is also published in: Lettres, notes et carnets, Janvier 1961- Décembre 1963 (Paris: Librairie Plon,
1986), 36-39.

227 Oral history interview with Robert Lovett, JFKL, 38.
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What is more, Kennedy had not bothered to inform either Macmillan or de Gaulle of his
intentions.?®

Kennedy's visit to Paris and his discussions with de Gaulle will be further examined in the
next chapter. What is important here is that, beyond the pressing problem of Berlin, they differed
on a range of issues. De Gaulle bore out his fundamental misgivings about NATO. “France will
not tear down or demolish NATO now in an international crisis,” he said. “But NATO cannot
go on as it is indefinitely and France wants to reaffirm this.”?° He strongly cautioned Kennedy
about the dangers of intervening — albeit with “military advisors” — in Laos or Vietnam.*® De
Gaulle said that no French soldier would ever again set foot in Southeast Asia; it is “a bad terrain
militarily, politically and psychologically to fight a war.” And to Kennedy: “I predict that you will
sink step by step into a bottomless military and political quagmire, however much you spend in
men and money. [...] | tell you this in the name of the West.” And on Congo, too, their views
continued to differ (in particular on the question whether the United Nations could play an
effective role in resolving the crisis, as Kennedy believed). The Americans, de Gaulle concluded
in his memoirs, “could not conceive of their policy ceasing to be predominant or of ours
diverging from it. Basically, what Kennedy offered me in every case was a share in his projects.”
De Gaulle realized that “having taken stock of one another, we continued on our road, each
carrying his burden and marching towards his own destiny.”?*

The two presidents also discussed the tripartite issue at some length. Although neither
Chaban-Delmas nor Debré or Alphand had emphasized the nuclear aspect of the French
memorandum proposal in their contacts with the Kennedy administration, de Gaulle began by
highlighting the need for coordinating the use of nuclear weapons “by the three countries in the

West who would have them.” De Gaulle:

These weapons are of a world-wide scope and might be used in the off-shore islands, in the Far
East or even Cuba. It was not the affair of NATO to decide the use of nuclear weapons but a

228 For Macmillan’s intense displeasure, see Horne, Macmillan, vol. 11, 296, 300.

229 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 2 June 1961, in: FRUS, vol. XIII,
#3230, 665.

230 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, FRUS, vol. XXIV, 214-220. See also
de Gaulle’s own recollection in Memoirs of Hope, 255-6.

231 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 2 June 1961, in: FRUS, vol. XIlII,
#230; De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 255, 259. De Gaulle’s warning on military involvement in South East Asia did
leave an impression on Kennedy, for in a discussion nearly two months later with his principal advisers he explained
his own qualms by referring to their discussion. Memorandum of discussion on South East Asia, 28 July 1961,
Meetings w/ the President, General, Meetings and Memoranda, NSF, box 317, JFKL.
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tripartite affair [...]. One day there should be a tripartite plan in this sense. %

Kennedy proved himself to be as forthcoming on tripartite consultations as Eisenhower
had been when he had offered an extension of the special relationship.”® French Ambassador
Alphand had made clear during discussions in Washington in preparation of the meeting that de
Gaulle hoped his American counterpart would prove to be susceptible to his ideas.”* Kennedy
also had been given word on the eve of the visit that de Gaulle was primarily interested in the
“problem of consultation and joint decision” and that the Frenchman expected Kennedy to
come forward with proposals.”® Kennedy indeed extended to France the guarantees Eisenhower
had given the British on consultations regarding “the use anywhere in the world of nuclear
weapons, unless an attack were so imminent that our survival was at stake.”*® He also proposed
that Secretary of State Dean Rusk work out a mechanism for tripartite consultations and a
“common mil[iJt[ary] grou]p to study such quest[io]ns as Blerli]n, Laos, Cuba.”*" De Gaulle
responded favorably to Kennedy’s willingness to enhance tripartite consultations and Alphand
has recalled that “great hopes were raised at the time that this problem of tripartite cooperation

could be solved.”?® But Kennedy had stopped short of going along with tripartite nuclear

232 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 2 June 1961, in: FRUS, vol. XIII,
#230, 666. In addition, de Gaulle proposed that a “small standing group” should be established to develop the
tripartite nuclear plan.

2383 Kennedy's talking points for his meetings with de Gaulle stressed the United States’ willingness to engage in
tripartite discussions in the political as well as the military realm: “we certainly are willing and intend to consult with
France bilaterally on problems on [the] same basis as with [the] British.” Paper, “President’s Visit to De Gaulle:
Talking Points,” 27 May 1961, frame 321-3, reel 8, PKOF, part 5: CSF, RSC.

234 Memorandum of conversation, McGeorge Bundy, Ambassador Alphand, Paul Nitze, et al, 8 May 1961, France-
General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL. In this meeting, Alphand laid out the case for tripartite coordination in
considerable detail. His exposition, however, caused Bundy to observe in an accompanying note that “it was not at
all easy to tell where Alphand was presenting his own views, and where he was accurately describing de Gaulle’s.”

235 Memorandum, McGeorge Bundy to President Kennedy, 30 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL.
236 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 2 June 1961, in: FRUS, vol. XIII,
#230, 666. Before the Paris meetings, McGeorge Bundy had made it clear to Kennedy that he could extend these
assurances “in the event of increased tension or the threat of war” and “in advance to the use of nuclear weapons.”
Memorandum, McGeorge Bundy to the President, 29 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL. After the
visit to Paris, Kennedy confirmed these guarantees in a letter to de Gaulle. Letter, Kennedy to de Gaulle, 30 June
1961, France-Subjects, De Gaulle Correspondence, CS, NSF, box 73, JFKL (parts sanitized).

237 The quote is from notes by Arthur Schlesinger Jr. of the meeting. Berlin notes by A.M.S., Papers of Arthur M.
Schlesinger jr., box W-3, JFKL. In preparation of the visit, Walt Rostow in particular had been advocating an
accommodating stance toward de Gaulle, pressing for “high level tripartite discussions of a Western strategy in
Africa and Asia” and the establishment of a “tripartite group of the highest quality and authority.” Memorandum,
Walt W. Rostow to McGeorge Bundy, “De Gaulle, Africa, and Southeast Asia,” 13 May 1961, France-General, CS,
NSF, box 70, JFKL.

238 Oral history interview with Hervé Alphand, JFKL, 4.
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planning. His accommodating pose proved to be too non-committal to give de Gaulle much to
hope for in the follow-up.”

The discussions between Kennedy and de Gaulle in Paris thus did not bring Macmillan’s
‘grand design’ closer to reality. De Gaulle had explained to Kennedy that he refrained from
asking the United States for assistance to the French nuclear effort, since “no one believes that
any country will place its atomic weapons in the hands of others.”?* In addition, de Gaulle
underscored to Kennedy his abiding reservations regarding British membership of the Common
Market. While London strove for membership of the Common Market, the Frenchman argued, it
had not at heart chosen to be “part of the European reality.” De Gaulle made it clear that he
considered this ambivalent attitude insufficient for accession; for Great Britain, de Gaulle
stipulated, it was “either/or, either full, or none.” Adding insult to injury, de Gaulle further
chipped away at Macmillan’s efforts to strike a comprehensive deal with his observation that the
British “always try to play the part of a broker within any group within which they participate —
even at times between the U.S. and the French.”?*

Despite Kennedy's concurrence with enhanced tripartite consultations, very little came of
it.2*? General James Gavin, the American ambassador in Paris who frequently found himself at
odds with the State Department, deplored the corrosion of the tripartite relationship. “To use a
simile,” he cabled to Kennedy, “what was at first in the form of an equilateral triangle has now
distorted its shape to an isosceles triangle with de Gaulle away out at the apex with indications
that he will continue to go further out unless drawn back in by the initiative of the US.”** Gavin

urged Kennedy to restore the balance lest de Gaulle decided to break free. His urging, however,

239 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 2 June 1961, in: FRUS, vol. X111, #11
and #230, 23, 666-7. Bundy summarized the agreement somewhat later as follows in a memorandum to Kennedy:
“The Paris agreement was that [a] machinery of consultation was needed and that ways and means would be worked
out by the three foreign ministers. The military aspect was also agreed to be important (though we avoided any
commitment to discuss strategic planning in any detail — as de Gaulle well knows) but the ways and means of military
consultation were also left to the foreign ministers.” Memorandum, McGeorge Bundy to President Kennedy, 28 July
1961, frame 475, reel 23, PKOF, part 3: DAF, RSC.

240 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 1 June 1961, in: FRUS, vol. XIII,
#107, 314.

241 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 2 June 1961, in: FRUS, vol. X111, #11,
24-5.

242 In fact, even Kennedy expressed his personal disappointment at the lack of progress in a letter to de Gaulle.
Letter, Kennedy to de Gaulle, 30 June 1961, France-Subjects, De Gaulle Correspondence, CS, NSF, box 73, JFKL
(parts sanitized). On July 28, he made clear to Dean Rusk in an official note that he wanted “real improvements in
our communications with the French on both political and military questions.” National Security Action
Memorandum 64, 28 July 1961, Meetings and Memoranda, NSF, box 330, JFKL.

243 Embtel 1811 (Paris), Gavin to president and Secretary of State, 4 October 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box
70, JFKL.
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was not heeded in Washington. De Gaulle’s last correspondence to recall his tripartite proposals
occurred in January 1962.2* To this, Kennedy did not respond.

Yet it was Kennedy’'s handling of the Cuban missile crisis in October 1962 and his summit
meeting two months later with Harold Macmillan on the Bahamas that probably put a definitive
end to de Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy. Kennedy's deft handling of the missile crisis has
won him praise from most quarters and is still seen as his crowning foreign policy achievement.
The president had risen to the occasion and had proven that, in spite of his young age, “at the
moment of supreme danger [...] a man of superior character and intelligence was at the helm.”2*
It had redeemed Kennedy after the utter failure of the Bay of Pigs invasion and his first meeting
with Khrushchev in Vienna in 1961. But Kennedy's handling of the crisis also showed the
hollowness of assurances that the United States would consult the European allies during an
international crisis. The need to consult the allies on a matter that could deeply affect their
security was little more than an afterthought in the frantic deliberations in the White House.
Roger Hilsman, the State Department’s director of the Bureau of Research and Intelligence, put
it this way:

We were able to bring it off in Washington which was a near miracle, if we had tried to introduce
several other capitals with all the punishing and pulling hostilities in those capitals, it's hard
enough to get an effective coherent policy between our hawks and doves and everything else in
the American government; if you had the French government and the British government with all

their hang ups and de Gaulle’s hang ups we would never have done it, it’s as simple as that.*®

It was Dean Acheson who pointed out to Kennedy that, since the allies had not been
consulted on the course of action, they should at least be informed “in an impressive way.” The
colorful story of Acheson’s subsequent visit to Europe and, in particular, of his furtive meeting
with de Gaulle is well-known. “Have you come from the President to inform me of some
decision taken by your President — or have you come to consult me about a decision which he
should take,” de Gaulle asked the veteran diplomat upon his arrival. Acheson admitted that he
had come to inform de Gaulle of a decision which Kennedy had already taken. After a brief
discussion of the situation and having poured over the aerial photographs of the missile sites

244 | etter, De Gaulle to Kennedy, 11 January 1962, frame 13-15, reel 8, PKOF, part 5, CsF, RSC. Kennedy was very
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Times, 18 January 1962.
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Acheson had brought along with the eye of a soldier, de Gaulle then said: “You may tell your
President that France will support him in every way in this crisis.”?* Following Acheson’s furtive
visit to the Elysée, Ambassador Bohlen therefore had reason to report that “there is nothing [...]
that we could complain about in regard to the attitude of the French government.”2*

De Gaulle’s loyal stance during the Cuban missile crisis appears to have been premeditated.
It had been foreshadowed, for instance, in a conversation he had had with Bohlen’s predecessor
James Gavin during the Berlin crisis in September 1961. “If the state of affairs turns from bad to
worse we will enter a catastrophe,” de Gaulle had then said. “If such a catastrophe occurs, France
will enter it together with the United States [...]. | say this on behalf of France, and | can vouch
for France.”*® Kennedy’s handling of the Cuban missile crisis, however, above all underscored to
him that the United States were inclined to act unilaterally when the chips were down. Most
Europeans, in fact, felt uncomfortable with the idea that their security was at stake over the
presence of Soviet missiles on an island in the Caribbean, while this presence acknowledgedly did
not alter the strategic balance. They also sensed that the Cuban missile crisis was moreover in
part caused by Kennedy's obsession with Fidel Castro’s regime.?® Robert Kennedy's secretly
negotiated deal with Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin to remove American Jupiter missiles from
Turkey and Italy furthermore caused concern that European security was being traded off for
American security.”" The lack of any serious consultation with the European allies on all of these
aspects seemed to support the appropriateness of de Gaulle’s insistence on a formal mechanism.
On November 15, the embassy in Paris reported that de Gaulle had imparted to Prime Minister
Macmillan that the Cuban crisis “had made him even more convinced of the correctness of the

proposal he made in September 1958 to establish a directorate in NATO.”?? But the crisis must
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also have convinced de Gaulle once again of the futility of trying to persuade the Americans to
accept his proposal, as he did not return to the issue again.

In addition, Kennedy’s summit meeting with Macmillan in Nassau, on the Bahamas, from
December 18 to 21 — which we will examine in further detail in chapter six — underlined to de
Gaulle that he had not been able to break into the ‘special relationship’ with his tripartite
proposal. During this meeting, Macmillan accepted Kennedy's offer to provide Polaris missiles
for a future British nuclear force which, together with equivalent American units, would be
merged into a multilateral NATO nuclear force. This outcome was the result of a rare act of
improvisation in international diplomacy, prompted by McNamara’'s abrupt decision to
discontinue the Skybolt air-to-ground missile program on which the future British nuclear force
depended. Intent on bailing Macmillan out of a politically dire situation at home, Kennedy
offered to jointly build submarines armed with Polaris missiles. He also granted the British prime
minister that — in a time of “supreme peril” — Great Britain would still be able to use its nuclear
weapons unilaterally, thus leaving intact the notion of an independent British nuclear deterrent.
While Macmillan left the Bahamas much relieved, the deal took de Gaulle, as well as other
European leaders (such as Adenauer), by surprise.

Kennedy’s subsequent offer to assist the French nuclear force in the same way — a makeshift
attempt to mollify de Gaulle after the Anglo-American showing of unison — is well-known. Less
well known is that, in the aftermath of the Nassau meeting, the Kennedy administration also
considered the establishment of a ‘NATO Executive Committee,’ consisting of the United States,
Great Britain, France, Germany and one smaller country on a rotational basis. The idea, which
was drawn up by Walt Rostow, was that this committee would be charged with “political crisis
management before hostilities.” Rostow surmised that de Gaulle would be interested in such a
mechanism, since the Frenchman had often expressed his concern with finding better ways to
coordinate the policies of the Western alliance. He also thought that, in the wake of the Cuban
missile crisis, such a proposal would be generally welcomed by the European allies and that an
executive committee would be a necessary addendum to the projected NATO multilateral
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nuclear force (MLF).”* Kennedy indeed included the proposal in a letter to Konrad Adenauer on

January 12, 1963. The establishment of “some executive mechanism,” he argued to the German
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chancellor, would facilitate “swift consultation in times of crisis” and “make it possible to concert
our views in regions beyond the NATO area.”**

In some respects, the idea of a NATO Executive Committee came close to de Gaulle’s
original tripartite proposal, but there were important differences which made an agreement along
these lines with Paris highly unlikely. First of all, of course, membership of the executive
committee would not be restricted to the United States, Great Britain and France, the only
countries that in de Gaulle’s view could claim to have — as Kennedy’s letter to Adenauer put it —
“major world-wide interests and capabilities” as well as the only states within the Western alliance
with a nuclear capability. Secondly, the arrangement would not involve the coordination of the
use of American nuclear weapons. And thirdly, decisionmaking would clearly remain the privilege
of the North Atlantic Council in the American proposal.

The Kennedy administration never seriously put the idea forward in its communications
with Paris and there is no record of it being proposed in NATO. The record thus suggests that
Washington considered it at best a ploy to mitigate the negative reactions to the Nassau
Agreement and to establish a dialogue with France. In this latter regard, despite the allied
solidarity manifested by de Gaulle in the Cuban missile crisis, the breach between Washington
and Paris had already become too deep to bridge. A few days after the Nassau meeting, French
Foreign Minister Couve de Murville had told the American embassy that it was “now too late for
de Gaulle’s idea [of] tripartitism.”?®

The end of de Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy came, then, in 1962. The end of the
Algerian war with the signing of the Evian Accords (in April); Kennedy’s unilateral
decisionmaking in the Cuban missile crisis in October; the Anglo-American meeting at Nassau in
December; all these developments ushered in a more assertive phase in Gaullist foreign policy.
De Gaulle shifted away from the triumvirate proposal toward a bilateral defense relationship with
West Germany, leading to the signing of the Treaty of Reconciliation in January 1963. He
shipwrecked Macmillan’s grand design by vetoing British membership. When asked in 1963 whe-
ther he was interested in reviving his memorandum proposal, de Gaulle therefore replied that
since the United States had preserved its “freedom of action,” France had chosen to do the

same.?®
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Conclusion

In some respects, Franco-American relations during the early years of the Fifth Republic rested in
an état de grace. The new stability of French politics, de Gaulle’s personal stature, the fact that
French policy towards Algeria was in flux, and the robust performance of the French economy
had caused a remarkable improvement in American public opinion of France.®” De Gaulle’s
jubilant tour of American cities in April 1960 was the most agreeable journey of his life, he
volunteered to the mayor of San Francisco.?®

Yet de Gaulle’s popularity in the United States was at an artificial zenith, since his dissent
was still largely hidden from the public eye. De Gaulle’s tripartite memorandum of September
1958 confronted the Eisenhower administration with a formidable dilemma: both outright
rejection and unqualified acceptance would have endangered NATO. On the one hand, de
Gaulle made it clear that rejection would compel him to ultimately withdraw France from the
military organization of the alliance. On the other hand, if Eisenhower had accepted de Gaulle’s
memorandum proposal, he would have concurred with a complete overhaul of the Western
alliance — and this would have implied dismantling NATO as well. As the memorandum’s
reference to Article XII suggests, the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 would probably have to be
revised in order to extend its geographic scope to much of the non-communist world. In order to

%9 guch a revision would

establish a “triple rather than a dual direction” of the Western alliance,
also be needed to establish the tripartite organization.” This organization would by implication
supersede or perhaps even replace the North Atlantic Council. In addition, at the military-
strategic level, the Standing Group rather than the American-dominated SHAPE would be the
nucleus of the system. This group — composed of American, British and French officers — would
draw up joint plans for the employment of nuclear weapons, thus substantially firming up the
American nuclear security guarantee to Europe and the more flexible mutual defense
arrangement in Article V of the Treaty as well as reducing the potential for unilateral American

action elsewhere in the world which could adversely affect European security. In de Gaulle’s view,
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in this alliance organized on a tripartite rather than a multilateral — if American-dominated —
alignment, France would obviously represent the interests of continental Western Europe. As the
main military and political power in Western Europe, it would virtually be on a par with the
superpowers; its nuclear weapons would give it a guaranteed edge over Western Germany. While
Great Britain could presumably assume responsibility for the security of Northern Europe, the
United States would be re-positioned in a more distant role as an ally of ultimate recourse.?®

The idea of full American acceptance seems so fictitious that the case is often overlooked.
When Secretary of State Dean Rusk explained to Chancellor Adenauer in June 1962 that he saw
the Atlantic community as “a nexus of interlocking special relationships reaching around the
globe, including the Inter-American system, the Commonwealth, French associations in Africa
and the welcome development of German interests outside Europe,” this conception did not
seem on the face of it all that different from de Gaulle’s proposal to coordinate Western policies
based on traditional spheres of influence, except that it involved no tripartite directorate and
allowed a German role in it.?* Acceptance of the tripartite design would have offered the United
States at least one important benefit: the costs and responsibilities of the global containment of
communism might have been shared more evenly. As France and Great Britain would have
assumed principal responsibilities in designated parts of the world, it would presumably have
allowed a reduction in expenditures for the United States. Eisenhower’s overriding concern with
balancing costs and commitments would thus have been addressed. America’s overextended
political commitments, too, could perhaps have been prevented or its implications have been
attenuated. What, for instance, would have happened in South Vietnam if the problem had been
dealt with on a trilateral basis and if de Gaulle’s ideas for a neutralization of the area were
incorporated?

The sheer audacity of de Gaulle’s proposal for reorganizing the Western alliance and his
unwillingness to compromise his vision nonetheless made it exceedingly difficult for Washington
to come to terms with the demands contained in it. Compelled to preserve French cooperation in
NATO, Eisenhower tried to find a middle ground where France, like Great Britain, could find
some pride in being regarded as a major power in the West without uprooting the multilateral

alliance system. “I really did try to meet his desire and need for some kind of world position and

1 For similar assessments of the implications of de Gaulle’s proposal for the Western alliance, see Harrison, The
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prestige,” he reminisced in 1964. “I was offering him everything it was possible to offer [...].”*®

Eisenhower’s search for a middle ground continued up to the end of his tenure and preoccupied
him more than is commonly understood. Kennedy, too, gave ample attention to the tripartite
issue during his first year in office, even as the gist of his policies ran counter to de Gaulle’s
vision. But a middle ground did not exist.

Although the United States thus never came close to agreement with de Gaulle on his
proposal, it would be wrong to conclude that it was wholly unresponsive. In particular,
Eisenhower took the threat to NATO seriously enough to struggle to come to terms with his
wartime comrade. Both Eisenhower and Kennedy ended up extending the ‘special relationship’
with Great Britain to France. Macmillan also encouraged Washington to be responsive to de
Gaulle’s proposal, hoping that this would mollify the latter’s opposition to British membership of
the European Economic Community. The United States was not prepared to engage in any
substantive tripartite coordination of global security and strategic issues, least of all with regard to
the employment of nuclear weapons. A French veto over the use of American nuclear weapons
was out of the question. Both Eisenhower and Kennedy were, however, prepared to extend to
France assurances that had been given to Great Britain: that Washington would consult Paris
prior to the use of nuclear weapons anywhere in the world “unless an attack were so imminent
that our survival was at stake.”

With regard to coordinating policies vis-a-vis areas beyond the NATO treaty area,
Washington was prepared to engage in a series of informal discussions at the ambassadorial level,
although their inconclusiveness understandably did not satisfy de Gaulle. More importantly,
Eisenhower and Kennedy were prepared to extend the attributes of the ‘special relationship’ to
France on an informal basis. Their offers in this area were not without substance and they would
have required some organizational arrangements. To be sure, Washington was not prepared to
accord joint decisionmaking authority to any tripartite formula, nor was it prepared to lend
unqualified support to French policies in Algeria as part of a tripartite deal as was suggested by
some French spokesmen (in particular Debré). It should also be noted that the American
overtures to de Gaulle fell short of the ‘special relationship’ with Great Britain in at least one
important respect: the United States was not prepared to provide the nuclear assistance to France
that it provided to Great Britain. Eisenhower would have had no qualms about providing nuclear
assistance to an independent French nuclear force but much to his chagrin found Congress in his

way; Kennedy, as we will see, was firmly opposed to any such assistance. Moreover, since French
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views were bound to be less in accord with the United States as those of Great Britain, the
benefits of informal consultation were of less value to de Gaulle. If anything, the unilateral
behavior of the United States in a range of crises — from Lebanon and Quemoy and Matsu in the
spring of 1958 to Cuba in the fall 1962 — undoubtedly confirmed to de Gaulle the inadequateness
of informal arrangements in order to influence American policies. Only with regard to Berlin,
where formal treaties guaranteeing the position of France existed, was there a working tripartite
relationship. One of the ironies of this history is that the management of the Berlin stand-off
persuaded Eisenhower to become more accommodating toward de Gaulle while it caused de
Gaulle to lay his tripartite demands to rest. Another is that while de Gaulle tried to break into the
Anglo-American combine, Washington was increasingly given to downgrading its special
relationship with Great Britain and to urging it to join the continental European movement. Yet
another is that when de Gaulle seemed to be lowering his demands to make them more
acceptable to the incoming Kennedy administration, this administration was even less inclined
than its predecessors to go along with any tripartite designs. The unanswered question, of course,
is whether Paris and Washington would have been able to come to agreement if Richard Nixon
had won the election of 1960.

Apart from extending the ‘special relationship’ to France, the United States put much
stock in enhancing the process of consultation within NATO in order to accommodate the
growing restiveness of European allies. The problem with this approach in responding to de
Gaulle’s tripartite memorandum was that enhancing consultation was never a credible alternative
to power-sharing. In particular the Kennedy years showed that power-sharing could not be
achieved through an agreed set of arrangements. These years provided plenty of evidence that
Washington, particularly in times of crisis, viewed consultation as too cumbersome or at best as
an instrument to mobilize allied support for American positions. The obvious lesson was that
power-sharing could only occur in the context of a diffusion of power away from the United
States. This diffusion would not be the result of American policies, but of the relative decline of
the United States and the growing assertiveness of its allies. This diffusion of power is what de
Gaulle, who obviously did not care to participate in the fiction of consultation within NATO,
tried to achieve with his unilateral policy of independence. If anything, the United States’
unilateral conduct during the Cuban missile crisis as well as the permanence of the Anglo-
American special relationship evidenced by the Nassau meeting shortly thereafter, probably

finally persuaded de Gaulle that his tripartite proposal was leading nowhere.
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What principal reasons caused Eisenhower not to accept de Gaulle’s memorandum proposal?
The so-called “Algerian interpretation” of the tripartite memorandum — namely that it was mostly
intended to garner American support for France’s Algerian policies — should be discounted as
having influenced the American response in any important way. ®** Even though the
memorandum proposal was considered among French elites as an instrument to compel Anglo-
American support for French policies in North Africa, an interpretation that was instilled in
particular by Prime Minister Debré and General Ely, there is no evidence that such an interpreta-
tion was prevalent in Washington. It certainly had little impact on Eisenhower’s — or Dulles’ —
assessment of de Gaulle’s proposal. It is true, as we have seen, that in August 1959 Eisenhower
rejected the recommendation from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to support France in Algeria in order
to gain French cooperation in NATO. This decision, however, was not connected to
Eisenhower’s rejection of the memorandum proposal. On the contrary, Paris was generally insis-
tent that Algeria was an internal affair and would not tolerate any foreign interference. The
Eisenhower administration had moreover understood that the proposal was linked to much
broader issues than the Algerian conflict.

The principal reason for rejecting de Gaulle’s tripartite proposal was that it threatened to
disrupt an alliance system to which the United States had devoted considerable resources and
political prestige. This system had served American interests well, since it allowed for American
predomination while spreading the defense burden over more shoulders and upholding the
egalitarian veil of a coalition. De Gaulle’s tripartite conception of the Western alliance did not
correspond with American notions about the Atlantic community as a scaled-down world
community. The reactions from other European capitals — in particular Bonn and Rome — made
clear that the Atlantic alliance would have faced serious internal unrest if the United States would
have gone along with de Gaulle’s tripartitism. Would Konrad Adenauer’s policy to integrate
Germany into the Western alliance remain the guideline for German foreign policy? NATO
Secretary General Spaak’s warnings that West Germany and Italy would never agree to de
Gaulle’s tripartite proposal were daunting enough. “Rather than submit to a global directorate
from which they would be excluded, they would reclaim their total political independence,” he
noted.” In the predominant American view, too, the political unity of the Western bloc might

well have been dissolved rather than achieved through de Gaulle’s tripartite proposal. Moreover,
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at a time when the East-West standoff in Berlin already strained allied unity, could one expect the
United States to add further to uncertainty? Stability and unity of purpose in the Western camp
were a natural concern for the hegemon. Furthermore, the drawing up of strategic plans,
determining when and where and by whom nuclear weapons would be fired, would have
hampered the strategic flexibility that is necessary in preserving an essential range of choices for
national decisionmakers.

In explaining the American response one also does well to consider Eisenhower’s and
Dulles’ personal commitment to NATO. Eisenhower, it is true, felt that the European
dependency on the United States should come to an end sooner rather than later. He insisted in
December 1958 that,

we will not always be the permanent foundation stone of the whole NATO alliance. Our original
contribution of divisions and other forces to NATO was supposed to be temporary in character.
Now we seem stuck with it permanently. We should ask when the hell these other people are

going to do their duty. We have to get tougher with them [...]. These other NATO powers cannot

go on forever riding our coattails.?®®

But Eisenhower’s adhesion to the principles underlying NATO was unwavering. As the first
SACEUR, he had played a vital role in the establishment of the organization in the early 1950s
and he kept in close contact with his successors and friends Alfred Gruenther and Lauris Norstad.
As a military expert, he was moreover persuaded, in contrast to de Gaulle, that modern tech-
nology had made old forms of military cooperation inadequate. The range of new weapons, the
speed with which they could travel, and their immense destructive power made the integration of
military forces under a central command in wartime necessary.?

Other considerations, to be sure, contributed to Eisenhower’s aversion to the tripartite
idea. Particularly concerning the so-called Third World, where he saw much at stake, he had

developed very little confidence in the sagacity of the European colonial powers. They failed in
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his view to adjust their attitude to the movement toward national independence. “Should we try
to dam it [this movement] up completely,” Eisenhower wrote Winston Churchill in 1954 in a
particularly forceful attempt to persuade the British prime minister, “it would, like a mighty river,
burst through barriers and could create havoc. But again, like a river, if we are intelligent enough
to make constructive use of this force, then the result far from being disastrous, could rebound
greatly to our advantage, particularly in our struggle against the Kremlin's power.”?® Eisenhower
believed strongly that the American tradition was anti-colonialist and that the United States
should sympathize with the drive for independence on the part of “dependent peoples.” At a
time when the United States was attempting to forge alliances of a different kind with the new
states, de Gaulle’s plan was hardly opportune. What, for instance, would be the reaction of the
African and Asian countries to a Franco-British-American organization where Western policies
and strategic plans for the Third World were decided? Would such an organization not be open
to charges of neo-colonialism? As Eisenhower noted in one of many letters on the subject of
Asia:

This administration has been arguing that no Western power can go to Asia militarily, except as
one of a concert of powers, which concert must include local Asiatic peoples. To contemplate
anything else is to lay ourselves open to the charge of imperialism and colonialism or — at the very

least — of objectionable paternalism **°

Evidently, de Gaulle’s global tripartitism was not in keeping with Eisenhower’s circumspect
approach to building relations with the Third World.

The obvious excessiveness of de Gaulle’s demands was a further disincentive for a
positive American reaction; de Gaulle as much as admitted it himself. Despite de Gaulle’s public
assertions that France was reborn, it had mostly the characteristics of a nation in decline rather
than of one experiencing rebirth. In the early 1960s, France was still deeply enmeshed in the
Algerian conflict, prone to civil war and coup d'états. At various times, the General himself
narrowly escaped death. In addition, the force de dissuasion, on the basis of which de Gaulle justified
many of his claims, was still in its infancy; not until March 1960 would France explode the first
atomic device and it would take many years before a substantial strike force was built. Given the
legacy of defeat in World War Il and the weak reputation of the Fourth Republic, how could
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French requests to be treated as a major power truthfully be acknowledged? Eisenhower’s earlier
cited cable to Dulles in December 1958, in which he remarked “that our friend should cease
insisting upon attempting to control the whole world [...] even before he has gotten France itself
in good order,” makes clear that this was inconceivable.”® “I was willing to recognize de Gaulle
as an important world figure,” Eisenhower later explained, “but he didn’t have any means of
exercising real world power.”?"

Finally, of course, the United States was hardly prepared to cede control over the Western
alliance. “The trouble with de Gaulle was that he always returned to his September 1958 letter on
the directoire,” Douglas Dillon once said. “On this, de Gaulle really wanted the form and not the
substance... .”2"> However, American jibes that de Gaulle was most of all interested in the appea-
rance of influence — that he, as Eisenhower put it, solely thought in terms of “Glory, Honor,
France” — were missing the point.?” The reverse is probably closer to the truth: that the United
States was only prepared to give France the appearance of influence while keeping the substance
to itself. In the straightforward wording of one National Security Council document, American
policies with regard to France generally amounted to “seek[ing] maximum French support for
U.S. positions and objectives.”?™ The tripartite meetings of the ambassadorial group in Washing-
ton, too, were mainly viewed as helpful in conditioning the French to American views — not as
venues for tripartite coordination.”® The United States’ prime concern was thus to gain greater
control over French policies rather than to concede any control over American policies.

Could a quid pro quo have produced an understanding between Washington and Paris on
the organization of the West? Certainly Eisenhower had no qualms about aiding the French
nuclear force. He was, however, paralyzed by Congressional opposition to any agreements that
might have ensued in the nuclear field. “I could have reached a satisfactory agreement with de
Gaulle on the atom thing except for the law,” Eisenhower complained in retrospect.?’® It is
moreover doubtful whether de Gaulle, given his determination to preserve the independence of
the French nuclear force, would have attenuated his demands as part of a trade-off involving
American assistance to the French nuclear program. In contrast to his willingness to help out in
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the nuclear realm, Eisenhower was not prepared to give France a blank check on Algeria in
return for French cooperation in NATO. As we have seen, his anti-colonialism and keen
sensitivity to public opinion in the Third World impeded a deal of this kind. The truth of the
matter is that Eisenhower was unable to strike a deal that could have satisfied both leaders to a
sufficient degree. De Gaulle was not interested in anything but the accord he had proposed: a
revamping of the Western alliance along tripartite lines in return for a more cooperative attitude
within a sustained — albeit reformed — NATO. “It was all or nothing with him,” Eisenhower
concluded in 1964; “he wanted it at the top, all the way like Cicero and Pompey and Caesar.”?"”
Yet Eisenhower could only offer informal arrangements in response.

De Gaulle’s rigidity has reinforced an impression that he was never actually interested in
achieving the proposed reforms, and that he staged this coup de théatre to set him free to execute
his first priority — to withdraw France from NATO. John Newhouse, for instance, believed that
de Gaulle purposefully sabotaged any chances of acceptance by showing the memorandum to
Secretary General Spaak and leaking the contents to the other allies.””® Wilfrid Kohl, too, argues
that the proposal was “in essence a tactical ploy.”?® Elizabeth Sherwood draws a similar
conclusion and quotes Couve de Murville who told her that “we never expected the United States

to accept” the proposal.”®

Others have argued that de Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy must be
accorded legitimacy on its own terms. Clear answers will possibly never be furnished, but with
some justification the memorandum can be seen as more than a tactical ploy. Acceptance of
tripartitism would have realized the Gaullist design in important ways: it would have gained
France recognition from its allies as a nuclear power and as the supreme power in Western
Europe, one whose vested global interests had to be taken into account. In spite of his rigidity, by
making his proposal in secrecy, Philip Cerny has noted, de Gaulle indicated that “the negotiated
result and not the memorandum itself, was meant to provide the symbolic reference point.”?** De
Gaulle realized his demands were hard to swallow for Washington, but his memorandum
diplomacy from 1958 to 1962 suggests that he held out some hope that the United States would
eventually come around to his view. De Gaulle’s passionate plea with Eisenhower and Macmillan

in August 1960 and his overtures to the Kennedy administration as it took office suggest that he

276 Schoenbrun, The Three Lives of Charles de Gaulle, 335.

2717 Schoenbrun, The Three Lives of Charles de Gaulle, 339.

278 See e.g.. Kohl, French Nuclear Diplomacy, 74-81; Newhouse, 61, 71-72; J.R. Tournoux, La Tragédie du Général (Paris:
Plon, 1967). Their interpretation was supported by a reading of de Gaulle’s Memoirs of Hope, which appeared shortly
before his death in 1970. De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 202-203.

219 Kohl, French Nuclear Diplomacy, 76-8.

280 Sherwood, Allies in Crisis, 104, 109.



272 ORGANIZING THE WEST

did not preclude the possibility of a positive outcome. All in all, Michael Harrison probably gave
the most accurate description by presenting de Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy as the General’s
search for the “easy route to grandeur.”?®

“Our biggest argument as presidents came out of this idea [...] to have a publicly
proclaimed triumvirate,” Eisenhower said upon retirement about his relationship with de Gaulle.
New York Times journalist Robert Kleiman judged that the United States should have been more
receptive to de Gaulle’s proposal and thus bore at least partial responsibility for de Gaulle’s later
intransigence. However, it is hard to conceive that either Eisenhower or Kennedy could have
gone along with such fundamental changes within the Western alliance. This alliance had been
developed for almost a decade with a great infusion of American resources and political capital
and served American interests in the context of the Cold War rather well; the disadvantages
connected with a sudden change of policy — specifically, the effects on America’s stature with
most of its other allies in the world — would almost certainly have outweighed the potential bene-
fits. Eisenhower could moreover hardly have agreed to a design that would have conditioned
American power to the visions of de Gaulle, the leader of a country that appeared weak and
unstable and commanded relatively few resources of its own. If de Gaulle was indeed “asking for

11283

the moon”** with this tripartite proposal, it was also because he was asking too much for France.
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Chapter Four
Of Arms and Men: Kennedy, De Gaulle, and Military-Strategic
Reform, 1961-1962

Kennedy was, as one observer noted, “the first president who had to design policies for an

America on the decline.”

The United States, many Americans believed, had been forced on the
defensive in the Eisenhower years. In Europe, USIA polls showed, American prestige was also
waning.? In his inaugural address, Kennedy hence did not devote one word to domestic affairs.
Instead, he summoned all Americans to sacrifice for the United States at this, “its hour of
maximum danger,” exhorting them not to ask “what your country can do for you — ask what you
can do for your country.”

Kennedy’s determination to regain the initiative in the Cold War through the reassertion of
American leadership had farreaching implications for the European allies. One of his most
important reforms in this regard occurred in the realm of military strategy. Kennedy sought to
make NATOQO’s strategy more responsive to American security needs. More specifically, he was
determined to escape from the automatic nuclear confrontation that Eisenhower’s massive
retaliation strategy had imposed on the American president. Kennedy's introduction of the
strategy of flexible response was therefore designed to reduce the alliance’s reliance on the
nuclear deterrent by strengthening its conventional capabilities. It furthermore presupposed
central control over the entire nuclear arsenal of the West. In both respects, implementation of
this new strategy relied on the preparedness of the allies to follow suit.

De Gaulle, however, had little reason to support Kennedy’s military reform effort. He
had long been persuaded that France ought to have nuclear weapons of its own. Upon his return
to power, he had accelerated the development of a national nuclear force and in the course of his
tenure reduced spending on conventional forces. In addition, he had charged the French
deterrent with political meaning by making it a symbol of his policy of independence vis-a-vis the
superpowers. The American nuclear guarantee, de Gaulle reasoned, had been credible as long as
Washington could consider a Soviet attack on Western Europe as one on the United States,
warranting the use of nuclear weapons, without risking an attack on the American homeland. The

1 Richard J. Barnet, The Alliance: America, Europe, Japan: Makers of the Postwar World (New York: Simon and Schuster,
1983), 199-200.

2 1n 1960, a large majority of British (81%), French (74%) and Germans (53%) believed that the technological,
scientific and economic supremacy of the United States vis-a-vis the Soviet Union was ending. Pells, Not Like Us, 87.
3 The text of Kennedy’s inaugural address can be found on the website of the John F. Kennedy Presidential Library
(http://www jfklibrary.org).
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changes in the strategic environment, in particular the fact that the Soviet Union by the late 1950s
had acquired the capability to strike at the American homeland with nuclear weapons, implied
that Western Europe’s security could no longer be assumed to be safe in American hands.

Differences over the military strategy required for waging the Cold War were at the heart
of the strained Franco-American relationship during the Kennedy years. This chapter will
examine the development of these differences in the course of 1961 and 1962, which helped to
set the stage for the crisis of 1963 (that will be described later). How could the Europeans be
persuaded of the wisdom of the new strategic mindset in Washington? Could they be swayed
sufficiently to invest in their conventional force posture? Could this be done without
undermining the credibility of the American nuclear guarantee? And would the United States be
able to abort the French nuclear program as well as bring the existing British nuclear force under
its control? Or should the United States be prepared to provide at least some nuclear assistance
to the French in order to tie it more closely to the overall strategic deterrent? France was not the
only ally nor was it arguably the most important one, yet French concurrence would be pivotal to
the attainment of Kennedy's strategic reform. This concurrence was, however, from the outset
unlikely to be forthcoming.

The Sources of Kennedy'’s Strategic Revisionism

“You have been a Captain in this climactic struggle, and 1 am newly arrived upon the field,”
Kennedy wrote in his first letter to de Gaulle. Eisenhower left the White House at the age of
seventy; at that time, Macmillan and Khrushchev were in their late sixties, de Gaulle was in his
early seventies and Adenauer well into his eighties. The dashing senator from Massachusetts,
aged 43, indeed could not boast of much experience. European leaders observed the transition,
on a cold winter day in January 1961, in a mood of ambivalent anticipation, if not of trepidation.
De Gaulle was no exception. “Tell me what that young man is like,” he asked Jacques Chaban-
Delmas as he was about to leave for Washington to revive his tripartite proposal.’ Kennedy, de
Gaulle judged in his memoirs, was “enjoying the advantages of youth, but suffering the
drawbacks of a novice.” He would come to look upon his American counterpart with a measure

of sympathy, but he would continue to regard him as still only an apprentice of power who “had

4 Letter, President Kennedy to President de Gaulle, 2 February 1961, France-Subjects, De Gaulle Correspondence,
CS, NSF, box 73, JFKL.
5 Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 371. See also the previous chapter.
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it not been for the crime which killed him, might have had the time to leave his mark on our age.”®

(Italics added.)

Kennedy was highly conscious of the generation gap which separated him from other world
leaders.” However, the gap also provided him with an opportunity to display a spirited self-
assurance and paint a contrast with the ‘staid’ Eisenhower. Kennedy consciously styled himself as
the torchbearer of a new generation, born in the twentieth century, confident of its abilities and
anxious to prove its mettle. On the campaign trail he had incessantly attacked Eisenhower’s
foreign and defense policies as too “soft” and passive. Courage, which he had extolled in 1956 as
“the most admirable of human virtues,” was indispensable in the face of a relentless adversary.®
The transition from Eisenhower did not herald a fundamental reorientation of American foreign
policy, but it did signal, as Walt W. Rostow observed, “a shift from defensive reaction to initiative
[..].”° Kennedy’s rise to power initialed a new era of liberal internationalism — or interventionism
—in American history, one in which foreign policy tended to be driven by a cult of toughness and
bold activism to ‘get the country moving again.’

This shift in Washington’s political psyche was well-attuned to the prevailing mood among
Americans at the time. There was a restive feeling that the global position of the United States
had declined since the end of World War 11.2° In the military-strategic realm, too, the balance of
power had been shifting in Moscow’s favor. By 1953, Soviet scientists had developed a
thermonuclear bomb and in October 1957 they launched the first earth satellite, the Sputnik. The
Soviet Union was rapidly acquiring the means to wreak destruction on the American homeland,

6 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 254. Prime Minister Harold Macmillan similarly thought of the scion of the Kennedy
clan as inexperienced and feared the influence of his Irish Catholic background and his domineering father, Joseph
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campaign, may well have been the most apprehensive. He feared that Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev would try to
bully the young American leader into putting Germany’s reunification out of sight. Frank A. Mayer, Adenauer and
Kennedy: A Study in German-American Relations, 1961-1963 (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1996).

7 This generation gap was further highlighted by his youthful entourage, the best minds of New England’s academia
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Press, 1982), 200.

10 See for instance: John Morton Blum, Years of Discord: American Politics and Society, 1961-1974 (New York: W.W.
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giving birth to the — erroneous — notion that the United States had fallen behind in space
technology and weaponry. In his campaign speeches, Kennedy had denounced the Eisenhower
administration for having allowed a “missile gap” and giving the Soviet Union the edge in the
balance of terror. Upon his arrival in office, he soon was to find out that the Eisenhower
administration’s denials had been justified, but the notion that the United States was experiencing
a relative decline remained. Americans had begun to believe that the Soviets under the boastful
Khrushchev really were ‘ten feet tall.” In January 1961, Khrushchev delivered a rousing speech
offering support to “wars of national liberation” — a message to the developing world that was
perceived as a serious threat by the incoming administration. A few months later, in April 1961,
the Soviet Union sent Yuri Gagarin as the first human around the earth in a spaceship. The tide
of the Cold War appeared to be running against the United States.

Eisenhower’s New Look strategy, presented in 1954, had relied on the United States’ nuclear
superiority vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and revolved around the threat of an asymmetrical
response: the threat to an aggressor that he will suffer disproportionately from his aggression and
therefore cannot count on retaining the initiative. This strategy thus became known as one of
massive nuclear retaliation. By emphasizing the United States’ readiness to use nuclear weapons,
including in response to what could be considered as a minor aggression, it maximized the
deterrent value of these weapons. In addition, it was motivated by Eisenhower’s strong belief in
economic health as vital for national security. He was genuinely concerned that high levels of
defense spending, giving free rein to what he later labeled the ‘military-industrial complex,” would
transform American society into a ‘garrison state.” The heavy reliance on nuclear weapons
allowed for a decrease in defense spending and a substantial reduction of conventional forces
while maximizing the deterrent posture of the West (“a bigger bang for the buck™).

Eisenhower’s views on nuclear weapons were not immobile. During his first term in
office Eisenhower still thought of nuclear war as militarily feasible and he saw, in particular, a use
for tactical nuclear weapons in peripheral wars. However, with the development of
thermonuclear weapons in the mid-1950s, whose destructive power far surpassed earlier
generations of nuclear weapons, he became increasingly convinced that the superpowers would
avoid taking actions which could escalate into a war. This did not, to his mind, diminish the value
of the nuclear deterrent. On the contrary, Eisenhower equated defense with nuclear deterrence to
a greater extent than before. He rejected the idea, which among political scientists became known
as the ‘stability-instability paradox’, that the Soviet Union would be inclined to engage in small-

scale aggressions under the ‘umbrella’ of strategic mutual deterrence. He argued that particularly
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in areas where the United States and the Soviet Union had vital geopolitical interests, such as in
Europe, the chance of any armed conflict remaining conventional was nil — and that Soviet
leaders were well aware of this. Eisenhower therefore saw no need to strengthen American
conventional forces. Such measures would be senseless given the Soviets' overwhelming
conventional superiority in Europe, or even be harmful since it would undermine the credibility
of the American nuclear security guarantee. Eisenhower was moreover concerned of the effects
of strengthening American conventional forces on the financial health of the United States and
on his balanced budget policy. Hence, Eisenhower never wavered on the predominance to be
assigned to nuclear weapons in the military strategy of the West. In the course of his two
presidential terms the basis for the deterrent value of American nuclear weapons had only shifted
from the premise of United States’ superiority to the horrendous prospect of mutual annihilation.
Toward the end of his presidency, even as he became more oppressed by the specter of a nuclear
apocalypse, Eisenhower still concluded that “all other military matters must remain secondary to
the overriding importance of deterrence.”"*

This was bound to change as Kennedy assumed the presidency. Throughout the 1950s
prominent Democrats had engaged in fierce criticism of Eisenhower’s New Look strategy. Dean
Acheson was the most outspoken and the former secretary of state may well have been the most
influential. Throughout the Eisenhower years, Acheson continued to adhere to the tenets of the
Truman administration’s comprehensive review of national security policy contained in NSC-68,
which had recommended a significant increase in defense spending. He believed Eisenhower’s
“obsessive” and “reckless” reliance on nuclear weapons and preoccupation with national
economic health dangerously undermined the credibility of the American security guarantee to
Europe. “This administration,” he charged in 1956, “has been playing Russian roulette with an
atomic pistol.” Acheson believed the Soviet Union could be brought to its knees by applying
unrelenting pressure through the strengthening of American military capabilities and of NATO.
In contrast to Eisenhower, he believed the United States should not shy from incurring
government deficits for this overriding purpose. Acheson even argued that higher military
spending would benefit the American economy.

The Truman years had left Dean Acheson with an unenviable reputation as “the man

who lost China.” Yet, he was able to gradually overtake the Democrat’s foreign policy platform

11 Gaddis, Strategies of Containment, chapters 5 and 6. For an in-depth analysis of Eisenhower’s attitude toward nuclear
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quote can be found on page 117.
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during the latter half of the Eisenhower years. The lawyer-diplomat, a formidable man by many
accounts, was the driving force behind most foreign policy statements of the Democratic
Advisory Council (DAC), which was established in November 1956 to develop a coordinated
party policy for the 1960 presidential elections. Aided by kindred spirits such as Paul Nitze,
Acheson effectively used the DAC to marginalize Adlai Stevenson’s liberal school of thought
which gave priority to arms control negotiations with the Soviet Union, economic aid to the
underdeveloped world, the expansion of world trade and the development of friendly relations
with the non-aligned countries. The DAC strongly influenced the foreign policy positions of
aspiring Democratic nominees for the presidential elections of 1960. Two of them, Senator Stuart
Symington from Missouri and Senator John Kennedy, joined the DAC in 1959."2

By the late 1950s Acheson cum suis were riding the tide of public opinion. This was in part
the result of the coincidence, in late 1957, of technological developments in the Soviet Union and
a report of a special committee appointed by Eisenhower and chaired by H. Rowan Gaither on
defense against missile attacks. The impact on the American public debate of the surprise Soviet
launch in October 1957 of the first earth satellite Sputnik was arguably rivaled only by Pearl
Harbor (1941) and Korea (1950)."* The Soviet Union appeared to suddenly have leapt into the
missile age years ahead of the United States, an impression which was actively encouraged by
Khrushchev. As a result, the territory of the United States seemed likely to be held at risk within
a matter of years. In the frantic mood caused by Sputnik, the Gaither Report, submitted to
Eisenhower in November 1957, effectively put the Republican administration on the defensive
for the remainder of its tenure. The Gaither Committee called for ambitious measures to offset
America’s supposed vulnerability, including an acceleration of missile programs, the development
of a second-strike capability, the deployment of short-range missiles in Western Europe and, last
but not least, the strengthening of conventional forces to fight limited wars. It acknowledged that
the implementation of its recommendations would require a substantial increase of the defense
budget and would necessitate deficit spending for at least a number of years. Eisenhower’s

reaction to these recommendations was lukewarm. But it was clear from their public reception
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that any successor would feel the imperative to eliminate the “missile gap” and to redesign
defense policies on the assumption of full nuclear parity with the Soviet Union.**

Apart from Sputnik and the Gaither Report, Eisenhower’s handling of Cold War crises,
too, had generated unease with his heavy reliance on nuclear weapons. When Communist China
began an artillery bombardment of Quemoy and Matsu in the late summer of 1958, after Chang
Kai-Shek had provocatively deployed large numbers of troops onto these islands off the coast of
the Chinese mainland, the Eisenhower administration responded by threatening the use of
nuclear weapons in case of a Chinese invasion. Although it is doubtful that Eisenhower would
have authorized their use,” the idea that the United States was prepared to risk a nuclear war for
the defense of two uninhabited islands located within visibility of the Chinese coast seemed
reckless to many. The European allies, in particular, who thought of the crisis as yet another
episode in the Chinese civil war, feared that Washington’s unrelenting stance would drag them
into a war with China which could ultimately escalate into a nuclear exchange with the Soviet
Union.

Eisenhower’s response in the crisis over the apple of discord between East and West —
Berlin — just a few months later, caused similar concerns. Khrushchev ignited the first in a series
of conflicts over the city in November 1958 by declaring his intention to sign a peace treaty with
East Germany, which would remove the basis for the presence of allied troops in Berlin. This
political move was commonly perceived as a clever attempt to test the United States now that the
Soviet Union seemed to be achieving nuclear parity. Throughout the crisis Eisenhower continued
to rely on the nuclear deterrent to defend the status quo. He denied the requests of the Supreme
Allied Commander in Europe, General Lauris Norstad, for troop reinforcements in order to
respond more effectively to any Soviet military move. This denial opened the Eisenhower
administration up to widespread accusations that it was not militarily prepared to meet the
challenge. In a remarkable revelation of his innermost thoughts, Acheson even reasoned that “the
right final choice might be to accept defeat, and the loss of West Berlin, if the only remaining
alternative were to start a nuclear war.”*® He viewed defeat in a conventional war over Berlin as

ultimately acceptable, assuming that such a war would have forced - “in the interests of simple
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survival” - the unification of Western Europe and the strengthening of the Atlantic community."
Army Chief of Staff Maxwell Taylor equally chafed at the absence of conventional military
options in the Berlin crisis, which inspired him to write The Uncertain Trumpet soon after his early
retirement. In this influential book he recommended replacing Eisenhower’s strategy with a
“strategy of flexible response.”*®

Senator John F. Kennedy had been one voice in the Democratic chorus which criticized
Eisenhower’s heavy reliance on nuclear weapons. During the presidential election campaign he
had leaned heavily on the foreign policy positions of the DAC. By the time of his victory, the
combined experiences of Sputnik and the crises over Quemoy and Matsu and Berlin meant that
nuclear war, as Gaddis has noted, “had come to be seen in Washington as a threat in itself,

greater in magnitude than most provocations that could conceivably have justified resort to it.”?

Escaping the Suicide or Surrender Scenario

After eight years of Republican presidential rule, the old hands from the Truman years as well as
young, brilliant academicians from Kennedy's Massachusetts entourage were itching to assume
the reins of American foreign and military policy. Not surprisingly, the president-elect recruited
people who were convinced that the military posture of the United States urgently needed
strengthening as well as diversification. Nearly a third of the DAC’s 275 members found its way
to the new administration. Robert McNamara was brought in as secretary of defense for his
reputation as an effective and analytically gifted corporate manager. Acheson’s friend Paul Nitze
joined as assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs. Maxwell Taylor was
appointed as Kennedy’s military adviser and later became Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
Analysts from the California-based RAND Corporation, which had been of valuable assistance
during Kennedy’s campaign, soon also settled on the banks of the Potomac.

These appointees shared a determination to escape the “suicide or surrender”-scenario
they felt Eisenhower’s strategy of massive retaliation had imposed on them. McGeorge Bundy, in
one of his first acts as national security advisor, pointedly observed to Kennedy that he had
inherited a situation “in which a subordinate commander faced with a substantial Russian military

17 Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 97.
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action could start the thermonuclear holocaust on his own initiative if he could not reach you... .”
“The most urgent need,” the former dean of Harvard University advised, “is for a review of basic

military policy.”?

It was clear from the outset that, in order to put the president in full control of
the levers of atomic power, such a review would necessarily have to eliminate the automaticity of
nuclear retaliation and introduce a wider range of military options. Khrushchev's January 1961
appeal for Soviet support for “wars of national liberation,” a new challenge which the barely
inaugurated administration took very seriously, only served to confirm this basic approach.?

It was Acheson, as the most authoritative voice on foreign policy within the Democratic
Party, who was called upon to forge these general ideas into a policy. Less than a fortnight after
his inauguration, Kennedy asked the former secretary of state to chair a group of officials to
prepare recommendations on political, military and economic issues in the North Atlantic region.
The results of the review, contained in the so-called Acheson Report, were presented only a few
weeks later to the new incumbent and approved by him on April 21, 1961.

Rather than developing new ideas, the report brought them together in a coherent
framework, stating that “the political nexus between North America and Western Europe — i.e.
the Atlantic Community — is and must continue to be the foundation of U.S. foreign policy.” It
predictably called for a “pragmatic doctrine” in which “first priority be given[...] to preparing for
the more likely contingencies, i.e., those short of nuclear or massive non-nuclear attack.”
Strengthening NATO’s conventional capabilities would therefore have to receive the highest
priority. Not only would Eisenhower’s intention to reduce the number of American troops in
Europe have to be reversed, the Acheson Report stated that European allies should be dissuaded
from developing their own nuclear forces so as not to divert much needed resources. Apart from
strongly advising against assisting the French nuclear program, it even reasoned that “over the
long run, it would be desirable if the British decided to phase out of the nuclear deterrent
business” and that instead the prospect of a “multilaterally owned and controlled NATO sea
borne missile force” was to be held out to Europeans. From the report it was also clear that the
new administration would be determined to establish ultimate control over decisions of war and
peace. Whereas the United States should retain control of its own strategic force and only those
American nuclear forces that were stationed on European soil were to be subject to a European

veto on their use, it considered it to be “most important [...] that use of nuclear weapons by the
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forces of other powers in Europe should be subject to U.S. veto and control.” As Kennedy
discussed these recommendations with his most senior advisors, ominous clouds thus gathered
over London’s as well as Paris’ nuclear aspirations.*

Kennedy’'s approval of the Acheson Report bestowed a presidential blessing on the
introduction of the flexible response strategy in NATO and on a gradual rise in American
defense spending. McNamara’s discovery within weeks that Eisenhower had been justified in
denying the existence of a ‘missile gap’ and that, in fact, the United States still enjoyed strategic
superiority over the Soviet Union, did not significantly alter the course. The Kennedy
administration’s military policies would be preoccupied with strengthening this strategic
superiority through the accelerated build-up of nuclear missile programs and of a second-strike
capability; revising doctrines for nuclear warfare and establishing control over the entire nuclear
deterrent of the West; and expanding and diversifying conventional capabilities to allow for a
graduated response to acts of aggression. As such it set out to revamp the military strategy of the

Western alliance.

Explaining the New Policy to Europe

From the vantage point of Europe these shifts in American strategic thinking were rather
unsettling. As Raymond Aron observed in The Great Debate (1965), even the European foreign
and defense ministries had hardly been aware of the “theoretical spadework” done in Washington
and by early 1961 were just beginning to realize their purport.® This did not alter the fact that
Europeans, often perplexed by the mood swings on the other side of the Atlantic, had perceived
a change in American behavior after Sputnik: Uncle Sam had turned from being ‘trigger-happy’ to
being ‘trigger-shy.” The first reactions to the Kennedy administration’s strategic innovations were
therefore shaped by lingering doubts about the American nuclear security guarantee. In the
words of Aron, “Europeans discovered that their security was no longer based on an automatic
American nuclear response to any Soviet violation of the military line of demarcation but rather
on the Russians’ uncertainty about United States reaction to an aggressive move on their part.”%
Was the American nuclear guarantee still ‘credible’ enough to deter Soviet aggression in Europe?

24 “A Review of North Atlantic Problems for the Future,” March 1961, NATO, Acheson Report, 3/61, Regional
Security, National Security Files, box 220, John F. Kennedy Library. See also: FRUS, 1961-1963, Volume X111, West
Europe and Canada, #100. The Acheson group included Ambassador at NATO, Thomas K. Finletter, and
representatives from the State Department, the Pentagon, the Treasury, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the White
House.

25 Raymond Aron, The Great Debate: Theories of Nuclear Strategy (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 1965), 68.
26 Aron, The Great Debate, 75.
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The new gospel announced in Washington primarily confirmed suspicions that it was determined
to reduce the risks for American territory.

In reality, Sputnik had merely magnified the problems caused by Europe’s heavy reliance
on the American nuclear arsenal. What alarmed most Europeans about the new strategic thinking
was that it seriously considered the possibility of a conventional or even a nuclear war on
European soil while allowing the United States to stay out of harm’s way. This went to the heart
of European anxieties about the nuclear security guarantee. NATO Secretary General Paul-Henri
Spaak voiced these anxieties during his first visit to Kennedy in February 1961. Reminding
Kennedy that ever since 1954 the alliance had relied on tactical and strategic nuclear weapons to
balance the conventional superiority of the Soviet Union, the august Belgian politician pointedly
solicited a confirmation of this policy. If the new administration intended to change this policy,
Spaak warned, “the entire problem [of defending Europe] has to be rethought.” He also hinted at
the potential political effects of the changes now contemplated in Washington; they would
“strengthen the case of politicians like de Gaulle who argued that the American nuclear security
guarantee could not be counted upon.”?

Kennedy did not heed Spaak’s warnings, but he understood that it was imperative to
overcome the deeply skeptical attitude of the European allies. Their support was required for the
implementation of the new strategy in at least three ways. Firstly, the European allies would have
to augment their conventional forces in order to achieve a broader range of military options. This
would require an increase of their defense expenditures. In relative terms this increase would
probably have to be more significant than the one Kennedy had decided upon for the United
States itself. Secondly, the European allies would be required to submit to the principle of
centralized — i.e. American — control during crises. Both in the nuclear and the conventional field
this control was indispensable for the Kennedy’s administration’s strategy of carefully calibrated
responses in a scenario of gradual escalation. Thirdly, European allies would have to relinquish
their real or imagined yearnings for a nuclear status since the development of national nuclear
forces would render unachievable both the desired increase of conventional capabilities and
centralized control. How could the Kennedy administration persuade the European governments
that its strategic review would enhance, rather than undermine, their security interests? During
the policy deliberations in Washington, Dean Acheson had frequently pressed the point that the

new administration would have to take political consultations with its allies a lot more seriously.

27 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy, Spaak, et.al., 21 February 1961, in: FRUS, 1961-1963: Volume
X1 - West Europe and Canada, #95.
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By the end of Eisenhower’s presidency the lackluster in this area of the alliance was widely
lamented; the new administration would be looked at to put new life into these consultations. It
was understood that this would be in its own interests as well. The European allies would only go
along with revamping the strategy of the alliance if there was the firm sense that the United States
and Western Europe inherently belonged to one security and political community, in which every
member played its role and any division of labor was merely a technical affair. For this, a
reinvigoration of Atlantic ideals was needed.

In early April Kennedy asked Acheson, as the elderly statesman who commanded respect
in European capitals, to put the administration’s new thinking before the Europeans. During his
month-long trip he held talks with the political leaderships of France, Germany, Italy, the
Netherlands and Belgium. Acheson cabled Washington that he generally received a sympathetic
hearing, in particular with Chancellor Adenauer, who had been particularly concerned about the
direction of the new administration’s policies but volunteered at the end of a long conversation
that Acheson had “lifted a stone from my heart.”? Yet, Acheson’s European trip was not terribly
effective in changing basic European attitudes. He was certainly not able to change the mind of
the most intractable political leader of all: General de Gaulle. Although de Gaulle did not express
any objections to Acheson’s presentation, he could scarcely hide that it failed to persuade him.*

Though de Gaulle was undoubtedly the hardest nut for Acheson to crack, his
reservations were by no means extraordinary. A month later, Thomas K. Finletter, the
ambassador at NATO, informed Kennedy of the widespread resistance in Europe to the ideas
coming from Washington: “Most of the countries are satisfied with the military arrangements as
they are, and are not convinced that changes - especially those which would increase their
national budgets - are necessary.” Since the European allies believed “the most important military
goal is not to have a war,” Finletter wrote, they placed a high premium on deterrence. In
particular allies neighboring the Iron Curtain feared that the new strategy would tempt the
Russians “to walk over them with conventional forces” with impunity. But other countries had
equally strong reservations. Not even America’s trusted ally Great Britain, which had just

28 Embtel 1632 (Bonn), Acheson to President Kennedy and Secretary Rusk, 10 April 1961, in: FRUS, 1961-1963:
Volume X111 - West Europe and Canada, #97. Acheson’s European trip is described in: Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 126-134;
Chace, Acheson, 386-389.

29 Embtel 4522 (Paris), Acheson to President Kennedy and Secretary Rusk, 22 April 1961, France-General, CS, NSF,
box 70, JFKL.
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eliminated military conscription and wanted to avoid new demands on manpower and scarce
financial means, stood sympathetic.*

These European doubts did not alter the perspective in Washington, in spite of the
importance attached to the harmonizing process of political consultation. In fact, these doubts
had been anticipated. They fit the perception American policy makers had of Europe. Even
Acheson returned from his European trip with “a reluctant feeling that we perhaps are the only
nation in the world which is capable of having a broad outlook on the world” and advised that
“we must not be too delicate about being vigorous in our leadership.”*

There was, in particular, a sense that Europeans needed to be educated rather than
consulted about strategy in the nuclear age. It is important to note that the allies in at least one
way fundamentally diverged in their appreciation of conventional and nuclear weaponry, a
divergence which was perhaps best explained by McGeorge Bundy in a letter to Walter
Lippmann at the height of the Cuban missile crisis. Responding to Lippmann’s contention that
Europeans should bear the “burden” of conventional defense, Kennedy’s national security
adviser observed that American policy makers rather thought of nuclear weapons as a burden. He
argued that, instead of a burden, conventional forces “are in the most intimate psychological
terms a means of escape from the nuclear confrontation.” In short, McGeorge Bundy
acknowledged that the United States was determined to strengthen its conventional forces in
order to escape the nuclear predicament. Meanwhile, Europeans, who associated conventional
weapons with two world wars, seemed to “find comfort and escape in tidy little nuclear forces
that will never be used.”*? Although Bundy’s letter was written at a particularly dramatic moment
during the Cold War, it revealed a common attitude among American policymakers. They

discussed their policies as if they were imposed by the “facts” of the nuclear era.*®

Twisting European Arms

As early as the spring of 1961, the Kennedy administration began to prod the European allies

towards acceptance of its views. It urged the expedient and full implementation of the force goals

30 Letter, Finletter to President Kennedy, 29 May 1961, in: FRUS, 1961-1963: Volume X111 - West Europe and Canada,
#106. Finletter reported that only Norway and Denmark had responded favorably to the American ideas.

31 Chace, Acheson, 389.

32 Letter, McGeorge Bundy to Walter Lippmann, 13 November 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box 71a, JFKL.
The letter contains Bundy’s comments on the draft of a speech Lippmann planned to give in Paris.

33 Earlier, for instance, Secretary Rusk had said to de Gaulle that “far from being able to act independently, we find
that with the possession of nuclear weapons we have less freedom of action than ever before.” Telegram, Rusk to
the Department of State, 20 June 1962, in: FRUS, 1961-1963: Volume X111 - West Europe and Canada, #255.
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already approved by NATO in 1958 (in a Military Committee document called MC 70). Both the
United States and the European allies had fallen far short of these force goals. Their
implementation would at least give NATO a standing force of thirty combat-ready divisions,
enough, Acheson had told de Gaulle during his visit in April, “to stop Soviet forces now
stationed in Eastern Germany plus such reserve strength as could be quickly added.” By the end
of 1961, at the urging of the United States, NATO also had begun the revision of its 1956
strategic concept (MC 14/2). This strategic concept had been based on the notion of massive
nuclear retaliation. The new concept, to be enshrined in MC 100/1, would naturally have to
reflect the updated strategic body of thought in Washington and would be mirrored in NATO'’s
force goals for 1970. The early drafts of the new strategic concept included a range of options at
the conventional as well as the tactical and strategic nuclear levels, and spelled a much reduced
reliance on nuclear weapons in cases of limited aggression. They explicitly rejected the trip-wire
strategy and called for a “forward strategy” to quickly identify the nature of an aggression, to
enable an immediate response as near the Iron Curtain as possible and to counter limited
aggression “without escalation to strategic nuclear warfare.” The discussions between the allies
focused on the level of aggression required before the use of nuclear weapons would be
contemplated and on the context of their use (i.e. tactically or strategically). On both accounts the
early drafts put the ball squarely in the European court. The level of aggression which would
justify the use of nuclear weapons would “largely depend on the effectiveness and the size of
conventional forces which NATO nations are prepared to raise and equip.” When in the course
of the battle conventional means would prove insufficient to halt the aggression and the use of
nuclear weapons had become necessary, NATO would have to be prepared to first initiate the
“restrained use” of tactical nuclear weapons.*

The Kennedy administration’s wariness of nuclear proliferation, too, soon made itself felt
with the European allies as its approach represented a clear break with its predecessor. During
most of the 1950s Washington’s stance on nuclear proliferation had been ambiguous, which had
been a reflection of the opposing views of President Eisenhower and the powerful Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE). Whereas the JCAE had jealously guarded strict

observance of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, which prohibited the transfer of any nuclear

34 Background Paper, “Chronology of Actions by Military Committee/Standing Group Concerning NATO Long
Term and Force Planning,” Undated, Volume: NATO Defense Policy Conference, 12/2/1963, International
Meetings and Travel File, NSF, box 33-34, LBJL. A complete analysis of the introduction of the flexible response
strategy is given by Stromseth, The Origins of Flexible Response. Also: Gaddis, Strategies of Containment, chapters 7 and 8;
William Kaufmann, The McNamara Strategy (New York: Harper & Row, 1964).
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information or material to another nation, Eisenhower was quite prepared to furnish nuclear
assistance to European allies. Feeling that they could not be denied weapons which the Soviet
Union already possessed, Eisenhower used the consternation following the launch of Sputnik to
issue a “Declaration of Common Purpose” with Prime Minister Harold Macmillan, in which he
pledged to seek a change of the Atomic Energy Act to enable closer nuclear cooperation with
Great Britain and “other friendly countries.” The amended Atomic Energy Act of July 1958 had
the effect of making an exception only for Great Britain on the grounds that it had achieved
already “substantial progress” in its nuclear program. Eisenhower, however, had been prepared
to assist the French as well.*

There is also evidence that after July 1958 the Eisenhower administration was prepared to
provide any nuclear assistance to France not strictly forbidden by congressional legislation (see
also the previous chapter). A few days after the Atomic Energy Act had been amended, it
proposed to help France build a nuclear submarine — only to see the proposal voted down by the
JCAE.*® Though the issue of aiding the French nuclear program was never off the agenda, the
JCAE effectively blocked the development of a cooperative relationship with France in atomic
affairs.*” At various times Eisenhower expressed his dismay at this state of affairs. “Congress has
reserved for itself, as far back as 1947, certain prerogatives which should belong in the executive
branch,” he told Paul-Henri Spaak in October 1960.%® In December 1960 he told the president-

35 In December 1957 the French government had looked for a similar arrangement to the one offered Great Britain
when it made the stationing of American tactical ballistic missiles on French soil dependent on nuclear aid. Harrison,
The Reluctant Ally, 77. This attempt was far from unrealistic, since at around the same time Dulles had even been
prepared to consider the idea of relinquishing control over American nuclear missiles deployed on European
territory. Philip Nash, The Other Missiles of October: Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the Jupiters, 1957-1963 (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1997), 21.

36 The only assistance offered to France was a supply of 440 kilograms of enriched uranium fuel for a French-built
compact land-based submarine reactor under an agreement of May 1959. When aid under this agreement was
terminated in 1964 as a result of the Test Ban Treaty, only 171 kilograms had been provided. Harrison, The Reluctant
Ally, 78, 80-81.

37 The Joint Chiefs of Staff, in particular, were in favor of giving France nuclear assistance (although they were
against an independent French production capacity), assuming that this would make France more cooperative within
NATO. After the first successful French nuclear tests of the spring of 1960, they argued that France had now made
the “substantial progress” which would allow cooperation under the amended Atomic Energy Act. The State
Department and General Norstad, however, were against such bilateral aid to France. More importantly, the JCAE
was unlikely to go along with this assessment. With regard to the rather vague term of “substantial progress”,
Congress had made clear that its requirements were strict: “it is intended that the cooperating nations must have
achieved considerably more than a mere theoretical knowledge of atomic weapons design, or the testing of a limited
number of weapons. It is intended that the cooperating nation must have achieved a capability on its own of
fabricating a variety of atomic weapons, and constructed and operated the necessary facilities, including weapons
research and development laboratories, weapon manufacturing facilities, a weapon-testing station, and trained
personnel to operate each of these facilities.” (Senate Report no. 1654 of June 5, 1958). Watson, Into the Missile Age,
574-580.

38 Memorandum of conversation, Eisenhower and Spaak, 4 October 1960, NATO (6), International Trips and
Meetings, WHOSS, DDEL.
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elect that he saw “no need for the continuance of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy” and
that the United States should aim to work more closely with its European allies on nuclear
matters.* Eisenhower eventually came to believe that he “could have reached a satisfactory
agreement with de Gaulle on the atom thing” if it had not been for congressional constraint.*
Kennedy, however, rejected the advice of his predecessor whom he found shallow and ill-
prepared during their transition meeting. ** In fact, his administration looked upon the
amendment of the McMahon Act in 1958 and the assistance it allowed to Great Britain as a
mistake. It would certainly not be prepared to circumvent congressional opposition in order to
provide the same type of assistance to France. There would have to be a definite answer to the
question whether the spread of nuclear strike forces is good or bad.

Kennedy’'s campaign against European nuclear forces would be built upon two tenets,
each of which were developed and cultivated at different places in the American bureaucracy. At
the Pentagon the aversion against European nuclear forces was principally fed by a
preoccupation with the new strategy of flexible response and its requirement for centralized
command and control. The clearest public exposition of this attitude appeared in an article by
Albert Wohlstetter in Foreign Affairs (April 1961), which in fact should be read as a rigorous
attempt to dissuade existing or aspiring nuclear powers in the Western alliance. Wohlstetter
contended that national nuclear forces risked weakening the American nuclear security guarantee
“without putting anything of substance in its place.” They promoted strategic instability and
inhibited effective crisis management. Their presence in the absence of centralized control,
Wohlstetter argued, increased the likelihood of a nuclear inferno, whether by purpose or by
accident. From the nature of Wohlstetter’'s comments it was clear that he took particular aim at
the French nuclear program. He rejected the proposition of General Gallois, the foremost
French nuclear strategic thinker, that a relatively small nuclear force would be a sufficient
deterrent for a relatively small country. Making the distinction between first and second strike
capabilities, he argued that a “small strike force [...] could inflict, not proportionally small damage,
but possibly no damage at all.” If anything, a small nuclear force would invite a major nuclear
power to launch a preemptive full-scale attack. Wohlstetter also dwelt on the immense costs

involved in building and keeping up to date even a small nuclear force. In short, Wohlstetter

39 Ferrell, ed., The Eisenhower Diarigs, 381-382.

40 As reported by Schoenbrun in The Three Lives of Charles de Gaulle, 335. Eisenhower had said this in a long
conversation with Schoenbrun about his relationship with de Gaulle in August 1964.

41 Reeves, A Question of Character, 221.
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stated, “it is worth pointing out to the responsible prospective Nth powers in the NATO
community that the undertaking is not merely arduous; it is unlikely to pay off.”*

The State Department argued against the proliferation of national nuclear forces from a
different, more political angle. At Foggy Bottom the prospect of a West German nuclear force
was the overriding concern. West Germany’s possession of nuclear weapons would, of course,
open a gamut of problems. It would gravely threaten NATO'’s political cohesion, have serious
implications for East-West relations, strengthen Eastern European ties to the Soviet Union,
increase the risk that a conventional clash in Central Europe would quickly escalate into nuclear
war, and raise new obstacles for arms control. Even though the German constitution had been
changed in 1955 to ensure that Germany would at least not manufacture nuclear weapons of its
own, there was a persistent awareness that this limitation could be swept aside by the tide of
history. Washington was above all perturbed by the influence of the boisterous German defense
minister from 1956 to 1962, Franz-Josef Strauss, who openly stated that Germany must have a
nuclear weapons capability and who rejected any discrimination of the German military. The first
prerequisite for American policy was therefore that Germany should not be given cause to feel
that it was in the second rank. A sense of discrimination, it was feared, could provide the matrix
for a nationalist revival similar to the one which three decades earlier had sounded the death knell
for the Weimar Republic.

The State Department’s preoccupation with Germany had obvious implications for the
other allies. Above all, a fearful eye was cast upon the nuclear aspirations of France. On March 31,
1958, Strauss had signed an agreement with his French counterpart, Chaban-Delmas, on
cooperation in “basic scientific and technological weapons research”, which was thought to
extend to the nuclear field. Although de Gaulle resolutely put an end to this cooperation when he
came to power, the specter of a German nuclear force built with the help of the French would
remain.” Moreover, Washington assessed that the establishment of a French nuclear force per se
was bound to inspire similar aspirations across the Rhine. In May 1961 Secretary Rusk cabled
Ambassador James Gavin in Paris that the central concern of the United States was the possible

42 Albert Wohlstetter, “Nuclear Sharing: NATO and the N+1 Country,” Foreign Affairs, April 1961, 355-387.
Wohlstetter was a researcher from the RAND Corporation who had contributed to the 1957 Gaither Report. He had
endeared himself to Kennedy with a critical essay on Eisenhower’s “automatic deterrence”-strategy in 1959 (“The
Delicate Balance of Terror,” Foreign Affairs, January 1959, 211-234). Following his recruitment for the Pentagon after
the presidential elections, Wohlstetter became closely associated with the studies conducted for the Acheson Report.
See: Stromseth, Origins of Flexible Response, 30; and Talbott, The Master of the Game, 67.

43 In July 1961 a CIA-report, for instance, reported that there was “some evidence [...] of current participation by
individual German scientists in the French nuclear program.” Current Intelligence Weekly Summary, 6 July 1961,
frame 438-442, reel 9, PKOF, Part 5: CsS, RSC.
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impact of a French nuclear force “on German aspirations.”* This stood in the way of any assis-
tance to France which was remotely related to its nuclear program, as became clear when the
Kennedy administration refused to provide ballistic missile technology because this “might well
trigger greater German interest in matters nuclear.” Apart from discouraging the French to
“pursue the present path in the post de Gaulle period,” the high costs and the delays imposed on
France in the absence of American aid were also thought to discourage the Germans to travel the
same road.”

The French insistence on a national nuclear force was considered to be particularly
dangerous because of its nationalist motivations. In 1960, for instance, Adenauer had warned that
de Gaulle’s rhetoric was resuscitating nationalist sentiments in German politics. The old
chancellor doubted, ominously, that “after his death [there] would be a successor strong enough
to oppose the creation in Germany of a national atomic force. [...] And Germany could do that
better and sooner than France!”* Such warnings convinced American diplomats of the need for
an urgent and effective approach: “We can best settle the German issue in Adenauer’s, not
Strauss’, time.”* In the eyes of American policy makers, de Gaulle’s nationalism also disqualified
France for an agreement which would commit its nuclear capabilities to NATO in exchange for
American aid. “The plain fact is that committing a nationally owned and manned French nuclear
capability to NATO would be largely an act of symbolic significance,” one memorandum stated.
“[de Gaulle’s] behavior in the past suggests that he would not hesitate to use or withhold France’s
NATO-committed nuclear force for national reasons, however great the resulting damage to a
controlled Allied nuclear response.”®
Kennedy accepted both the Pentagon’s preoccupation with centralized control and the

State Department’s preoccupation with Germany’s sense of uncertainty.*® Since there was a

44 Deptel 4770, Rusk to Ambassador Gavin, 5 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL.

45 Background Paper (drafted by Henry S. Rowen), “Giving U.S. Information on Ballistic Missiles to France,” 26
May 1961, frame 376-377, reel 8, PKOF, Part 5: CsF, RSC. Another paper stated that American aid in the field of
ballistic missiles would save France approximately $500 million: Background Paper, “Comments on the Existing
Policy of Withholding Technological Information from the French in Connection with their Development of a
Strategic Nuclear Delivery Capability,” 26 May 1961, frame 373-375, reel 8, PKOF, Part 5: CsF, RSC. The Kennedy
administration expanded the refusal to cooperate with France in the development of a strategic ballistic missile by
denying information on sophisticated inertial guidance, even though this information was given to Great Britain.
Background Paper, “Differences in Release of Information to UK, France and Germany,” 26 May 1961, frame 378,
reel 8, PKOF, Part 5: CsF, RSC.

46 As recalled by Dirk Stikker from a meeting with Adenauer, Acheson, Norstad and Spaak in 1960, in Dirk U.
Stikker, Men of Responsibility: A Memoir (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), 333-334.

47 Memorandum, “A New Approach to France,” 3 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL.

48 Background Paper (drafted by Henry S. Rowen), “Giving U.S. Information on Ballistic Missiles to France,” 26
May 1961, frame 376-377, reel 8, PKOF, Part 5: CsF, RSC.

49 Ambassador Charles Bohlen, for instance, recalled that Kennedy was “very conscious of the possibility that given
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strong consensus among his most important advisers on the nuclear issue, he was rarely exposed
to a different perspective. His conversation with Raymond Aron on May 22, 1961, one week
before Kennedy’s state visit to France, may have been the exception. The independent French
commentator strongly doubted that the thesis that aiding the French nuclear program would lead
to similar German aspirations “will cut much ice with de Gaulle.” Aron was far from persuaded
himself. He pointed out that Germany would have to violate commitments to the West and
would risk provoking the Soviet Union into retaliatory action in Berlin if it decided to acquire
nuclear weapons. He also discerned huge practical obstacles for any German nuclear program,
such as the absence of testing grounds under German jurisdiction. Bonn, Aron therefore believed,
“will much prefer the provision of tactical atomic weapons from the US to the political and
diplomatic difficulties involved in the building of its own strategic nuclear arsenal.”*

Kennedy, however, was more regularly fed by reports from Germany which contradicted
Aron’s view. The State Department analysis of Germany’s unstable frame of mind was reinforced
by prominent outsider experts, such as by the German-born Harvard professor Henry A.
Kissinger. Having visited Germany in the spring of 1961, Kissinger shared his impressions with
Kennedy:

A country which has lost two world wars, undergone three revolutions, committed the crimes of
the Nazi era and which has seen its national wealth wiped out twice in a generation is bound to
suffer from deep psychological scars. There is an atmosphere of hysteria, a tendency towards
unbalanced actions. A German friend [...] said to me once that Germany alone of the major
countries of Europe suffered no visible psychic shock after the war. It sublimated its problems in

the frenzied effort to rebuild economically. But it remains a candidate for a nervous breakdown.*

As early as Kennedy’s first spring in office it was obvious that the nuclear issue and the progress
towards European unity would be closely intertwined, and that the Kennedy’'s administrations
preoccupation with Germany was in particular imposing limitations on Prime Minister Harold
Macmillan’s game plan for entering Europe. Macmillan had informed Kennedy in early April

1961 that Great Britain had decided to apply for membership of the Common Market. Realizing

a few [...] twists of events [...] Germany could again become a menace.” Oral history interview with Charles E.
Bohlen, JFKL, 37.

50 Memorandum, Arthur Schlesinger jr. to President Kennedy, 23 May 1961, frame 302-303, reel 6, PKOF, Part 2:
SMF, RSC.

51 Memorandum, Henry A. Kissinger to President Kennedy, 6 April 1961, frame 838-848, reel 9, PKOF, Part 5: CsS,
RSC.
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that the road to Brussels led through Paris, the British prime minister was intent on putting
together a deal that could sway De Gaulle. Perhaps encouraged by Kennedy’s immediate strong
support for Great Britain’s bid and anticipating the young president’s meeting with the General,
Macmillan tried to bring the “special relationship” with the United States into play. What de
Gaulle wanted, in his analysis, was “something on Tripartitism and something on the nuclear
[issue]” in order to buttress his ambition for a great power status.* In both cases, however, he
depended entirely on Washington’s agreement. In a secret letter to Kennedy on April 28, 1961,
Macmillan urged his American counterpart to “be ready to go a long way to meet de Gaulle in
certain fields of interest to him.” He proposed that Great Britain would “give France such
assistance [...], whether by provision of technical information and ‘know how’ or by provision of
warheads.” Such a course, Macmillan suggested, would make it unnecessary for the French to
continue their program of nuclear tests and would avoid the “special difficulties of United States
legislation.” Persuading the United States to grant France nuclear power status had thus become
the centerpiece of the European strategy of the British prime minister.”

However, Kennedy was not prepared to go along with Macmillan’s game plan even
though the United States strongly favored Great Britain’s membership of the Common Market.
In his response to Macmillan of May 8, 1961, he rejected the notion of providing nuclear
assistance to France out of hand. The consideration uppermost in his mind was that such

assistance “could not fail to have a major effect on German attitudes™:

The fact that the Germans are not now tempted to join or imitate the French program is due, in
no small part, to U.S. opposition to Nth country programs and to the uncertain prospects of the
French (or any other) program in the absence of U.S. aid.

Kennedy’s response made clear that he was not prepared to grant France the attributes of a great
power.>* He rather hoped that Great Britain could in due time be persuaded to surrender its own.

Instead of giving France nuclear aid, Kennedy proposed to Macmillan that they should look for a

52 PRO, PREM 11 3325, Memorandum by the Prime Minister, December 1960.

53 PRO, PREM 11/3311, Prime Minister's Personal Telegram Serial No. T 247/61).

54 Letter, Kennedy to Macmillan, 8 May 1961, PRO, PREM 11/3311, #9259 (in possession of the author). Domestic
instability in France may have added to Kennedy’s decision to reject Macmillan’s proposal, for in a telephone call to
the British Ambassador Sir Harold Caccia on May 4, 1961, McGeorge Bundy said that the attempted coup d’état in
France in April 1961 would have made it virtually impossible anyway to overcome congressional opposition to a
decision to give nuclear aid to France. Toschi, “Untenable Triangle,” 90. In his letter Kennedy also showed himself
unprepared to offer much in the field of tripartism. Although not averse to engaging in “intimate political
consultation” with France, Kennedy added that this must be “consistent with the rights and interests of our other
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method “to respond to some of the concerns underlying the French program.” One such
method would arise by “giving our allies an opportunity to share in the control of this [nuclear]

1355

capability [...].
Kennedy and the Idea of Nuclear Sharing

Kennedy had inherited the idea of nuclear sharing from the Eisenhower administration. The
concept of multilateralizing a part of the Western deterrent had grown out of studies
commissioned by SACEUR General Lauris Norstad in the late 1950s, in response to European
concerns about the American nuclear security guarantee in Sputnik’s aftermath. These studies
envisaged American mobile intermediate-range missiles — the so-called Jupiter missiles — on
European soil under SACEUR’s command. They were to be operated under a ‘dual-key system’:
European soldiers would man and operate the missiles while the warheads remained under
American custody. This would provide evidence of the continuing American security
commitment to Western Europe as well as a method to involve Europeans with the operation of
the nuclear deterrent.

Eisenhower had firmly supported Norstad’s idea. He was concerned that the transatlantic
disparity between the nuclear haves and have-nots would seriously weaken the alliance in the
missile age, perhaps even lead to its dissolution. However, this particular concept foundered on a
mixed reception in Europe. Imagined host countries feared the presence of missiles on their
territory would make them obvious targets whereas they would lack complete control over these
weapons. They therefore continued to attach priority to disarmament talks. Norstad’s concept
was definitively sidetracked when France, the first candidate to benefit from the arrangement,
demanded that all missiles and warheads stationed on its territory be placed under the full control
of the French government led by de Gaulle.

Norstad also advocated the establishment of a NATO atomic stockpile, by removing
nuclear weapons in Europe from American custody and placing them under the control of
SACEUR. It would make NATO, Norstad argued, into a “fourth nuclear power.” This idea, too,
was endorsed by Eisenhower, in spite of legal difficulties and the firm opposition of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. A multilaterally managed atomic stockpile was seen as a way to respond to
France’s nuclear ambitions, although Eisenhower stopped short of relinquishing control over the

use of these weapons. This proposal, however, was similarly shunt onto a siding with the arrival of

allies.”
5 Toschi, “Untenable Triangle,” 90.
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a new brand of leadership in France. De Gaulle obviously had no interest in transforming NATO
into a fourth nuclear power and noted that, after all is said and done, SACEUR was still an
American general.*®

Norstad’s efforts nonetheless gave birth to a follow-up. In 1960 a study group at the State
Department headed by Harvard professor Robert Bowie drew up an alternative proposal for a
force of Polaris missile submarines to be jointly owned, operated, and manned by NATO
members, and which could be used by SACEUR under guidelines established by the North
Atlantic Council.”” Such a force avoided many of the problems involved with deploying land-
based missiles. Like its land-based precursors, Bowie's sea-based concept aroused the genuine
interest of Eisenhower, who told his subordinates he hoped that it would “help to bridge the
differences with de Gaulle” and “raise the morale of NATO members.” % He authorized
Secretary of State Christian Herter to present the idea to the North Atlantic Council in December
1960 and to offer “as an initial step” five American submarines, equipped with Polaris missiles, to
NATO before the end of 1963. In its last breath the Eisenhower administration thus laid the
basis for what would turn out to be a long, tortuous diplomatic existence.*

To the incoming Kennedy administration the idea of a NATO nuclear force appeared
primarily attractive in the light of its belief that nothing good could come from separate
European nuclear capabilities. It was both a means to organize the nuclear capability of the West

under centralized control and a useful tool to channel potential German aspirations. In 1961,

56 Detailed accounts of Norstad's proposals can be found in: Nash, The Other Missiles of October and Watson, Into the
Missile Age, 497-588. While both proposals were ultimately rejected by de Gaulle, the Fourth Republic, too, had made
demands that made an agreement difficult. With regard to the deployment of Jupiter missiles it had pressed for a
bilateral missile control system without the involvement of SACEUR, similar to the arrangement for Thor missiles
on British territory. Washington, however, insisted on multilateral arrangements. Only forty-five Jupiter missiles
would ultimately be deployed under NATO command in only two countries: Italy and Turkey. Growing doubts
about their military usefulness and their vulnerability to a Soviet attack led the Kennedy administration to its decision
during the Cuban missile crisis to remove these missiles in 1963.

57 Robert Bowie, “The North Atlantic Nations: Tasks for the 1960s. A Report to the Secretary of State,” August
1960, FRUS 1958-60, vol. 7, part 1, 622-627. This version still contains classified sections. The entire text has been
published by the Nuclear History Program of the University of Maryland in 1991, which has the further added
advantage of containing a foreword by Bowie explaining the background to his report. See Robert R. Bowie, The
North Atlantic Nations Tasks For the 1960’s: A Report to the Secretary of State, August 1960 (University of Maryland:
Nuclear History Program, Occasional Paper 7, 1991), 31-32.

58 Memorandum of conversation, President Eisenhower, Merchant, Kohler, Gates, et.al., 3 October 1960, NATO (6)
[1959-1960], International Trips and Meetings, WHOSS, DDEL. On the early history of the MLF, see also: Watson,
Into the Missile Age, 550-561. In a discussion with Eisenhower on October 4, 1960, NATO Secretary General Spaak
stressed the importance of French participation in the project, or else “the big question would arise as to whether or
not to proceed without France.” Eisenhower agreed, expressing his belief that proceeding without France would lead
to its withdrawal from the Alliance. Memorandum of conversation, President Eisenhower, Spaak, et. al., 4 October
1960, NATO (6) [1959-1960], International Trips and Meetings, WHOSS, DDEL.

59 “NATO Ministerial Meeting, Paris,” 12/16/60. In: Paper, “Early history of the MLF,” Subject File, NSF, nox 23,
LBJL, 9.
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however, the Kennedy administration was not yet prepared to give the idea more than cautious
support; it was content with leaving the ball in the European court. Washington was simply too
preoccupied with persuading the allies to meet their conventional force goals. It was only
prepared to go ahead if the allies independently could agree upon the details of a multilateral
nuclear force.*®

The idea was useful as a luring perspective, a decoy to distract certain European allies
from the development of national nuclear forces. It could, in particular, help to undermine de
Gaulle’s nuclear program. A State Department memorandum, prepared for Kennedy’s state visit
to France and outlining a “new approach,” revealed this thrust. Though the authors considered it
“highly doubtful” that a multilateral nuclear force would ever materialize, the “long-term
prospect and possibility of such development would [...] strengthen the hand of those Frenchmen
who oppose a national force de frappe, even if it had little appeal to the General himself.”®* More
than anything, the “new approach” crafted at the State Department helps to explain why, in spite
of de Gaulle’s rebuffs of Norstad's early proposals for multilateralizing the deterrent, Kennedy, a
few days later, suggested to Macmillan that France might be asked to “take the lead [..] in
devising specific proposals to this end.”2

France as the Indispensable Ally

While American strategic reform was critically received throughout Western Europe, De Gaulle’s
critique was the most fundamental and persistent. The pertinence of the French - rather than the
British or the German - position for the achievement of reform itself needs emphasis. French
concurrence was indispensable for at least two reasons. Firstly, the conflict in Algeria and the
expensive nuclear program were consuming resources much needed for the conventional defense
of Europe. Since Great Britain had ended conscription, the reinforcement of the conventional
posture of the alliance depended to a large extent on the redeployment of French troops from

Algeria. As de Gaulle continued his parlous quest for a political solution to the conflict,

60 President Kennedy disclosed these priorities as he paid a half-hearted tribute in a speech before the Canadian
Parliament in May 1961. He proclaimed that he was sympathetic to “the possibility of eventually establishing a
NATO seaborne force, which would be truly multilateral in ownership and control, if this should be desired and
found feasible by our allies, once NATO'’s non-nuclear goals have been achieved.” Address before the Canadian
Parliament in Ottawa on May 17, 1961, in: Public Papers, 1961, 385.See also Dean Rusk’s remarks to this effect at a
press conference on November 17, 1961. Rusk also assumed this position at the December 1961 NATO ministerial
meeting. “Rusk and McNamara at NATO Ministerial Meeting,” 12/14/1961. In: Paper, “Early history of the MLF,”
11

61 Memorandum, “A New Approach to France,” 3 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL. The
memorandum was prepared by Henry Owen and Henry Rowan, with suggestions from Walt W. Rostow and others.
62 |_etter, Kennedy to Macmillan, 8 May 1961, PRO, PREM 11/3311, #9259.
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Washington hoped these troops would be assigned to NATO despite the General’s well-known
aversion against the treaty organization. Without this, Acheson impressed on him during his visit
to Paris, the MC-70 force goals simply could not be attained. French spending on nuclear forces,
which would hover around 25 percent of the defense budget throughout the 1960s,% was clearly
also at odds with these priorities. In short, what Kennedy wanted — and needed — from de Gaulle
was the re-allocation of the French resources spent on Algeria and the force de dissuasion to the
United States’ strategic aims.

Secondly, quite apart from the resources it devoured, the French nuclear program upset
the Kennedy administration’s military doctrine almost from the outset. While the decision to
pursue a national nuclear force had been made during the Fourth Republic, this pursuit had been
intensified immediately upon de Gaulle’s return to power. De Gaulle endowed the French
nuclear program with a heavy political connotation vis-a-vis the superpowers and used it as
leverage for more influence within the Western alliance. He justified it with proclamations of the
American nuclear security guarantee’s inherent lack of credibility and the presumption that
France, if it was to resume its rightful place in the world, had to have the bomb. Unlike Great
Britain’s nuclear force, de Gaulle’s force de dissuasion, from the vantage point of Washington, thus
posed an obvious political challenge. In addition, it posed a potential strategic challenge — a point
which is often overlooked. Although de Gaulle was not deeply interested in strategic doctrines to
underpin his nuclear program — for him the bomb was a symbol of French independence and
evidence of being in the vanguard of military technology —, he did encourage the development of
an autonomous French body of strategic thought. “The possible use of such a force must be an
essential object of your studies and work,” he drove home with the aspiring officers at the Ecole
Militaire in November 1959.%

French strategic thought, in its various forms, was fundamentally at variance with the
Kennedy administration’s doctrine of graduated and deliberate escalation. It generally assessed
the value of the force de dissuasion in the framework of a strategy of massive retaliation. This meant
that French nuclear weapons were not considered useful in a battlefield environment, but only
for their capacity to hold the population centers of an aggressor at risk. Unlike Wohlstetter and
other American strategists, French strategists were therefore guided by a countercity rather than a

counterforce strategy. This, to be sure, was the only feasible basis for a national deterrence

63 Philip H. Gordon, A Certain Idea of France: French Security Policy and the Gaullist Legacy (Princeton, New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, 1993), 34-38.
64 De Gaulle, Discours et Messages, 111: Avec le renouveau, 1958-1962 (Paris: Plon, 1970), 128.
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strategy: for the foreseeable future, France would lack a nuclear force of sufficient size for a
strategy of graduated response. Escalation schemes were a luxury only afforded to the powers
who presided over huge nuclear arsenals.

All French strategists, in one way or another, struggled with the question how a modestly
sized country with a small nuclear arsenal could still have a credible deterrent vis-a-vis much
larger nuclear states. General Pierre Gallois, an associate of de Gaulle as well as probably the
most influential strategist, argued this was possible as long as such a country could inflict
intolerable damage upon an aggressor. He contended that the “weak™ can deter the “strong” by
ensuring that, in the mind of an agressor, the potential price of aggression will outweigh the
anticipated benefits. Gallois’ doctrine of ‘proportional’ deterrence clearly had the sympathy of de
Gaulle, who once explained to Spaak it was enough for France to have a force able to “drop one
bomb on a Soviet city, and have ‘some in reserve if [the] Soviets did not desist.””"%

Another line of French strategic thought, one which was particularly disconcerting from
Washington’s standpoint, was developed some years later by General André Beaufre and was
ineptly called the doctrine of ‘multilateral’ deterrence. Beaufre argued the French deterrent was
effective because it had the potential of triggering the strategic force of the United States and, by
having created more centers of atomic decision, complicated the calculations of the Soviet Union.
Hence, in a paradoxical way, the force de dissuasion, whose development de Gaulle justified on the
ground that America’s nuclear security guarantee lacked credibility, would serve to increase this
credibility by putting the all-important American strategic deterrent at the service of Europe,
whatever American policy might be in the matter. This presumption was, of course, at
loggerheads with McNamara’s doctrine of graduated response and its inherent need for
maximum centralized control. It was disturbing because it implied that the French force de
dissuasion undermined the United States’ autonomy over its own nuclear weapons, regardless of its
determination to reserve full control over them.®

Although it would still take many years for the force de dissuasion to take shape, French
strategic thinking had by itself a potential seductiveness which constituted a serious challenge to

65 Embtel 1991 (Brussels), MacArthur to Rusk, 29 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL.
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French Nuclear Diplomacy; and Gordon, A Certain Idea of France, chapter 3. Gallois’ and Beaufre’s ideas are spelled out
in: Pierre Gallois, The Balance of Terror: Strategy for the Nuclear Age (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1961) and André
Beaufre, Deterrence and Strategy (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, 1965) and NATO and Europe (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1966). Beaufre’s theory of multilateral deterrence also made inroads in American academic circles. George
Liska, Europe Ascendant (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1962), 103-119, 142-170; ibidem, Imperial America
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1966), 269-284; and Roger Masters, The Nation is Burdened (New York:
Knopf, 1967), 44-83.



298 OF ARMS AND MEN

American doctrine. It capitalized on the pervasive doubts in Europe about the American
willingness to risk nuclear destruction at home and seemed to make Western Europe more the
master of its own fate. It also had those advantages of Eisenhower’s massive retaliation strategy
important for Europeans, such as maximizing the chance of avoiding destruction in Europe.
Many Europeans believed that a conventional war in Europe would be as disastrous for them as
a nuclear one, which generally led them to emphasize deterrence, with all the risks of all-or-
nothing responses in the event of a crisis, and to fear not only limited war in itself but the
potential effects of a doctrine of limited war on Soviet intentions. French military doctrine, by
placing emphasis on nuclear deterrence, also encouraged other European NATO allies not to
bother with the conventional buildup called for by Washington. Since the inclination to augment
conventional forces was, in many cases, already weak, French thinking provided a convenient
excuse for not doing so. In the worst case, it could even convince these allies, notably Germany,
that they had to have a bomb of their own.

For these reasons, i.e. the requirement that French resources be spent on conventional
defense as well as the challenges posed by French strategic thinking, it was essential for the
Kennedy administration to convince France of the need for strategic reform. But how could De
Gaulle be brought in line? In early May 1961, in anticipation of Kennedy’s state visit to Paris, a
“new approach” was devised at the State Department to “re-enlist French energies in NATO”
and “to prevent France’s nuclear program from opening the door to nuclear proliferation,
particularly across the Rhine.” Rather than trying to come to terms with the French ideas, this
approach was based on a fairly superficial assessment of de Gaulle: it only played upon his much
alleged desire for prestige by granting France the illusion of influence. De Gaulle had to be
convinced that “he was getting the same opportunity to influence U.S. world-wide use of nuclear
weapons as he believes the British have.” The authors, however, also reasoned that “...the more
of the special British status we can chop away, the less power the General may be disposed to
invest in his own program.” In this respect, they recommended that the prospect of a NATO
nuclear force, to which Great Britain, too, would have to commit its nuclear capabilities, be held
out to de Gaulle. They hoped that the “next French government” would then further clip the
wings of the future force de dissuasion by giving up on the delivery of nuclear warheads by missiles:
“A French nuclear capability based on aircraft delivery alone will be wasting asset of sufficiently
limited military significance as probably not to tempt Germany to follow in France’s footsteps.”

The authors thus balanced on a very tight rope:
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Our posture toward de Gaulle should [...] be one of trying to help him achieve the greater
influence over world-wide policy and over use of NATO nuclear weapons that he seeks, without
aiding him in the nuclear program which he is mounting, partly to secure that influence and

participation.’

This “new approach” suffered from obvious internal contradictions and was bound to be
unsuccessful. As Kennedy left for Paris on May 31, 1961, he had nothing on offer that could
arouse the interest of the General.

The brilliance of the state visit, enhanced by the presence of the French-speaking
Jacqueline Bouvier Kennedy which made the young American president and his elegant wife,
even in de Gaulle's forbidding eyes, a “remarkably attractive couple,”® has become historical, in
particular when contrasted with Kennedy’s brutal showdown with Soviet leader Khrushchev a
few days later in Vienna. However, the conversations between Kennedy and de Gaulle were
primarily important because they revealed their differences in a polite but no less candid form.
From the accounts of these conversations it is clear that Kennedy fairly faithfully followed the
new approach drafted by the State Department. He assured his French host that his
administration was determined to involve France more intimately in deciding the affairs of the
West. He also argued that the soundness of NATO'’s military strategy, while it continued to hinge
on America’s nuclear security guarantee, required that the United States maintain its conventional
troop levels in Europe and that the European allies place priority on reinforcing their own. As he
had announced to Macmillan a few weeks earlier, Kennedy furthermore proposed that France
take the lead in working out the details of a multilateral nuclear arrangement.

De Gaulle was hardly in a mood to be persuaded by his younger counterpart. He told
Kennedy he disapproved of a strategy of gradual escalation, since the potential result of such a
strategy was that “Western and Central Europe would be laid waste by Soviet and American
tactical nuclear weapons respectively, while both Russia and the U.S. remain unscathed.” Neither
did he have an interest in a multilateral nuclear force. When Kennedy observed that the
American security guarantee was still credible because he regarded the security of Western
Europe and North America as indivisible, he responded:

‘Since you say so, Mr. President, | believe you,” but still can one be certain? At what moment will

67 Memorandum, “A New Approach to France,” 3 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL.
68 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 255.
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the U.S. consider that the situation calls for the use of atomic weapons? One hears that the
United States intends to raise the threshold for the use of atomic weapons. This must mean that
the United States has decided that such weapons will not be used in all cases. When are they

going to be used? %

De Gaulle argued that nobody really knew and “if he were in the President’s place, he would not
know that either.” At Kennedy's observation that the same could be said of a French nuclear
force, he answered that “the Rhine is much narrower than the Atlantic and, therefore, France
might feel more intimately tied to German defense than we [the US] might feel tied to French
defense.” The American nuclear arsenal was only useful as a “last resort.” The defense of Europe,
de Gaulle stated, “should be assured by the European countries, not without the U.S., of course,
but not exclusively through the U.S.”

De Gaulle, as Aron had predicted, also did not share Kennedy’s fear for German nuclear
aspirations. Besides the legal obstacles to a German nuclear force, World War 11 had left
Germany in his view with a “‘broken back’ as a nation because of [the] moral condemnation
under which she still lives.” Bonn would not strive for nuclear weapons because it realized that
the disadvantages would far outweigh the advantages. De Gaulle assured Kennedy that, at any
rate, France would not be disposed to give Germany a nuclear capability; and since “no one
believes that any country will place its atomic weapons in the hands of others,” France would
also not ask the United States for any nuclear assistance to itself.

Casting his shadow almost five years ahead, de Gaulle said he did not want to weaken
NATO *“at this moment” because of the East-West tensions over Berlin. But he did repeat his
fundamental objections to the alliance organization. The importance of having a national defense,
as opposed to “an integrated defense under U.S. command,” had been restated, he explained to

Kennedy, by the attempted putsch against him only one month earlier:

The causes of the mentality of the generals who disobeyed their Government may be due to the
fact that defense had become denationalized and since the generals did not have the responsibility
for French national defense (being under international command) they did not see fit to obey a
Government to which they were no longer used to be directly answerable.

69 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 1 June 1961, in: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol.
X111, #107.
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Rather than being militarily integrated in NATO, the major powers would therefore have to
coordinate their military responsibilities, “Germany being the vanguard, France the second line of
defense, Britain covering the northern flank and insuring communication by sea, and Italy
covering the southeast in the Alps.” In this system of defense, the United States would play a
reserve role - “committed fully but not at the first moment” - and be, as de Gaulle cited
Roosevelt, the “arsenal of democracy.” In de Gaulle’s conception of European security each
country would play its part “within the system of its own national defense.”™

Kennedy thus failed to persuade de Gaulle in their first and, as it turned out, last personal
encounter. France continued its nuclear weapons program on its own account. De Gaulle also
did not assign the troops returning from Algeria in 1961 and 1962 to NATO, even though
France gave a minimal contribution to NATO’s conventional posture. “He had not pulled his
army out of the Algerian djebels in order to turn them into sacrificial pawns in a coalition
directed at Washington’s discretion,” as his biographer Jean Lacouture noted. Moreover, unlike
Germany and ltaly, France refused to buy American-made conventional equipment in response
to American pressure for balance of payments support.”* Most importantly, the splendor of the
meeting could not bridge the fundamental divergence of views. To be sure, de Gaulle’s own
account bears some traces of Kennedy’'s “new approach” since he believed his conversations
with the young president had made clear that Washington no longer “insisted on regarding Paris
as just another of its protégés” and “acknowledged our independence and dealt with us directly
and specially.” Yet, the Americans, he concluded, “could not conceive of their policy ceasing to
be predominant or of ours diverging from it. Basically, what Kennedy offered me in every case
was a share in his projects.” De Gaulle realized that “having taken stock of one another, we

continued on our road, each carrying his burden and marching towards his own destiny.””

70 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 1 June 1961, in: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol.
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Aiding the French Nuclear Program?

Although the Kennedy administration was from the outset averse to assisting the French nuclear
program, in sofar as this would have been possible at all within the limits of congressional
legislation, a policy of denial and denunciation was still not a foregone conclusion in 1961. In
reality, United States’ policy toward the force de dissuasion was still the subject of a heated debate
within the administration until the spring of 1962. The official policy still allowed for some
ambiguity, in particular on the question whether the United States would be prepared to furnish
aid which could not be construed as direct assistance to the French nuclear program and, in a
strict interpretation, did not contravene congressional legislation. Such aid could concern, for
instance, the development of ballistic missiles, nuclear submarine propulsion and equipment and
technical information not directly related to the development of nuclear weapons.

Some within the administration, such as NATO Ambassador Thomas Finletter, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Assistant Secretary of Defense Paul Nitze and Kennedy’'s military adviser
Maxwell Taylor, were counseling that American policy be modified to allow some assistance to
the French nuclear effort or to its missile development, believing that this would help to mollify
de Gaulle and encourage French spending on conventional forces. They were convinced that de
Gaulle could not be talked out of the force de dissuasion and argued that excommunicating the
French thus would make no political sense. But they usually ran into powerful opposition from
the State Department, supported by SACEUR General Norstad and influential outsiders as Dean
Acheson, and the JCAE. Such was, for instance, the case in May 1961 when the JCS advocated
the supply to France of nuclear propulsion systems for submarines, which was blocked by the
State Department (“one thing merely leads to another”) and JCAE (“the French really cannot
keep secrets”).”

From the outside, NATO Secretary General Paul-Henri Spaak, mindful of the possible
implications of de Gaulle’s policy of independence for the alliance, also repeatedly urged the
Kennedy administration to change its attitude towards the French nuclear program. He believed
that Washington was underestimating the General’s perseverance at its own risk and that the

United States should grant France the same assistance as Great Britain.™ “Only by some concrete

73 Memorandum, McGeorge Bundy to President Kennedy, 29 May 1961, France-General, CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL.
74 Spaak, The Continuing Battle, 324-333. Spaak believed that “the Americans did not know their de Gaulle, as events
were to show only too clearly. When it was too late, they tried to retrieve the position by means of their multilateral
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offer of assistance,” he positioned, “was there any great hope of getting de Gaulle to understand
we wished to work with French within NATO.”"

But the most persistent advocate in favor of assistance to the French nuclear program
was General James M. Gavin, whom Kennedy had appointed as his ambassador in Paris. Gavin,
who was an expert in military technology, realized that de Gaulle was ready to build a nuclear
force at any cost and believed that it would be foolish to try to keep him from doing it. On the
contrary, the United States would in his opinion gain rather than lose from providing nuclear aid
to France. It would help to structurally improve the relationship with an important ally in Europe
and, as a result, induce it to be more cooperative within NATO. It would enable France to spend
resources on conventional forces which in the absence of American aid had to be spent on the
French nuclear program. In addition, the sale to France of expensive American nuclear material
and technology would go a long way in alleviating the balance of payments situation.

It was Gavin who brought the matter to a head in November 1961. In a letter to
President Kennedy he urged the approval of the sale of enriched uranium (U-235) to France for
military purposes. Gavin pointed out that highly enriched uranium for military purposes was
already being sold to Great Britain. Its provision to France would save it the huge costs,
estimated at $700 million, of building a gaseous diffusion plant at Pierrelatte. Although similar
earlier requests had been declined, Gavin argued that France had now made “substantial
progress” in the development of nuclear weapons to justify such a dramatic change of policy on
the basis of the amended McMahon Act. Only by aiding the French, he wrote Kennedy, do “we
have [a] chance to tie [the] French nuclear effort to our own and perhaps to [a] future NATO-
controlled program” and “avoid [the] anarchic development of national nuclear programs or [a]
situation where France and Germany might combine their efforts in [a] direction away from [the]
U.S. and away from NATO.”"

Gavin’s proposal ran into immediate opposition in Washington, in particular at the State
Department. General Norstad was also firmly opposed; he cabled the Pentagon from Paris that
any aid to the French program would “undermine, if not destroy, a sense of common interest and
common purpose within the NATO family” and “lack both moral and military justification.””

The record shows that the opponents of a flexible attitude again had the upperhand. On Novem-
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304 OF ARMS AND MEN

ber 29, Gavin was instructed, with Kennedy'’s explicit approval, that the United States would not
furnish enriched uranium to France. The Kennedy administration did not believe such assistance
would turn France into a more cooperative ally, but rather be the upstart to additional French
requests. Moreover, it feared the reaction in Bonn: “we are profoundly convinced that not only
would [such] assistance [...] confirm and encourage the presently independent course followed by
France but [it] would lead to increased pressure in Germany and elsewhere for national nuclear
programs.”™

However, Gavin was undeterred. Throughout the spring of 1962 he continued to look
for ways in which the United States could help the French nuclear program within the limits of
congressional legislation, probably inspired to do so by the fact that Washington’s persistent
refusal noticeably soured its relations with Paris. In spite of de Gaulle’s profession to Kennedy
that he did not seek American nuclear aid because he would not expect such aid to be
forthcoming, French officials tried at various times to acquire enriched uranium as well as
important components and technological know-how for France’s nuclear and ballistic missile
program.” During the Eisenhower period such requests had often been favorably considered as
long as congressional legislation was not contravened. But ever since Kennedy had entered the
White House they were usually quickly denied. Prime Minister Debré openly expressed French
bitterness about the stringent attitude of the Kennedy administration in February 1962, as he
recognized the limits of the McMahon Act but would have expected aid on missile technology
and other related matters.*

In March, Gavin made another attempt to change Washington’s stance. In a personal
meeting with Kennedy in Washington, he harshly criticized the Pentagon’s refusal to sell
compressors to France for the plant in Pierrelatte and pointed out that the sale could help to
correct the American balance of payments.® Further exposing his dissent from official policy, he
followed this up with a letter to Kennedy on March 9, 1962, enclosing a list of French requests
for American aid in the nuclear realm.®? At around the same time the issue was brought to a head
by a visit of a French military procurement team under General Gaston Lavaud. The team came
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to the United States to purchase components needed for the French nuclear program. From the
American perspective, however, the emphasis of the visit was on finding “ways the French can
assist in offsetting US military outlays in France.”® Lavaud’s visit brought the division with the
Kennedy administration to the surface. Assistant Secretary for Defense Paul Nitze, Lavaud’s
most important American interlocutor, favored selling the requested components to France. Yet,
he was overruled by the State Department and the White House as his French guest wandered
through Washington’s corridors. The French requests were turned down. Instead, Lavaud’s
American counterparts tried to sell him conventional equipment. “You do not want to sell us
what we want to buy,” Lavaud exclaimed in a meeting.* He returned to France empty-handed.

President Kennedy could no longer ignore the ambiguity still allowed for by official
policy. There is reason to believe that he privately wrestled with the issue of granting nuclear
assistance to France. On the one hand, according to Theodore Sorenson, he was genuinely
concerned about the proliferation of nuclear weapons and the prospect of a German nuclear
capability; he also believed the United States should not be in the position of having another
country trigger a nuclear exchange in which it would be forced to respond, and he doubted that
the final decisionmaking on the use of nuclear weapons could be distributed or delegated.*® On
the other hand, a public denunciation of the French nuclear effort would certainly damage his
already precarious relations with de Gaulle. Kennedy often mused how he could establish a
cooperative relationship.® Gavin's persistent references to the American balance of payments
situation are likely to have also struck a chord.

After several weeks of intense interagency debate, Kennedy concurred with those who
advised against giving nuclear aid to France. On April 18, 1962, he decided against seeking a
change in the official non-proliferation policy and reiterated the refusal to assist the French
military nuclear program. To remove any ambiguity, National Security Action Memorandum 148
stated that “members of the Executive Branch are not to discuss with French officials any

possible U.S. assistance to the French MRBM or nuclear program.”®

83 Memorandum, L.C. Battle to McGeorge Bundy, “Matters Raised with the President by Ambassador Gavin,”
France-General, CS, NSF, box 71a, JFKL.

84 Memorandum of conversation, General Lavaud, Nitze, et al., 13 March 1962, box 71, NSF, JFKL. See also:
Harrison, The Reluctant Ally, 79.

85 Qral history interview with Ted Sorenson, JFKL, 102-103.

86 QOral history interview with McGeorge Bundy, JFKL, 4.

87 National Security Action Memorandum no. 148, “Guidance on US Nuclear Assistance to France,” 18 April 1962,
Meetings and Memorandums, NSF, box 336, JFKL.
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It is hard to say which argument was decisive in settling the matter. Kennedy may have
been influenced by the nearly certain prospect that the powerful Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy would have obstructed a change of policy, just like it had resisted Eisenhower’s earlier
attempts to loosen up the McMahon Act. He may also have expected, as some of his advisers
clearly did, that the magnitude of the financial sacrifice required to independently build a nuclear
force would eventually drain the French nuclear program of its political and financial resources,
or that de Gaulle would sooner rather than later be replaced by a less determined leader. There
was a general feeling that Paris seriously underestimated the costs involved. McNamara told his
French colleague Pierre Messmer, for instance, that the funds allotted to the construction of the
plant at Pierrelatte had to be multiplied by the “factor Pi” (3,14).® The French nuclear program
was indeed complicated by huge and rising costs, which in the end amounted to approximately 25
percent of the overall defense spending of France throughout the 1960s and for part of the
decade — from 1965 to 1968 — to approximately half of military equipment spending.® After the
Algerian conflict had been resolved in 1962 and African opposition to tests in the Sahara desert
became stronger, France was furthermore faced with the difficulty of finding new test sites. In
addition, French engineers and scientists still had to overcome numerous technical problems.*

Politics, however, seemed to have been decisive in Kennedy’s deliberations. France was
seen by Washington as a political liability. The failed attempt by disgruntled French generals to
seize power only a year earlier was still fresh on Kennedy's mind. He was also known to be
concerned with the prospect of an election victory of the Communist Party in France.” Most
importantly, those who argued that nuclear assistance would mollify de Gaulle were unable to
persuade him. “The finally persuasive argument [against assisting the French nuclear program]
was that it would not bend General de Gaulle to our purpose but only strengthen him in his,”

one memorandum stated.® The political connotations which de Gaulle had given the force de

88 As recalled by Messmer during a conference in April 1990. See: Paxton and Wahl, eds., De Gaulle and the United
States, 353.

89 Gordon, A Certain Idea of France, 36.

9 The assumption that the program might run out of steam was given credence by informal contacts with people
close to the French nuclear program in 1963 when General Gallois appraised the American embassy in Paris, in a
“mood of some urgency and gloom,” of the numerous technical difficulties and delays in the French program.
Observing that France simply lacked the technological expertise and the means to compete with the superpowers
and lamenting the refusal of the United States to aid the French program, Gallois said that although de Gaulle’s
nuclear policy made sense from a strategic point of view, “it is not feasible technically.” Gallois also openly doubted
the credibility of the first generation of the French nuclear force, consisting of Mirage-bombers, given their
vulnerability to a pre-emptive strike by the Soviet Union. Embtel 3977 (Paris), Bohlen to Rusk, 2 April 1963, France-
General, Reports and Memos, part 11, CS, NSF, box 72, JFKL.

91 QOral history interview with John Jay Hooker, JFKL, 28-30.

92 Unsigned memorandum to the President, “The U.S. and De Gaulle — The Past and the Future,” 30 January 1963,
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dissuasion clearly distinguished the French nuclear program from the British. “The unstated
condition of aid to Britain,” Michael Harrison has noted, “was that its nuclear weapons would
never be truly independent of the United States and would conform to American strategy and
targeting doctrines.”®® When it came down to making a decision Kennedy simply understood that
de Gaulle would not have accepted any restraints on his policy of independence in return for
nuclear aid.

This was also the purport of a letter written by McGeorge Bundy to Raymond Aron not
long after the decision. Kennedy’s national security adviser explained that de Gaulle’s policy of
independence had disqualified France in comparison with Great Britain:

British policy has aimed at intimacy with the United States, with an advisory relation to the safety-
catch. Is it wholly unfair to say that French policy aims, by contrast, at increasing independence
from the United States and immediate control of the trigger? [...] | wonder whether, in the context
of these national differences between British and French policy, your argument that what is given
to Britain must in decency be given to France is not open to some question. [...] What limitations
on freedom of action and what commitments to common defense would France regard as

unreasonable?**

Bundy obviously failed to convince Aron, for the latter wrote only a few months later that “the
Kennedy administration, like the preceding Eisenhower administration, has refused to face up to
a major truth: that neither General de Gaulle nor any other French leader can admit the official
Washington thesis according to which the dissemination of atomic weapons becomes dangerous

when these weapons cross the Channel, but not when they cross the Atlantic.”®®

Conclusion

The outcome of the policy debate in Washington in the spring of 1962 was that the Kennedy
administration embarked on a virtual campaign against European nuclear forces. McNamara
argued the case against these forces in blunt terms at a meeting of NATO'’s foreign and defense

ministers in Athens on May 4. On June 16, he appraised a wider audience in a speech at the

frame 635-646, reel 8, PKOF, part 5: CsF, RSC.

93 Harrison, The Reluctant Ally, 77, 79. In spite of Kennedy’s decision, implementation of American policy would
remain confusing since Harrison notes that “in the later summer of 1962, due to pressures from Boeing Aircraft and
a balance of payments problem, Washington approved the sale to France of a squadron of KC-135 jet tankers, which
extended both the range and the credibility of France’s Mirage-1V nuclear delivery system.”

94 Letter, McGeorge Bundy to Raymond Aron, 16 May 1962, France-General CS, NSF, box 71a, JFKL.
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University of Michigan in Ann Arbor. Employing Albert Wohlstetter's argument to the full,
McNamara said:

In particular, relatively weak national nuclear forces with enemy cities as their targets are not likely
to be sufficient to perform even the function of deterrence. If they are small, and perhaps
vulnerable on the ground or in the air, or inaccurate, a major antagonist can take a variety of
measures to counter them. Indeed, if a major antagonist came to believe there was a substantial
likelihood of its being used independently, this force would be inviting a pre-emptive first strike
against it. In the event of war, the use of such a force against cities of a major nuclear power
would be tantamount to suicide, whereas its employment against significant military targets would
have a negligible effect on the outcome of the conflict. Meanwhile the creation of a single
additional national nuclear force encourages the proliferation of nuclear power with all of its
attendant dangers.

In short, then, limited nuclear capabilities, operating independently, are dangerous,

expensive, prone to obsolescence, and lacking in credibility as a deterrent.*®

McNamara’s Ann Arbor speech caused considerable consternation in Europe, not the
least within the Macmillan government. In London, the debate centered on the question whether
McNamara’s slights had also been aimed against the British nuclear force. The opposition Labour
Party instantly seized on the speech to put the conservative Macmillan government on the
defensive. The consternation only abated after McNamara had publicly clarified that he had not
taken aim at the British nuclear status, but merely at ‘independent’ national nuclear forces.”
McNamara’s public denial, however, exposed even more clearly than before that Washington was
targetting the budding French nuclear force and a hypothetical German one.

As part of this campaign, the Kennedy administration also gave renewed attention to the
idea of a multilateral nuclear force (MLF). On April 18, Kennedy ruled that the MLF should be
given more staff work and that the United States “should indicate its willingness to join its allies,
if they wish,” in the development of the force.®® At the Athens meeting of May 4, McNamara
furthermore announced that the United States was prepared to commit five nuclear-powered
submarines with eighty Polaris missiles, each equipped with a nuclear warhead, to the operational

9 In: Atlantic Monthly, August 1962, 34.

96 Robert S. McNamara, “Defense Arrangements of the North Atlantic Community,” Department of State Bulletin, July
9, 1962, 64-69.

97 Toschi, “Untenable Triangle,” 104.

9% National Security Action Memorandum no.147, 4/18/1962. In: Paper, “Early history of the MLF,” 12-13.
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command of NATO. De Gaulle, however, had no interest whatsoever in a proposal that was
designed to bring the French force de frappe under American control. By the spring of 1962,
Washington and Paris had reached a standoff in the nuclear realm. The differences between
Kennedy and de Gaulle on the military strategy of the Atlantic alliance also had come out in the
open, for Kennedy created the impression, in a press conference on June 27, that he considered
the French nuclear deterrent to be “inimical” to American interests.”

France may not have been America’s most important European ally, but its contribution
was indispensable for achieving the goals of Kennedy’s military and strategic reform within the
Western alliance. French troops, first of all, were needed to boost the overall conventional
posture of the European allies, without which there would be no flexible response options in
practice; the development of the French nuclear program was thus a diversion of scarce
resources that, in the American view, were better spent elsewhere. In addition, the development
of the French nuclear force in support of de Gaulle’s policy of independence undermined the
Kennedy administration’s aspiration to centralize control over the alliance’s nuclear forces. As
importantly, there was an almost obsessive apprehension in Washington that the coming into
existence of the force de dissuasion risked creating a similar demand in Germany. The decision not
to furnish aid to the French nuclear program hence became a key element of Kennedy’s policies
with regard to Europe. French concurrence in the shift in American strategic thinking was from
the outset unlikely to be forthcoming. De Gaulle was determined to establish the French nuclear
force while he was still in power.)® He never left any room for doubt. On April 19, 1963, he

declared:

To turn us from this path we hear raised, as always, the simultaneous voices of immobilism and
demagogy. ‘It's futile!" says the first. “It's too expensive!’ says the other. France has listened to
these voices in the past, and sometimes to her misfortune, above all on the eve of both world
wars. ‘No heavy artillery”” they clamored in concert until 1914 was upon us. ‘No tank regiments!’,
‘No strike aircraft!" they cried in unison before 1939, these same cretins and madmen. But this

99 News conference of June 27, 1962, in: Kennedy, Public Papers, 1962, 513. McGeorge Bundy argues that Kennedy
had meant to say that he regarded American participation in the French nuclear effort rather than the effort itself as
“inimical” to “the community interest of the Atlantic Alliance.” Bundy, Danger and Survival, 485-486.

100 In this regard, French Defense Minister Pierre Messmer recalled that de Gaulle was “excessively indulgent
towards the engineers” and that he was “practically always forced to sign blank cheques... .” After France had lost
the Sahara desert as a testing site as a result of the independence of Algeria, de Gaulle made sure that subsequent
tests would be carried out at the Pacific atoll of Mururoa. He also insisted that the first French thermonuclear bomb
would be tested by 1968, in spite of protestations by his scientists that this was a “mission impossible” without
American aid: “If we don’t get there while I'm here, we never will.” The first French thermonuclear bombs were
detonated in August 1968. Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 418-420.
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time we shall not permit the sluggards and the self-deluders to summon the invaders into our
land.

The deterioration in the Franco-American relationship under Kennedy cannot, however, be
explained only from de Gaulle’s ‘intransigence.” In particular, the indiscriminate effort by the
Kennedy administration to halt the proliferation of nuclear weapons was bound to cause friction
— and even open conflict — with France. This effort was central to the Franco-American quarrel
about the alliance’s strategy. It was more important than the differences over strengthening the
conventional force posture. Kennedy, for one, was more adamant about resisting nuclear
proliferation than about pressing the need for strengthening Europe’s conventional forces. In a
meeting with McNamara and Rusk on December 10, 1962, for instance, “he [Kennedy]
wondered whether, absent of the problem of Berlin, there would really be a need for large-scale
conventional forces along the main lines dividing Europe. He suggested that after all, any
incursion across this line would in fact lead promptly to nuclear warfare, and that for that reason
the nuclear deterrent would be effective.” Upon McNamara’s reply that even without Berlin
additional conventional forces would be needed, “the President did not seem persuaded [...].”*

In particular the differences in the nuclear field moreover bore a relationship to the
question of Great Britain’s membership of the Common Market. As British diplomatic channels
reported on a brief conversation between Walter Lippmann and de Gaulle in May 1962 (shortly

prior to McNamara’s speech at Ann Arbor):

The main reason which he [de Gaulle] gave for thinking that there would be difficulty over UK
entry to the Community was that the UK had a special relation with the United States, above all
in questions of atomic energy. He made clear that he would not agree to the UK becoming a

member of the Community if this special relationship was to continue unchanged.*

McNamara’s handling of the consternation caused by his speech could only have confirmed de
Gaulle’s suspicion that this relationship continued regardless of Washington’s added emphasis on
non-proliferation policy. Realizing the impact of American campaign against national nuclear
forces on de Gaulle’s willingness to consider Great Britain’s membership of the Common Market,

an exasperated Prime Minister Macmillan wrote to his foreign minister, Lord Home, on June 24,

101 “]_ast Conversation w/President before NATO meeting of December 1962", 13 December 1962, 12/62, Skybolt-
Nassau Conference, folder 3, Richard E. Neustadt Papers, box 19, JFKL.
102 PRO, PREM 11/3775. ‘Europe,’” Mr. France to Sir Frank Lee (Foreign Office) 15.5.62.
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1962: “If we cannot persuade the Americans to keep quiet about the Common Market, | would
hope that we could at least impress on Rusk the importance of leaving the nuclear question, and
indeed the re-organisation of NATO, over until our negotiations with the Six have come to a
head. In the nuclear field we have an independent deterrent and the French are going to get one;

these are facts that the Americans cannot alter.”**®

103 PRO, PREM 1173715, H. Macmillan to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, 24.6.62.






Chapter Five
Whose Kind of ‘Europe’? Kennedy’s Tug of War With de Gaulle
About the Common Market, 1961-1962

The demise of the European Defense Community (EDC) in August 1954 was a severe setback
for the cause of European integration, but it was not its downfall. The American supporters of
European integration, too, continued to support its advancement in other areas; as Eisenhower
wrote to his friend Walter Bedell Smith in September 1954: “We cannot sit down in black despair
and admit defeat.”

By January 1961, when John F. Kennedy assumed the American presidency, the European
integration movement had reinvented itself around the European Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC), which had become operational in 1953. In the wake of the EDC’s rejection in the
French national assembly, most supporters of European integration had understood that it first
had to be pursued in the economic realm; economic integration, they had judged, might then —
through some kind of bottom-up process — pave the way for political and possibly military
integration. The integration movement had been rekindled at the Messina conference in June
1955 by the foreign ministers of France, Germany, ltaly, the Netherlands, Belgium and
Luxemburg, despite an atmosphere of gloom. It had reached a new milestone with the Treaty of
Rome in March 1957, establishing the European Economic Community (EEC) and European
Atomic Energy Agency (EURATOM). Importantly, the ‘Six’ had also confirmed the political
aspiration of their cooperation, as the Rome Treaty had declared their determination “to lay the
foundations of an ever closer union among the peoples of Europe.”? By contrast, the rival
European Free Trade Association (EFTA) of seven other European countries (often referred to
as the “outer Seven”), established in January 1960 at the initiative of the British government, had
never been able to take on a life of its own.? In fact, as Kennedy entered the White House, Prime

1 Letter, President Eisenhower to Walter Bedell Smith, 3 September 1954, FRUS, 1952-1954, vol. 5, 1145.

2 The Rome Treaty called for the implementation in stages of a “common market” with common external tariffs for
industrial and agricultural goods. It anticipated that the ECSC, the EEC and EURATOM would ultimately be unified
under a single administrative body and that an Assembly — later transformed into a European Parliament — and a
Court of Justice would be developed in parallel. It furthermore charged a Brussels-based Commission of nine
members, chosen by the national governments but pledged to independence, with the effective management of the
EEC. The Rome Treaty became operational on 1 January 1958.

3 The EFTA treaty was signed on January 4, 1960 in Stockholm by Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden
and Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. Negotiations had begun after the collapse in November 1958 of British-
led efforts to create a European free trade zone which would dilute the Common Market. By 1966, EFTA had
abolished tariffs and trade restrictions among its members. Today, only Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and
Switzerland are members of EFTA, which is headquartered in Geneva.
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Minister Harold Macmillan was already actively preparing the grounds for British membership of
the Common Market.*

There is little doubt that the support of consecutive American administrations was vital to
the European integration movement; this support was also actively solicited by its leading
proponents (the likes of Jean Monnet and Paul-Henri Spaak). From the standpoint of its
immediate self-interest, the United States might have been expected to prefer dealing with
divided European governments that could be played off against another. Instead, a more
enlightened concept of self-interest prevailed in Washington. In the reigning liberal mood of the
age, the United States stood out in the eyes of both European and American supporters of
European integration as a model for the advantages of federal union; it was no coincidence that
Jean Monnet named his high-level lobby group for European integration the “Action Committee
for the United States of Europe.”

However, it is equally important to realize that, as Kennedy took office, the Common
Market’s future development was still very much undecided (in spite of the detailed provisions of
the Rome Treaty). Would its economic policies be influenced more by free market liberalism or
by state-led economic planning (as in the French tradition of dirigisme)? Would the Common
Market be open to trade with the United States and other nations and be a beacon for free trade,
or would it develop into a protectionist block impermeable to outsiders? Moreover, by choosing
the formula of an “ever closer union,” the Rome Treaty had presented integration as an unending
process. Would the Six extend their cooperation into the political and military realm? If so, what
would be the orientation of the resulting entity in world politics and, in particular, vis-a-vis the
United States and the Soviet Union? Would ‘Europe’ be a more effective partner alongside the
United States, as most Americans hoped, or would it manifest itself as a ‘third force’ given to
political neutralism in the Cold War? American attitudes with respect to the movement toward
European unity would clearly be determined by the answers to these questions.

Both Kennedy and de Gaulle entertained serious reservations about the Common Market,
albeit for entirely different reasons. Both made their designs to shape its development into
touchstones of their foreign policies. In fact, the Common Market became the main trophy in
their tug of war about the future of ‘Europe’ — and its very political and economic development
would depend at least in part on the outcome of this tug of war. While their conflict focused on
Great Britain’s bid for membership of the Common Market and on trade liberalization, it took

place in the context of sharply differing conceptions of Europe. Together with their disagreement

4 See chapter three.
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over military-strategic reform (see the previous chapter), these differing conceptions were the
main reasons for the crisis of January 1963 (which will be the subject of the next chapter). This
chapter will analyze how, in the face of de Gaulle’s European conception, the Kennedy
administration tried to influence the development of the Common Market prior to de Gaulle’s
resonating denunciation of Kennedy's Grand Design in January 1963.° It argues that, in addition
to Jean Monnet’s remarkable influence on American policymakers at the time, Kennedy’s policies
toward Europe cannot be understood without considering their interrelationship with de Gaulle’s
plans for Europe. In addition to averting American decline, Kennedy’s notion of an Atlantic
‘partnership’ was designed to nip de Gaulle’s aim of a ‘European’ Europe in the bud.

The European State of Play in 1961

Macmillan and the Common Market

By the summer of 1960, as we have already noted, the Macmillan government had come to the
agonizing conclusion that Great Britain had little choice but to begin negotiating to join the
Common Market. We have seen, too, that Macmillan, pursuing a ‘grand design’ of his own, tried
to act as an intermediary between Washington and Paris in order to facilitate British membership,
and that Kennedy gave his support without hesitation during their first personal encounter in
April 1961 (the background to which will be discussed in the remainder of this chapter).® Four

5 Joseph Kraft, an American journalist close to the Kennedy administration, has earned credit for popularizing
Kennedy's European policies with his book The Grand Design: From Common Market to Atlantic Partnership (New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1962). The Belgian historian Pascaline Winand has probably rendered the most complete and
detailed account of American policies vis-a-vis European integration in the Eisenhower and Kennedy years in
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe. Erin R. Mahan, a historian at the State Department, emphasizes the
links between security, economics, and politics in the Kennedy-de Gaulle relationship, using American, French,
German and British primary sources; see Kennedy, De Gaulle and Western Europe. Oliver Bange, a German professor,
takes issue with the predominant “Anglo-American” perspective that holds de Gaulle “solely” responsible for the
crisis of 1963 and suggests that British and American moves at the end of 1962 forced the crisis by attempting to
politically isolate de Gaulle, in: The EEC Crisis of 1963: Kennedy, Macmillan, De Gaulle and Adenauer in Conflict (London:
Macmillan Press, 2000). Of the autobiographies written by Kennedy’s people, George W. Ball’s is of particular
interest: The Past Has Another Pattern: Memoirs (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1982). Biographies on Ball also
contain a wealth of material; see, in particular, Bill, George Ball. Douglas Brinkley and Richard T. Griffiths have edited
a helpful volume of articles on Kennedy’s European policies, entitled Kennedy and Europe. The same can be said of the
volume edited by Thomas Paterson, although its scope is wider and its gist decidedly revisionist: Kennedy's Quest for
Victory. For American supporters of Monnet and his goal of European unity, see: Hackett, ed., Monnet and the
Americans. Denise Artaud is critical of Jean Monnet for acting as the European go-between for the Americans in “Le
Grand Dessein de J.F. Kennedy: Proposition Mystique ou Occasion Manquée?” Revue D’Histoire Moderne et
Contemporaine 29 (1982): 235-66. Frank Costigliola takes a revisionist — and therefore highly critical — view of
Kennedy’s Grand Design, in “The Failed Design: Kennedy, De Gaulle, and the Struggle for Europe,” Diplomatic
History 8, Summer 1984: 227-251. Frédéric Bozo pays relatively little attention to Kennedy's conflict with de Gaulle
over the Common Market, blaming the failure of the Fouchet Plan largely on the United States; Two Strategies for
Europe, 77-84. Other works of interest include: Lundestad, “Empire” by Integration; Grosser, The Western Alliance,
chapter 7.

6 See chapter three.
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months later, on August 10, 1961, Great Britain finally gave formal notification of its wish to join
the EEC. Reluctance was still evident in the announcement of the British government that its
negotiators would need to take account of “the special Commonwealth relationship,” “the
essential interests of British agriculture” and “the other members of EFTA.” Macmillan
moreover publicly emphasized the economic motivations for joining the Common Market,
thereby willfully disregarding the political implications of membership. In essence, he wanted
Great Britain to join the Common Market without subscribing to the Rome Treaty’s goal of
“ever closer union”; in addition, he was determined to defend British economic interests to the
bone. A British delegation led by Edward Heath arrived in Brussels in November to begin
negotiations on Britain’s entry. They were bound to be exceedingly difficult, but at last they had
begun.

The road toward Great Britain’s application for membership had been tortuous and painful,
as is well known.” Notwithstanding Winston Churchill’s stirring orations for a united Europe —
even for a “United States of Europe”® — in the aftermath of World War 11, London had from the
outset stayed aloof from the European integration movement. Victory in World War 11 had set it
psychologically apart from the continental European states as a nation vindicated, possessed with
a vibrant national personality, and ensnared by global rather than regional interests. The
experience of emerging victoriously from the war “was the defining experience, at different levels

of consciousness, of every British leader for half a century,”®

and it pervaded decisionmaking in
London for decades to come. It is also important to recall that in the early 1950s, the relative
decline of the British economy in the postwar decades had yet to make itself felt. Between 1947
and 1950, for instance, British exports rose some sixty percent in volume; in 1953, the British
economy was still exporting more than twice as many manufactured goods as France and fifty
percent more than West Germany.*

As a result, the British government was in some ways strangely disconnected from
developments on the European continent. British officials had been surprised and dismayed by

the French-led proposal for the ECSC in May 1950 (the ‘Schuman Plan’), which merged France’s

7 The story of Macmillan’s agonizing over Europe is well-told by Hugo Young, This Blessed Plot: Britain and Europe from
Churchill to Blair (London: Macmillan/Papermac, 1999), 99-145. Young is particularly critical of the half-hearted
nature of Macmillan’s approach to the Common Market, which in his view was the real reason for failure of the
membership negotiations: “... the British were not prepared to do more than negotiate and hesitate. They were not
actually applying.” (137) Also: Horne, Macmillan, vol. 11, 256-262, passim.

8 In a speech in Zurich on September 19, 1946. See Young, This Blessed Plot, 16-17.

9'Young, This Blessed Plot, 5.

1 Carlo M. Cipolla, ed., The Fontana Economic History of Europe: Contemporary Economies, Part | (Glasgow:
Collins/Fontana Books, 1976), 156, 164.
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and Germany’s coal and steel resources — the raw materials of industrial economies and war —
into one pool. London continued to keep a distance from the ECSC despite its success, which —
as British diplomat Oliver Franks once wrote — “cost us the leadership of Europe which we had
enjoyed from the end of the war until May 1950.”* Great Britain also did not participate in the
EDC plan (named the ‘Pleven plan’ after the incumbent French prime minister), which would
have created a single European army with a single executive and a European defense minister
answerable to a common assembly to be shared with the ECSC; this time it was only spared from
exclusion by the French national assembly’s rejection of the plan. For the longest time, the
British Foreign Office did not think the Rome Treaty was going to happen. After it had been
signed in March 1957, it continued to treat it largely as a trade issue to be left to the Treasury.
The event had all but escaped the attention of Macmillan, who made no mention of it in his
diaries.”? And in his first meeting with de Gaulle after the latter's return to power, on June 29,
1958, Macmillan — perhaps hoping that de Gaulle’s own antipathy to European integration would

play in his favor — exclaimed that:

the Common Market is the Continental System all over again. Britain cannot accept it. | beg you
to give it up. Otherwise, we shall be embarking on a war which will doubtless be economic at first

but which runs the risk of gradually spreading into other fields.”

But when the permanence of European integration had become obvious in the late 1950s
and the twinges of British decline were increasingly making themselves felt, Macmillan had been
compelled to seek some kind of association with the Common Market. His initial plan to dissolve
the Common Market into a much larger free trade area — much like ‘a lump of sugar in an
English cup of tea’ — dissipated in late 1958.1 The subsequent creation of EFTA was hardly more

successful. By 1960, in spite of serious reservations, Macmillan was moving towards a negotiated

11 Britain declined two opportunities of joining the ECSC in its formative stage. The first opportunity arose in 1950-
51, when Jean Monnet invited the British government to join; the second in 1953-54, when negotiations on an
association agreement between Great Britain and the ECSC might have led to full membership. See: Geoffrey Owen,
“Britain and the European Coal and Steel Community,” Paper presented at Terni Conference on the European Coal
and Steel Community, May 16-17, 2002. The Franks quote is from Young, This Blessed Plot, 68.

12 See Horne, Macmillan, vol. 11, 30.

13 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 188. While Macmillan did not mention the outburst in his own memoirs, de Gaulle’s
account deserves the benefit of the doubt according to his biographer Jean Lacouture. See: Macmillan, Riding the
Storm, 446-449; Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 213.

14 Macmillan’s plan would encompass all member states of the OEEC and the Common Market in a free trade zone.
In November 1958, however, talks in Paris were suspended indefinitely following an open rift between France and
Britain. De Gaulle and Adenauer subsequently agreed to oppose the British proposal in favor of a looser association
of the Common Market with Britain and other OEEC countries.
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entry into the Common Market. While the British government initially believed that its economy
could hugely benefit from EFTA by importing cheap goods from the Commonwealth and then
selling them freely within the EFTA area, the realization soon sank in that the Common Market
was more successful economically and that Great Britain itself traded more with the Common
Market countries than with the EFTA countries. By 1961, the British gross national product had
already fallen much behind West Germany’s, and West Germany had replaced Great Britain as
the United States’ main European trading partner.

The British shift toward the Common Market had been caused, too, by the deeply ambiva-
lent and increasingly deprecatory attitude of the United States toward the ‘special relationship.” In
1958 and 1959, the British government had tried to have the United States bring pressure on
France in particular in favor of the EFTA. However, British diplomats ran into a fundamental
lack of sympathy in Washington for its hesitancy towards European integration: “They blame us
for standing aside.”* President Eisenhower was strongly supportive of the Common Market and,
in a meeting with advisers in April 1960, labeled the EFTA as “nothing but a counter-irritant to
the Common Market.” He regarded a “U.S. of Europe to be the possible salvation of the world
and requested that we explore encouraging the Common Market to take in additional countries.”
Eisenhower thus urged the Macmillan government to join the Common Market, warning that “if
a strong U.S. of Europe should emerge along with a strong U.S. of America, the British would be
left out in the cold.”*® London thus had every reason to fear that a united Europe, or perhaps
even West Germany, would usurp the privilege of being Washington’s first ally. As Macmillan
noted in his diary in July 1960:

Shall we be caught between a hostile (or at least less friendly) America and a boastful, powerful
‘Empire de Charlemagne’ — now under French, but later bound to come under German control?
Is this the real reason for ‘joining’ the Common Market (if we are acceptable) and for abandoning

(a) the Seven (b) British agriculture (c) the Commonwealth? It's a grim choice."

The choice was gradually forcing itself upon Macmillan and his government. But Great
Britain’s chances of being accepted as member of the Common Market ultimately depended on

France — and hence on de Gaulle — rather than on the United States.

15 From a Foreign Office memorandum of January 1960, quoted in: Toschi, “Untenable Trangle,” 83.

16 Memorandum of conference w/ president, Herter, Dillon, Houghton, 22 April 1960, State Department, 1960
(March-May) (4), State Department Subseries, Subject Series, box 4, WHOSS, DDEL (dated 27 April 1960).

17 Macmillan, Pointing the Way, 316.
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De Gaulle and the Common Market

When de Gaulle resumed the levers of power in the spring of 1958, most supporters of
European integration feared that he would disengage France from the Rome Treaty, for none of
the moves toward European unity of the Fourth Republic had met with his approval.’® The
notion of ceding state sovereignty to supranational institutions was clearly at odds with de
Gaulle’s article of faith that states were the only realities and the sole legitimate depositories of
political and moral authority. This belief was central to his entire political philosophy, together
with his conception of France and its international role.”® It had been the main inspiration for his
opposition to the ECSC, the EDC, the EEC and EURATOM; the Europe of the Communities
obviously had no place in his vision on European unity, which would be based on the
cooperation between nation-states and not on their integration in some kind of supranational
entity. As he never tired of belittling the Rome Treaty in conversations with its proponents as
“your little treaty of commerce,”? his intrinsically hostile views of European integration would
hang like a sword of Damocles over the Common Market's head as long as he was president of
France. His Memoirs of Hope, too, published after his resignation from the presidency in 1969,
attest to his unrelenting distaste for the “doctrine of supra-nationalism” as “France’s submission
to a law that was not her own.” Its pages bristle with disparaging remarks of the community’s
institutions and its supporters, deriding the latter as “myth mongers” and “so-called executives
installed at the head of common institutions by virtue of the delusions of integration” and
“surrounded by all the trappings of sovereignty” yet “helpless when it came to making and
enforcing decisions.” Somewhat paradoxically, they also make clear that he continued to view the
Europe of the Communities — an “artificial motherland, the brainchild of the technocrats” which
“carried all the hopes and illusions of the supra-national school” — as an acute threat to French
sovereignty. He argued that French negotiators — “caught up in the dream of a supra-national
Europe” — had already sold out the nation’s interests to foreigners when they helped to establish
the ECSC, EURATOM and the EEC. With regard to the latter, the French agricultural interest

18 For de Gaulle’s views of the Common Market, see: Edmond Jouve, Le Général de Gaulle et la construction de I'Europe,
1940-1966, 2 vols. (Paris: Librairie générale de droit et de jurisprudence, 1967); Kolodziej, French International Policy
Under De Gaulle and Pompidou, 235-390; Alfred Grosser, French Foreign Policy Under De Gaulle, chapter 6; Mahoney, De
Gaulle, chapter 7; Cohen, “De Gaulle and Europe Prior to 1958.” Winand, too, includes a good discussion of de
Gaulle’s policies toward the Common Market in Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, chapter 9.

19 See chapter 2.

2 As reported by Charles Bohlen. Draft Paper, “Continuing Elements of De Gaulle’s Foreign Policy,” 7 August
1963, France-General, CS, NSF, box 72, JFKL.
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had been particularly neglected.* “It would, therefore, be necessary to obtain it en route, or to
liquidate the Common Market,” he stated bluntly. Moreover, “while the Community was taking
shape, 1 was obliged on several occasions to intervene in order to repel the threats which
overshadowed our cause.”?

De Gaulle nonetheless accepted the Common Market upon returning to power. In spite of
his critique that French economic interests had been sold out by the Fourth Republic, de Gaulle
recognized that the Common Market was in reality quite beneficial to the French economy. In his

Memoirs of Hope, he particularly valued the modernizing influence of the Common Market:

I was concerned with international competition, for this was the lever which could activate our
business world, compel it to increase productivity, encourage it to merge, persuade it to do battle
abroad; hence my determination to [practice] the Common Market, which as yet existed only on
paper, to support the abolition of tariffs between the Six, to liberalize appreciably our overseas

trade.”®

Although this reading suggests that he supported trade liberalization, the fact that the guidelines
for establishing the common external tariff encouraged high tariffs probably spoke in favor of the
Common Market as well; de Gaulle was not driven by any strong desire to fully expose the
French economy to the rigors of the open world market. French overseas dependencies
furthermore profited handsomely from the creation of a European development fund. In other

ways, too, such as in the area of social policy, France retained important privileges. Despite de

21 The Rome Treaty had indeed been a compromise between the French and German economies. French negotiators
had agreed to concentrate on industrial products and the opening of the French market to German industrial goods
in return for the promise that Germany would later agree to a common agricultural policy and open its markets to
French agricultural products. The agricultural component of the Common Market was of capital importance to
France. Twenty-seven percent of its population was still employed in the agricultural sector, producing a surplus
despite a relatively low efficiency. The French farm economy, which produced at the cheapest prices in Europe,
would gain the most from such a policy. Given de Gaulle’s antipathy towards the Common Market, Robert Marjolin
posed the tantalizing hypothetical question: “if General de Gaulle had come to power two years earlier, in 1956,
when the Rome Treaty negotiations were only beginning, would they have led to the outcome we know or would
they have taken a different course?” Marjolin tentative response: “assuming the best, [...] it is almost certain [...] that
the treaty would have been different in a number of important respects. The principle of unanimity would have been
asserted without any limitation of duration. The Commission’s role would have been reduced; it probably would
have become merely a secretariat of the Council of Ministers. It is unlikely that France would have been content with
the few articles in the treaty that laid the foundations of a common agricultural policy [...]. Would the other five
countries have agreed to France’s demands on these different points? No one can tell.” Marjolin, “What Type of
Europe?” in: Brinkley and Hackett, eds., Jean Monnet, 164.

22 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 169, 181-184, passim. Paris nevertheless sent top-flight officials and administrators to
man and to dominate the EEC headquarters in Brussels. The staff of the Commission was French in organization,
outlook and management technique. It represented the French bureaucratic tradition which looked upon the state as
the centralizing agent of modernization and progress.
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Gaulle’s objections to supranational institutions, he was sufficiently pragmatic to accept the
Commission’s proposals as his own so long as they promoted French economic interests.?* In
addition, by gradually forcing acceptance of a common agricultural policy among the Six, he
could hope to make France — not Kansas — the granary of Europe. In sum, his government
pressed harder and more successfully for the internal progress of the Common Market than any
other member country.®

But de Gaulle had powerful political reasons, too, for leaving the Rome Treaty intact.
Domestically, he had — for the time being — a clear interest in avoiding open conflict with
supporters of European integration as long as France was still torn by the Algerian conflict and
the Fifth Republic’s constitution had not been fully accepted. His pragmatic approach to the
Common Market helped to lay many minds to rest, whereas his larger view of European unity —
and of France taking a lead role — held out great attraction to many parts of French society.
Practical acceptance of the Common Market, based on a strict interpretation of treaty obligations
and a narrow conception of the Commission’s political authority, was thus fully compatible with
his program of fostering domestic political unity.

As importantly, in the foreign policy realm, de Gaulle recognized that the Six provided a
promising jumping board for realizing his encompassing vision of European political unity and
for buttressing France’s policy of grandeur. For all his talk of independence and his willingness to
go it alone, de Gaulle understood that France, given its size, would need the concurrence of other
states with its international vision in order to play a role of international consequence and acclaim.
He was therefore determined to use the composition of the Common Market bequeathed by the
Rome Treaty in order to achieve his larger goal of reinstating France as a world power and of a
‘united’ Europe as an independent ‘voice’ vis-a-vis the superpowers. One important difference
with Europeans of a federalist persuasion, the likes of Jean Monnet, was that de Gaulle wanted to
build European unity by making the nation-state the basic entity of an expanding confederation

of like-minded and interested states through a process of “systematic rapprochement” — and hence

23 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 135.

24 Kolodziej, French International Policy Under De Gaulle and Pompidou, 273-274.

25 Marjolin, for instance, stressed that “I personally was to find constant support in Paris for the completion of
Europe’s construction as defined in the Treaty of Rome.” Marjolin, “What Type of Europe?” in: Brinkley and
Hackett, eds, Jean Monnet, 164. In December 1958 and again in late 1959, de Gaulle’s government ordered the
accelerated implementation of the treaty’s provisions. Paris also insisted that the Common Market had to be more
than a customs union for industrial goods and had to include a common agricultural policy and a gradual
coordination of internal economic policies as well as trade policies. De Gaulle demanded progress on the CAP in
return for each cut in external tariffs or internal industrial tariffs. To be sure, the French government displayed
considerably less enthusiasm for EURATOM because it had no desire to share French advances in the area of
atomic research with its partners on the basis of a supranational ideal.
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not by transcending the nation-state through a process of ongoing integration.* Another
difference was that he charged the movement toward European unity with a rather different
political vocation. Whereas integrationists were generally pro-American in the sense that they
looked to the United States for political inspiration, military protection and financial nourishment,
de Gaulle introduced the vague but pervasive notion of ‘Europeanism’ — in essence, acceptance
of the French view of ‘Europe’ as independent from both superpowers — as the French litmus
test for all aspirants to the Common Market’s membership.

At the onset of the 1960s, political — and indeed military — cooperation between the Six
could still be made to fit the consuming aim expressed in de Gaulle’s war memoirs of persuading
“the states along the Rhine, the Alps, and the Pyrenees to form a political, economic, and
strategic bloc” and “to establish this organization as one of the three world powers.”? While the
Cold War dictated an alliance with the United States for the foreseeable future, there was no
question that the cooperation between European states he had in mind could ultimately replace
the Atlantic alliance as the guarantor of peace on the European continent. France’s aim, he

reiterated in May 1960, was:

to contribute to building Western Europe into a political, economic, cultural and human group,
organized for action, progress and defense...[...] If the Atlantic Alliance is necessary at present for
the security of France and the other free peoples of our continent, they must, behind this shield,

organize to achieve their joint power and development.?® [emphasis added]

De Gaulle, Adenauer, and the Fouchet Plan

de Gaulle also accepted the Common Market with an eye on Germany. Paris and Bonn would, in
his view, have to form the critical axis around which the other continental European states would
revolve. Germany thus had to be tied to France for political as well as economic reasons, on
terms favorable to France. The Common Market was the answer, because it established a
grouping of continental European states in which France could have the upper hand. Moreover,
the Common Market could function as an obstacle for any independent German rapprochement
with the East. Without the Common Market, de Gaulle feared that at some point Russia — not

France — would provide Germany with cheap agricultural products in exchange for German

2 See, e.g., Kolodziej, French International Policy Under De Gaulle and Pompidou, 241. The term “systematic rapprochement”
is used by de Gaulle in Memoirs of Hope, 171.

27 De Gaulle, War Memoirs, 873.

2 France, Ambassade de France, Major Addresses 1958-1964, 78-79.
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industrial equipment. “As long as Adenauer is in control there,” de Gaulle reasoned in early 1961,
“there will be no deal between the Germans and the Russians. But later — I don’t know. | am not
so sure. There are important factors pushing the Germans toward Russia and the Russians
toward Germany. [...] That is why we must have a strong Common Market.”?

One cannot discuss Franco-German relations in the early 1960s without recognizing the
pivotal importance of de Gaulle’s personal relationship with Adenauer.® His renowned first
encounter with the German chancellor, at his tranquil country home in Colombey-les-deux-
Eglises on September 14 and 15, 1958, had laid the basis for their extraordinary personal
rapport.® “Ich bin dahin gefahren mit sehr schwerem Herzen,” Adenauer later explained to a
political associate; “Ich habe da erkannt, dass er wirklich ein ganz anderer Mann ist, als wir uns
vorgestellt hatten.”* Much has been made of the shared influence of their Catholic milieus,
Adenauer’s Rhineland predilection for things French and his mistrust of the British, the bonding
outlook inured by old age (Adenauer was 82 years old), and so on. Without this genuine rapport
at the personal level, de Gaulle certainly would not have been able to weave the “network of
preferential ties with Germany” that would culminate in the Franco-German Treaty of
Reconciliation of January 22, 1963. (It also helps to explain why, after Adenauer’s hand-over to
Ludwig Erhard in the fall of 1963, Franco-German relations took a turn for the worse.)

However, it is equally important to understand that this first meeting between the ‘General’
and ‘der Alte’ had the character of a political transaction from which each gained his due. De
Gaulle — “with what magnanimity!” — was wholeheartedly prepared to mend fences with France’s
“erstwhile aggressor,” thus going a long way in satisfying Germany’s psychological hunger for
international respectability. “Diese Stunde war das Ende einer alten franzdsischen politischen
Tradition, das Ende des [...] In-Schach-Haltens, das heisst der Schwéachung Deutschlands mit

Hilfe verschiedener Methoden...”* In addition, he recognized Germany’s right to reunification

29 Sulzberger, Last of the Giants, 45.

30 Jacques Bariéty, “Die Rolle der personlichen Beziehungen zwischen Bundeskanzler Adenauer und General de
Gaulle fiir die Deutsch-Franzosische Politik zwischen 1858 und 1963,” in: Hans-Peter Schwarz, ed., Adenauer und
Frankreich. Die deutsch-franzdsischen Beziehungen 1958 bis 1969 (Bonn: Bouvier Verlag, 1985), 12-27. For other good
discussions of de Gaulle’s relationship with Adenauer, see: Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 334-344; Maillard, De
Gaulle und Deutschland, 181-285; Maurice Vaisse, “La reconciliation franco-allemande: le dialogue de Gaulle-
Adenauer,” Politique Etrangére, Hiver 1993-4: 963-972; Willis, France, Germany and the New Europe, 273-311.

31 On this meeting and its importance, see: De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 173-179; Adenauer, Memoirs, 1955-1959, vol.
111 (Stuttgart: Deutscher Verlags-Anstalt, 1967), 427-9; Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 215-216; Maillard, De Gaulle
und Deutschland, 181-211; Kolodziej, French International Policy Under De Gaulle and Pompidou, 260-264; Schoenbrun,
Three Lives of De Gaulle, 297-298.

32 Max Schulze-Vorberg cited in: Schwarz, ed., Adenauer und Frankreich, 37.

33 Jacques Bariéty, “Die Rolle der personlichen Beziehungen zwischen Bundeskanzler Adenauer und General de
Gaulle furr die Deutsch-Franzosische Politik zwischen 1858 und 1963,” 17.
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and — at least for the time being — respected Adenauer’s fealty to the Atlantic alliance given the
Soviet threat and the vital importance to Germany of the American nuclear security guarantee. In
return, de Gaulle asked of Adenauer, as he put it succinctly in his memoirs, “acceptance of
existing frontiers, an attitude of goodwill in relations with the East, complete renunciation of
atomic armaments, and unremitting patience as regards reunification.”* De Gaulle thus gained
Adenauer’s general acceptance of four elements of his vision designed to ensure French military
and political hegemony in Western Europe and to lay the groundwork — to be pursued later — for
a détente with the Communist bloc prior to German unification. In addition, de Gaulle
assiduously sought to garner Adenauer’s support for his view of European cooperation. France
would implement the Rome Treaty, de Gaulle assured him, but French requirements on
agriculture would still need to be accommodated and any British advances to the Common
Market “must be turned down as long as Britain remained economically and politically what she
was.” ® De Gaulle’s exposition also foreshadowed his initiative two-and-half years later to
supplant the Common Market with an intergovernmental system of political cooperation
between the Six. Adenauer, in turn, made clear that “Germany on the whole is unfavorable to the
agricultural Common Market and anxious to give satisfaction to Great Britain,” but he qualified
this — no doubt to his host’s satisfaction — by stating that “nothing is more important than that
the union of the Six should succeed... .” And while Germany “had drawn distinct advantages
from the mystique of integration,” Adenauer concurred with de Gaulle that “there could be no
question of submerging the identity of our two nations in some stateless construction.”®

De Gaulle had thus succeeded in seeing eye to eye with Adenauer early on. He would
continue to cultivate their close personal as well as political relationship to great effect
throughout the latter's chancellorship.®” From 1958 to 1962, de Gaulle would furthermore exploit
the Cold War crises over Berlin to further cement this relationship and to gain Adenauer’s
support for his European policies. From the outset of the crisis, in November 1958, de Gaulle

made sure that he appeared to be a more dependable ally than the Americans or the British. Paris

34 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 176. De Gaulle noted with satisfaction that “the Chancellor's pragmatism reconciled
him to my position.” Regarding the prospect of German unification, de Gaulle moreover “sensed in this Catholic
Rhinelander [...] a feeling that, in the event, the present Federal Republic might experience some uneasiness in
incorporating outright the Prussian, Protestant and socialist complex of the eastern territories.” (177)

35 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 178. In this context, de Gaulle curiously speaks of “Britain’s application for
membership” of the Common Market, which would in fact not be in order until the summer of 1960.

3 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 177-178.

3 De Gaulle calculated that after their first meeting in Colombey-les-Deux-Eglises until mid-1962, “Konrad
Adenauer and | were to write to each other on some forty occasions. We saw each other fifteen times [...]. We spent
more than a hundred hours in conversation, either in private, or with our ministers in attendance, or in the company
of our families.” Memoirs of Hope, 180. See also: Maillard, De Gaulle und Deutschland, 213-262.
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had immediately assumed a hard line with the Soviet Union, which helped to calm down
Adenauer’s anxieties about deals being made over his head and contrasted in particular with
Macmillan’s eagerness to negotiate; in return for de Gaulle’s firmness, Adenauer agreed to end
negotiations with Great Britain on Macmillan’s free trade zone at the end of 1958.% In early 1961,
de Gaulle also scored high marks in Bonn for his continuing firmness amidst considerable anxiety
about the direction that the newly arrived Kennedy administration would take with regard to
Germany.® After the East German regime had begun sealing off the eastern sector of Berlin by
building a wall in August 1961 de Gaulle called on the West not to yield to Soviet pressure,” and
in his end-of-the-year message he publicly criticized American and British contacts with Moscow.
To Adenauer, de Gaulle’s stance contrasted favorably with the Kennedy administration’s
considerably more muted response.* There is reason to believe that this stance persuaded
Adenauer, in the course of his visit to France in July 1962, to consent to de Gaulle’s insistence on
drafting a bilateral Franco-German treaty of cooperation designed to bring his conception of
European unity closer to reality.*

But de Gaulle first tried to advance his plan for European unity on a wider base than his
relationship with Adenauer. The swift pace by which the tariff cuts of the Rome Treaty were
being implemented in 1958 and 1959 and the impending resolution of the Algerian question had

38 Kolodziej, French International Policy Under De Gaulle and Pompidou, 265. That Macmillan’s free trade proposal
otherwise could well have separated the French from the more free-trade oriented Germans and Dutch is argued by
Miriam Camps, Britain and the European Community, 1955-1963 (London: Oxford University Press, 1964), 127.

39 Adenauer’s anxiety was caused in particular by the absence of any reference to Germany in Kennedy’s inaugural
address, the introduction of the flexible response strategy, and tentative proposals to discuss access rights to Berlin
with the Soviet Union. See Mayer, Adenauer and Kennedy, 19-41; Kolodziej, French International Policy Under De Gaulle and
Pompidou, 271. Acheson recalls that when he met with Adenauer in April 1961, the German chancellor was “worried
to death” and “was not getting on well with this administration.” Oral history interview with Dean Acheson, JFK
Library, 16-17.

40 At a rally in Rodez on September 21, 1961, de Gaulle said that to negotiate on Soviet terms, “you start out giving
your hat, then you give your coat, then your shirt, then your skin, and finally your soul.” On October 23-24, 1961, de
Gaulle and Adenauer sent personal letters to Kennedy, restating their opposition to any Western concessions on
Berlin or the German problem. On December 11-12, 1961, the Western foreign ministers failed to agree on a unified
Western position on negotiating with the Soviet Union on Berlin because of France’s refusal to accept such
negotiations.

41 In October 1963, Adenauer recalled in an interview: “After the Berlin Wall began to go up [...] absolutely nothing
yet happened [...] even though the Russians had broken their treaties and erected the Wall, the Americans put up
with. [...] The Americans even tried to tell us that it was a good thing because the flow of refugees was stopped.” As
quoted in: Mayer, Adenauer and Kennedy, 43.

42 See Jacques Bariéty, “De Gaulle, Adenauer et la genése du traité de I'Elysée du 22 janvier 1963,” in: De Gaulle et son
siecle, 6. To be sure, the intimacy between Paris and Bonn on Berlin was also instilled by a residual distrust between
the two capitals about their long term plans. As Adenauer told Rusk on June 23, 1962: “Diagramming the
geographical relationship between the USSR, Germany and France, [...] Germany must do everything possible to
prevent a Franco-Russian arrangement against Germany. Therefore complete intimacy between Germany and
France was utterly fundamental.” Rusk added: “This, incidentally, was Adenauer’s reflection of the same underlying
longer range Franco-German distrust which | saw from the other end in Paris.” Secto 48 (Rome), Rusk to President
Kennedy and Acting Secretary, 23 June 1962, frame 852-857, reel 23, PKOF, part 3: DAF, RSC.
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opened the avenue for de Gaulle to come forward with proposals for European political unity.”
He first discussed his ideas generally with Italian Prime Minister Amintore Fanfani in June 1959,
but the drive for creating a ‘European’ Europe out of the Six truly began in earnest in the
summer of 1960 — in other words, just when the Macmillan government was coming around to
the idea of British membership of the Common Market.* Between July and September, de
Gaulle invited the government leaders of the Six — one by one, Adenauer first — to Paris, “so that
France could present her proposals in a setting commensurate with the subject.”*® On September
5, 1960, de Gaulle apprised the public of his concept of European political unity in one of his
majestic press conferences. He first set himself apart from the ruling doctrine of European
integration and the community organizations, which lacked political legitimacy and efficacy and
worked “on the basis of [supranational] dreams,” declaring that Europe could only be built on
the basis of the “reality” of the nation-state. Then he went on to outline his own proposal for
achieving European unity:

To arrange for the regular cooperation of the States of Western Europe in the political, economic
and cultural spheres, as well as that of defense, is an aim that France deems desirable, possible
and practical. [...] It will entail organized, regular consultations between the governments
concerned and the work of specialist bodies in each of the common domains, subordinated to
those governments. It will entail periodic deliberations by an assembly made up of delegates of
the national parliaments. It must also, in my view, entail as soon as possible a solemn European
referendum, in order to give this new departure for Europe the popular backing which is essential
to it. If we set out on this road [...] links will be forged, habits will be developed, and, as time

does its work, it is possible that we will come to take further steps towards European unity.*’

De Gaulle thus introduced a novel political instrumentality for regional cooperation and an

alternative avenue for the future development of European cooperation. Such organized

4 Guy de Carmoy, The Foreign Policies of France, 1944-1968; transl. by Elaine P. Halperin (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1970), 382-383.

4 De Gaulle’s meeting with Fanfani resulted in a French-Italian proposal to hold regular meetings of the foreign
ministers of the Six.

4 1t is unclear whether de Gaulle’s timing was influenced by the changing position of the British government on the
Common Market; de Gaulle makes no reference to it in his memoirs. It is interesting to note, however, that around
the same time, in August 1960, de Gaulle made a passionate plea to Eisenhower and Macmillan to discuss his
tripartite proposal of 1958, urging them to agree to a tripartite summit meeting in September. Such a meeting might
have given legitimacy to France’s claim to represent the Europe of the Six in the world councils of decision. See
chapter three.

4 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 194.

47 France, Ambassade de France, Major Addresses 1958-1964, 93.
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cooperation between European governments would be qualitatively different from the still
predominant federalist idea of progressive integration between the Six through the establishment
of supranational institutions. However, this system of organized consultation would not be free
of commitment: withdrawal was not an act to be taken lightly, nor were third states to be placed
on an equal plane with those within it. The diplomacy of the participating states would be
disciplined to search for a common position of the confederation relative to third parties.*

When de Gaulle presented his ideas to the other government leaders of the Six, their
responses were prejudiced by concerns about the implications for their ties with the United States
and by a preference to involve Great Britain in the discussions about a political union. In
particular the Dutch and the Belgians, de Gaulle wrote disdainfully in his memaoirs, had been
“orientated far less towards the Continent than towards America and England, and above all
anxious to see the latter join the Six on no matter what terms.”*® The truth of the matter was that
they had little desire, too, to subordinate their views to those of Paris in a political union that was
bound to be dominated by France, in particular if Adenauer's Germany allied itself with it This
is also why they rushed to the defense of the communitarian method as the preferred way to
political unity.

So when, on February 10 and 11, 1961, only weeks after Kennedy’s presidential inauguration,
the heads of government and foreign ministers of the Six met in Paris, France’s proposals for a
confederation ran into strong opposition, in particular from the Dutch led by their Foreign
Minister Joseph Luns. This meeting only produced a commission, chaired by the Frenchman
Christian Fouchet, which was charged with developing proposals for a union of states. On July
18, 1961, reconvening in Bonn, the heads of government of the Six nonetheless agreed on a
system of regular political consultation and cooperation, and the Fouchet commission was now
requested to prepare a draft treaty for a European political union. In the process of negotiation,
de Gaulle had conceded important language ensuring the primacy of the Atlantic alliance and
guaranteeing the authority of the communities on the basis of the Rome Treaty. Yet, by the fall
of 1961, he had made important headway in achieving his plan for a ‘European’ Europe.

Meanwhile, the Macmillan government had notified its wish to join the Common Market.

De Gaulle’s biographer Jean Lacouture has wryly suggested that Harold Macmillan’s outcry in his

48 Kolodziej, French International Policy Under De Gaulle and Pompidou, 245.

49 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 194. In fact, the Italian government was deeply reluctant to go along with de Gaulle’s
plan as well.

5 See Albert Kersten's biographical sketch of Joseph Luns, the Dutch foreign minister, in: Duco Hellema, Bert
Zeeman, Bert van der Zwam, eds., De Nederlandse ministers van Buitenlandse Zaken in de twintigste eeuw (Den Haag: SDU
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encounter with de Gaulle in June 1958 helped to convince the Frenchman of the political
advantages of the Common Market, for “if his British neighbours were so very much alarmed by
it, it must be of benefit to the Continent.”** While de Gaulle was careful enough not to reject
British membership out of hand, he was extremely reluctant, preferring to keep the British at bay.
The Belgian historian Pascaline Winand stated that “de Gaulle’s veto of British entry into the
Common Market was very much in the cards as early as 1961;%2 his memoirs suggest that his
concurrence with British membership was never in the cards. De Gaulle never left much room
for doubt that, in addition to finding economic terms acceptable to France, British membership
hinged on London’s willingness to share his conception of a ‘European’ Europe. This implied,

too, that London would have to abandon its ‘special relationship’ with Washington.

Monnet on the Potomac

Kennedy’s European Inheritance

Upon taking office, the Kennedy administration inherited a strong legacy of support for
European integration from previous administrations — a legacy that goes at least as far back as
World War I1. “Like the little girl in the nursery rhyme, a European union, from the point of
view of our long-run economic interests, can be either very, very good, or horrid,” concluded one
State Department analysis in the fall of 1943.% American planning for the postwar period,
however, generally looked favorably on the idea of economic unification of Europe, which was
thought to help restore markets for American products and to contribute to the hallowed goal of
trade liberalization. Early on during World War 11, American postwar planners envisaged a
Europe-wide customs union regulated by a single regional authority strong enough to withstand
demands from national governments and to serve as the single interlocutor for non-European
states, including the United States and the Soviet Union, on economic issues; they also made
ambitious plans for monetary unification and for agricultural reform. The resurgence of
European economic nationalism was also dreaded for its political implications. American postwar
planners believed that European economic and political cooperation — or even, as John Foster
Dulles put it in 1941, “the political reorganization of continental Europe as a federated
commonwealth” — was necessary to forestall the resurgence of nationalism and to integrate

Germany in a stable pan-European framework. While official support for European unification
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52 Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 262.
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remained more muted for the time being, in part because Roosevelt did not want to alienate the
Soviet Union and Secretary of State Cordell Hull prized worldwide trade liberalization as the
panacea above all, the ground for the United States’ postwar record of support for European
integration was prepared during the war years. >

In the immediate aftermath of the war, grand schemes of European integration were on the
backburner of American diplomacy. But in 1947, as economic reconstruction in Western Europe
became bogged down in a reluctance among Europeans to allow Germany to regain its industrial
strength and the Soviet Union tightened its iron grip on Eastern Europe, American policymakers
felt compelled to re-launch their search for the “creative peace” that would transcend nationalism
in Europe. Looking for ways to make more efficient use of Western Europe’s economic
resources, their willingness to try supranational approaches grew. The notion that Europe’s
economic and political integration was in the United States’ strategic interests became part and
parcel of American policy planning. It was harnessed by a favorable body of opinion voiced in
leading newspapers and by politicians from both parties. Washington was, in addition,
increasingly prepared to give American diplomacy an activist role in prodding the Europeans,
who were reluctant to cede national sovereignty, to adopt the new approaches that were seen to
be required to lift the European economies out of the “morass of bilateralism and
restrictionism.”* The European Recovery Plan — popularly known as the Marshall Plan — was
engineered to enforce cooperation between the countries receiving American aid. It provided, in
the words of a Dutch participant in the negotiations, “the first stimulus to European integration
and cooperation,” eventually leading to the establishment of the Organization of European
Economic Cooperation (OEEC) in 1948.% Continuing American pressure on the European
capitals to forge a “single market” and liquidate tariffs also led to the creation in 1950 of the
European Payments Union, as a first step toward free intra-European trade and monetary
cooperation.®” On a wider plane, the Marshall Plan must be regarded as spearheading an
unparalleled drive on the part of the United States to transform the political, economic and even
social make-up of Europe in the context of the Cold War. The economic and political integration

of Europe was not only perceived as being in agreement with the strategic interests of the United

53 As quoted in Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 1.

54 For the history of early American support for European integration, see Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United
States of Europe, 1-63.

% William Clayton in a telephone call to Undersecretary of State Robert A. Lovett, as quoted in: Hogan, The Marshall
Plan, 71.
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States, it was also befitting the enlightened character of the United States’ postwar policies and
seemed to extend the American model based on federal institutions and the modernizing concept
of “growth.”®® This mindset, both munificent and self-aggrandizing, helped to overcome the
United States’ initial reservations with regard to the ECSC and support its creation in 1949 as
well as the follow-on plan for an EDC. The EDC failed; however, “the least one can report,”
wrote the New York Times in 1956 “is that a permanent-looking layer of American customs has
spread itself across the old Continent in the last ten years, to the consternation of the elite, the
delight of the masses and the solid satisfaction of the vendors.”* Upon the signing of the Rome
Treaty, Acheson voiced the cheerful consensus within the American foreign policy establishment
that “the success of the movement toward unity in the West of Europe is no longer in doubt,”
adding that “only the rate of progress is undecided.”®

Given this heritage, the Kennedy administration was bound to be supportive of the
European integration movement. In fact, many of Kennedy's European policies found their
origin in the closing years of the Eisenhower administration. The Bowie Report, prepared for
Secretary of State Christian Herter in 1960 by a group of officials gathered by Robert Bowie from
all corners of the administration, deserves particular mention.”* This report sought to develop
answers to the wide range of political, economic and military issues that were expected to hassle
the Atlantic community in the 1960s. It is best known for its development of the idea of a
multilateral nuclear force, but its scope was considerably wider than that. It foretold many of the
economic and trade policies of the Kennedy administration. Fearing that the Soviet bloc would
surpass the West in terms of economic strength by 1970, for instance, the report pressed for
much closer transatlantic coordination of economic and trade policies in the framework of the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), established in 1960 as a
follow-up to the OEEC, and the General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT). In addition,

% Hogan, The Marshall Plan, 26-87, passim; Ellwood, Rebuilding Europe. As Hogan makes clear, in spite of the
establishment of the OEEC, American pressure on European governments to accept supranational solutions ran
into consistent opposition from European leaders to compromise national sovereignty.

5 Michael Hoffman in The New York Times of 24 June 1956, as quoted in: Ellwood, Rebuilding Europe, 236.

6 Dean Acheson, “The lllusion of Disengagement,” Foreign Affairs, 36, no. 3, April 1958: 371-382. Acheson had
written this article in response to Kennan's calls for a superpower disengagement from Europe in his famous BBC
Reith Lectures. On the Eisenhower administration’s solid support for the Common Market and the Rome Treaty,
especially over the rivaling EFTA, see Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 109-121.

61 Bowie, The North Atlantic Nations Tasks For the 1960’s: A Report to the Secretary of State, August 1960. Bowie headed the
State Department’s Policy Planning Staff from 1953 and became assistant secretary of state for Policy Planning in
1955. Although he returned to Harvard University in late 1957, he continued to work for the Eisenhower
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North Atlantic Council in December 1959. With the extensive help of administration officials and outside experts, it
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it took a positive view of the overall economic implications of the Common Market, provided
that the Six would be prepared to “reduce the common external tariff on a multilateral non-
discriminatory basis” (foreshadowing, in fact, the Trade Expansion Act); the report made clear
that, in order to secure American economic interests and continuing political support for
European integration, the Common Market needed to be seen as a step towards free trade, at
least across the Atlantic, not as a step away from it.

The Bowie Report also displayed the almost instinctive preference among Americans for the
communitarian approach to European integration, both for political reasons — integration was
thought to reduce the potential for a European return to nationalism — and for reasons of
efficiency. At the same time, it expressed strong encouragement of Great Britain’s membership
of the Common Market, at a time when the Macmillan government was only just beginning to
seriously consider this prospect; EFTA was sadly devoid of political content and British
adherence to it, Bowie feared, could weaken the cohesion of the Atlantic alliance. While Bowie
considered an Atlantic confederation or union with common institutions as out of reach for the
time being, he kept it in view as “an ultimate goal” of American foreign policy.® More
importantly, however, his report marked the emergence of the idea of a “partnership of equals”
between the United States and the emerging Common Market. The partnership idea took
account of the success of the Common Market in the late 1950s, the impracticality of urgent calls
for an Atlantic “Union” by people like Clarence Streit, and the desire to influence the direction of
the European integration movement. It offered the perspective of a more balanced transatlantic
relationship, too, for without European integration, “equal influence on common policy is out of
the question, whatever the forms or fictions.”® In sum, the Bowie Report underlined that the
European integration movement was viewed in Washington in the 1950s and the beginning of
the 1960s as a largely congenial contribution to transatlantic policy coordination and the
Common Market as a constituent part of growing and significant promise within the Atlantic
community.

The Bowie Report was given an attentive reading in official Washington and its
recommendations resonated in reports prepared for the incoming Kennedy administration. The
influential Stevenson Report, for instance, which was in reality prepared by a task force

assembled by George Ball, reiterated the need for breaking down transatlantic trade barriers and
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for the establishment of an Atlantic partnership.* In a follow-on report on foreign economic
policy, Ball stressed the positive contribution of the Common Market, where “beyond economic
unity lies the long-term prospect of political union on the continent.”® The earlier discussed
Acheson Report, submitted to Kennedy in March 1961, did not explicitly endorse Bowie’s idea of
a partnership of equals, speaking rather of “an Atlantic commonwealth, in which common
institutions would increasingly be developed to meet common problems.” However, Acheson did
express strong support for European integration as a step toward a “genuine” Atlantic
community, “in which common institutions are increasingly developed to address common
problems.” With regard to British membership, moreover, he found that “the U.K. should not be
encouraged to oppose or stay apart from that movement by doubts as to the U.S. attitude or by
hopes of a ‘special’ relation with the U.S.” and that “over time, the U.K. might become
convinced that its position apart from the continent did not constitute a promising base of power
— particularly if the U.S. was dealing ever more closely with growing strength on the continent.”
The Acheson Report moreover adopted 1970 — the year when, according to Bowie, the Soviet
economy would surpass that of the West — as the year by which “a more tightly knit Atlantic
commonwealth” must be achieved.®®

The Americans and Jean Monnet —The Other Special Relationship

The Kennedy administration’s support of European integration would take on fresh intensity and
focus not just as a result of the abovementioned policy reports but also because of those who

were chosen to serve on it. Kennedy's European policies would in particular be shaped by a
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in: Brinkley and Griffiths, John F. Kennedy and Europe (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1999), 271-273;
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Europe and Canada, #100. Some of the most important contributors to Acheson’s report, such as Robert Komer
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generation of mid- and high-level officials at the State Department who felt a strong personal
commitment to the European integration movement and were determined to use their time at the
helm to further its cause. The history of the so-called Europeanists in the Kennedy
administration stands out as an example of the overriding influence that a relatively limited
number of officials, equipped with energy, ability and sense of purpose, can exert on an
administration’s policy. Operating, according to one of its exponents, J. Robert Schaetzel, as a
“loosely knit group, allied in its support of European union, sensitive to Europe’s objectives and
problems, and tied by close friendship to the Europeans involved,” they were to become the
driving force behind Kennedy’s vision of an Atlantic partnership.” The Europeanists differed in
particular with those, like Adlai Stevenson and Chester Bowles, who sought to shift the focus of
American foreign policy toward the underdeveloped world. They distinguished themselves from
others who continued to view Europe as the single most important area of interest and foreign
policy activity for the United States by the wholeheartedness of their dedication to the European
integration process and the precedence they gave to building up the Common Market.

The Belgian historian Pascaline Winand has emphasized the differences within the
Kennedy administration between, on the one hand, the Europeanists (devotees to the cause of
European integration) and, on the other hand, the Atlanticists and the Internationalists (both of
whom sought to dilute European integration within an Atlantic or an international framework).
While this distinction is helpful, it is important to stress that there was broad support within the
Kennedy administration for European integration as well as broad agreement that European
unification should take place within an Atlantic framework. As Winand readily concedes, “maost
Europeanists agreed with Atlanticists in the field of defense, where Atlantic integration was still
the preferred approach.”® But in other areas, too, the goals of European and Atlantic unity were
seen to be compatible. As George Ball made clear to French Foreign Minister Couve de Murville
in May 1962, the United States was prepared “to develop the Atlantic institutions as rapidly as
possible to make it practicable for Europe speaking with one voice and America to work [...]
toward the achievement of common goals.”® Ball was thinking in particular of remaking the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) from “a body that could

collect statistics, make studies, and formulate ground rules for cooperation” into “an effective
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machine for common transatlantic decision and action.. .” ™ In addition, he and other
Europeanists consistently advocated the establishment of an Atlantic parliament.”

The European vision of a whole generation of American policymakers cannot be understood
without the extraordinary personal influence of the ‘founding father’ of the European integration
movement: Jean Monnet. The story of Monnet’s influence on Washington policymakers and his
ability to associate influential Americans with his epoch-making European project remains unique.
So great was Monnet’s influence in Washington, that, in the words of Ernst van der Beugel, “the
history of American policy toward the process of European unification cannot [...] be explained
without recognition of Monnet's influence... .”"

From an early age, as a scion of a relatively well-to-do brandy-making family from Cognac
and an investment banker, Monnet had developed an extraordinary personal network of
international connections. These connections, it is fair to say, were particularly strong within the
Anglo-Saxon world. This was in part the result of the practical, internationalist outlook common
among the inhabitants of the Cognac region. As Monnet explained in his memoirs, “the people

of Cognac were not nationalist at a time when France was.” And:

The power of Great Britain was universally respected and very impressive to a young Frenchman
who was ready to regard that country and its Empire as the natural place for him to work.
Between Cognac and London, there were direct links that by-passed Paris. [...] At Cognac, one

was on equal terms with the British: in Paris one was somewhat under their influence.”

In 1905, at age sixteen, Monnet’s father had sent him off to work with a wine merchant in the
city of London for two years in order to learn the English language and way of life. He went on,
at age eighteen, to travel extensively throughout North America to visit clients and to develop a
retail network. His first encounter with the United States was a transformational experience
which produced lessons for a lifetime. The young Monnet was instinctively drawn by the
optimism and the level of mutual trust between people on the frontier and was struck by “the
dynamism of a world on the move,” which stood “in contrast to the static balance of the old
Europe.” He observed little order in American society, but it did not put him off as was the case

70 Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 220-221; Bill, George Ball, 109-110.
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with many other European travellers: “I became convinced that there could be no progress
without a certain disorder, or at least without disorder on the surface.” His American experience
also taught him that resistance to change led nowhere: “Where change was accepted, expansion
was ensured.” As importantly, he learned to understand the value of the distinctively American
skill of managing change. “The United States had retained the dynamism of the Western
pioneers,” he wrote in his memoirs. “But to that they had added organization. To organize
change — that, I saw, was necessary, and it could be done.”™

Monnet's association with the Anglo-Saxon world was reinforced in the remainder of his
business career. In the mid-1920s, he was recruited by the American investment bank Blair and
Company to work for its French subsidiary; in 1936, he moved to New York as an investment
banker. As international banker, Monnet negotiated loans to aid the recovery of Poland, Romania,
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria in what John McCloy later termed “the forerunner of the Marshall
Plan.”™ His links expanded into the political realm mostly as a result of his various appointments
as government envoy during the war. In 1914, still only in his mid-twenties, he persuaded French
Prime Minister René Viviani that France and Britain needed to coordinate their war effort much
more closely, and was consequently sent off to London to put words into action. Throughout
World War 1, he worked energetically to establish joint organizations such as a Conference of
Ministers of Commerce, an Allied Wheat Executive and an Allied Military Transport Committee
— all of which prefigured the establishment of the ECSC more than four decades later. In 1938,
after the Munich conference had raised the prospect of a new war with Germany, French Prime
Minister Edouard Daladier sent him on a secret mission to President Roosevelt to ask for
American aircraft for France. In 1939, Monnet went on to resume his World War | task of
coordinating supplies as the chairman of the Anglo-French Coordinating Committee, a position
which he had defined as that of an “Allied official” with “an Allied rather than a national point of
view.”” In 1940, in a last-minute attempt to keep France in the war, he persuaded Churchill to
propose a political union between Great Britain and France to the government of Prime Minister
Paul Reynaud. When this failed, Monnet placed himself at the disposal of the British government.
He was sent to Washington as a British official to help pave the way for the Lend-Lease Act of

March 1941, which effectively ended the neutrality of the United States.”” Monnet’s role during

73 Jean Monnet, Memoirs, translated from the French by Richard Mayne (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1978), 42,44.
74 Monnet, Memoirs, 46.

75 Kai Bird, The Chairman. Also: Isaacson and Thomas, The Wise Men, 122.

7 Richard Mayne, “Jean Monnet: A Biographical Essay,” in: Hackett ed., Monnet and the Americans, 13.

77 Monnet was, in fact, the true author of Roosevelt’s phrase in a famous fireside chat that the United States should



336 WHOSE KIND OF ‘EUROPE’

World War 11 in eliciting aid from Washington, both for Great Britain and for France, was so
crucial that Lord Halifax, the British ambassador to the United States, called him “one of the real
architects of our victory,” and John Maynard Keynes guessed that his efforts shortened the war
by a year. After the war, he masterminded the modernization of the French economy during the
difficult reconstruction years as the head of the Commissariat-général du plan. With its emphasis on
growth, productivity, and statistical analysis, the ‘Plan Monnet’ in essence sought to emulate the
economic dynamism of the United States.” “The French,” he reasoned, must adopt “the psychology
of the Americans,” which entailed “the disposition to change constantly.””® Monnet earned his place
in history as the founding father of the ECSC; what is less well-known is how strenuously he tried
to convince the British government to join it® His Anglo-Saxon orientation is clear, too, from
his decision to name his high-level lobby group for European integration, established in 1955 to
re-launch the European movement following the EDC's downfall, the ‘Action Committee for the

181

United States of Europe.” It is fair to say, as historian John Gillingham has done, that “the

United States was both the most decisive influence on Monnet’s life and the main source of his
power.”#

There is no doubt that Monnet had his own ‘special relationship’ with the bipartisan
policymaking establishment in Washington that shaped American foreign policy after World War
11.% Some of his most important and intimate friendships, such as the one with John McCloy,

originated as far back as to his banking days in the 1920s or even, as in the case of John Foster
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Dulles, to the days immediately following World War I, when Woodrow Wilson came to Europe
to garner support for his League of Nations.* In the crucible of World War 11, these friendships
deepened and he developed new ones to boot. Power brokers such as Harry Hopkins, Henry
Stimson, Felix Frankfurter, Robert Lovett, Averell Harriman and journalists including Walter
Lippmann, James Reston and the Alsop brothers: they all became part of Monnet's web of
influence and regularly consulted Monnet about organizing the war effort or about the political
situation in France.® During these years, Monnet developed a close working relationship with
Dean Acheson, too, which later on turned out to be instrumental in overcoming Acheson’s initial
qualms about the ECSC as “the damndedst cartel | have ever heard in my life.”® After the war,
he was able to develop similar ties with Eisenhower.®” Moreover, a whole group of mid-level
American policymakers — Robert Bowie, J. Robert Schaetzel, David Bruce, and others — became
intimately involved through Monnet with his European projects.®®

Monnet's special relationship with the American foreign policy establishment cannot be
explained solely from his effortless command of the English language or his affable demeanor.

Monnet was very much his own man, a far cry from the archetypical French bureaucrat. He
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cherished a positive view of the United States throughout and, in many respects, operated on
similar wavelengths with his American counterparts; for this reason, too, “it was in the United
States that he found his closest friends and his most important relationships... .”* Monnet was
both intensely pragmatic and visionary, which enabled him to view crises as practical
opportunities to shape the course of events; “in his life and spirit,” Jacques Van Helmont has
observed, “change was inscribed as the supreme law” and “he accepted the disorder that

followed.”®

Monnet’s optimism and dedication to action, Henry Owen — yet another American
friend — found, “were in a way more American than European.”* As is more common in the
United States than in Europe, he operated on the boundary between business and government,
bringing a can-do mentality and managerial quality to government affairs. Although he had had
“neither the help nor the limitations of university or a grand école,”* he very much fit the
professional and personal mold of many of his Ivy League-bred friends from New York’s
business community and Washington’s law firms. As he wrote in his memoirs, he visited them
regularly because he wanted to base his judgment on “the wisdom of practical men” who “cannot
afford to make mistakes — bankers, industrialists, lawyers, newspapermen.”® To the many
Americans who befriended him, Monnet was the European of the new mold who responded to
their own hopes and aspirations: he was practical, forward-looking, pro-American, self-effacing,
and, above all, capable of rising above the narrow historical and mental framework of the
European nation-state. In their eyes, Monnet was the embodiment of the ‘good’ European. His
integration movement seemed to provide a coherent and forward-looking method to resolving
the European Question that had befuddled American diplomacy for so long. It provided an
opportunity to reconstruct Europe — or, at least, its western part — in ways consistent with
America’s fundamental interests and beliefs. Monnet saw himself as a “citizen of the Western
world,” one of his closest European collaborators stated; “he could not conceive that Europe and
the United States could develop divergent futures... .”* A few years before his death in 1979, the
European Council declared him ‘Honorary Citizen of Europe.’ Yet there is some justification, too,

8 Van Helmont, “Jean Monnet As He Was,” in: Brinkley and Hackett, eds., Jean Monnet, 217. Van Helmont also
writes that Monnet was “enchanted by the dynamism, the vast resources and the spirit of organization of the
Americans.”

% Van Helmont, “Jean Monnet As He Was,” in: Brinkley and Hackett, eds., Jean Monnet, 214.

91 As quoted in Brinkley, in Hackett, ed., Monnet and the Americans, 78.

9 |n the words of Jacques Van Helmont in “Jean Monnet As He Was,” in: Brinkley and Hackett, eds., Jean Monnet,
214,

9 Monnet, Memoirs, 271.

9 Jacques Van Helmont, “Jean Monnet As He Was,” in: Brinkley and Hackett, eds., Jean Monnet, 217.
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in seeing him as a first citizen — along with the likes of Dean Acheson, John McCloy, Walter
Lippmann, and Clarence Streit — of the Atlantic community.

It is important to note that Monnet’s circle of American friends was limited in one important
respect. He was particularly well connected with those Americans who were both internationalist
and liberally inclined (regardless of whether they were Republican or Democrat) and who were
orientated towards Europe, many of them representatives of the East Coast Establishment. They
— like Monnet — felt most strongly that the European nation-state had discredited itself as a result
of two world conflagrations. Throughout his life, Monnet pioneered supranational solutions to
solve supranational problems, which tied in neatly with the “one world” program of Wilsonians
and later — in the context of the Cold War — with building up the Atlantic community. Although
he has been ascribed the traits of a French peasant,” Monnet was cosmopolitan in the true sense
of the word: not bound by local or national prejudices and at home in all countries and places. As
Van Helmont observed, “he saw the future globally.”*® As a young man working for the League
of Nations, he had lamented that those who had drawn up the League Convenant had been
“careful to avoid setting up a genuine authority independent of the member states, or even a first
nucleus of autonomous international power.”*” In the early stages of World War Il, when
Monnet’s relentless pressure on Washington officials to dramatically increase the United States’
military production raised suspicions in some quarters, in particular with Secretary of the
Treasury Henry Morgenthau, McCloy rushed to the defense of his long-time friend: “As for
[Monnet’s] national loyalties, they are unimportant whatever they are. | know you can depend on
his loyalty to the main task.”* Given the war-torn and divided state of Europe, uniting Western
Europe through the pooling of resources and markets became Monnet's abiding goal after World
War Il — and lasting legacy. But the scope of his vision was considerably larger than that of
merely promoting the Europe of the communities. “European unity is the most important event
in the West since the war,” wrote Monnet once, “not because it is a new great power, but because

the new institutional method it introduces is permanently modifying relations between nations

9 See, in particular, Francois Duchéne, Jean Monnet: The First Statesman of Interdependence (New York: W.W. Norton,
1994), 27-28.

% Jacques Van Helmont, “Jean Monnet As He Was,” in: Brinkley and Hackett, eds., Jean Monnet, 211-212, 216-217.
In addition, Van Helmont stressed that Monnet was “happy when he was on a journey” and “easily got into
conversation with people of all conditions, in any country.”

97 Monnet, Memoirs, 40.

98 As quoted in: Schwartz, “The Transnational Partnership: Jean Monnet and Jack McCloy,” in: Hackett, ed., Monnet
and the Americans, 174.
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and men.”® If nothing else, the closing words of his memoirs reveal Monnet as a true believer in

the world community:

Have | said clearly enough that the Community we have created is not an end in itself? It is a
process of change, continuing that same process which in an earlier period of history produced
our national forms of life. [...] The sovereign nations of the past can no longer solver the
problems of the present: they cannot ensure their own progress or control their own future. And

the Community itself is only a stage on the way to the organized world of tomorrow.’®

The Frenchman was, in many ways, as his British-Swiss co-worker and biographer Francois
Duchéne put it, truly the “first statesman of interdependence.”*™*

Given Monnet’s near symbiotic relationship with the American foreign policy establishment,
it is hardly surprising that when he came to Washington in March 1961, “he found a president
surrounded by a battalion of his friends.”*® Monnet had already been consulted by Robert Bowie
in 1960 as he was preparing his influential policy report. Together with his Dutch collaborator
Max Kohnstamm, he also contributed his views about an Atlantic partnership to the Stevenson
Report prepared for the presidential candidate by Ball.'® Monnet was also quick to dust off his
old friendship with Acheson once it became clear that Kennedy was seeking the elder statesman’s
advice, and he assiduously tried to make his influence felt in the drafting of the Acheson
Report.*™ But the weight of Monnet’s influence with the new administration was not just
determined by his acquaintances at the top level. It was perhaps even more important, as The
Economist observed at the time, “that in the lower levels of the administration, where cables are
drafted and commanded, there are enthusiasts for the pure milk of M. Monnet’s doctrine who
make even Mr. Ball — and perhaps even M. Monnet himself — appear as moderating

influences.”*%

9 Quoted in Kolodziej, French International Policy Under De Gaulle and Pompidou, 249.

100 Monnet, Memoirs, 524.

101 Duchéne, Jean Monngt.

102 Walt W. Rostow, “Kennedy’s View of Monnet; and Vice Versa,” in: Brinkley and Griffiths, Kennedy and Europe,
281. It was Ball who took Monnet to see Kennedy, with whom he discussed his ideas about an Atlantic
“partnership.” See: Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 148-149.

103 Duchéne, Jean Monnet, 326; Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 148.

104 Brinkley, “Dean Acheson and Jean Monnet,” in: Hackett, ed., Monnet and the Americans, 91. Acheson joked that he
knew he had returned to a position of influence “because Monnet was once again using him to advance his united
Europe cause.”

105 The Economist, 27 January 1962, 324.
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There is no question that the Europeanists within the Kennedy administration were
spearheaded by George Ball, first as the vigorous undersecretary of state for economic affairs and
then, after Bowles left his post in November 1961, the department’s number two.'® Ball's
influence within the Kennedy administration is often perceived as one consequence of Secretary
of State Dean Rusk’s hands-off management. It is true that Rusk allowed Ball to wield his scepter
over the European offices of the State Department with remarkable independence, which caused
Ball to characterize Rusk in his memoirs as “my self-contained leader.”*”” But it is equally true
that Ball and the other Europeanists would not have been given such leeway if most American
policymakers had not been inclined to encourage the integration movement in Western Europe.
To the great majority of them, the American example underscored the validity of the federal
approach, the importance of the rule of law, and the benefits of free trade, a large single market,
and private enterprise. The predominant reading of European history was one laced with
internecine warfare, narrow-minded nationalism and mercantilism — and the integration
movement seemed to provide an escape from this sorrowful history. In addition, many American
policymakers took it as self-evident that there could be no fundamental conflict of interest with a
unified Europe even as there undoubtedly would be differences of view. As Schaetzel made clear,
“partnership as a goal was not in dispute; it was only a matter of whether the Europeans could
make sufficient progress to convert the objective of partnership into reality.”**

Monnet's personal influence on George Ball is well documented. Their collaboration became
particularly important when Ball joined the State Department; indeed, many of the Kennedy
administration’s European policies cannot be understood without Ball’s connection with the
Frenchman. Ball had befriended Monnet during World War 1l. He then became a close
collaborator of the Frenchman in the 1940s and 1950s, when his law firm, whose European
offices he had set up in Paris, represented the interests of the ECSC. (Ball edited a journal, France

Actuelle, devoted to promoting American investments in France.) Ball deeply admired Monnet for

106 Apart from Ball and Schaetzel, other names commonly associated with the Europeanist ‘gang’ at the State
Department include those of John Tuthill (the American representative to the OECD and the European
Communities), David Bruce (Kennedy’s ambassador to Great Britain), John Leddy (from 1962 ambassador to the
OECD and from 1965 assistant secretary of state for European affairs) and Henry Owen (deputy chairman of the
Policy Planning Council from November 1962). According to Ball's biographer James Bill, “beyond the secretariat,
two dozen Ball boys were involved in substantive policymaking.” Bill, George Ball, 69. For more detailed discussions
of the views and careers of the Europeanists, see in particular: Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of
Europe, 139-153; DilLeo, “George Ball and the Europeanists in the State Department, 1961-1963,” in: Brinkley and
Griffiths, Kennedy and Europe, 263-280.

107 Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 168-169. On Rusk and Ball, see also: Bill, George Ball, 72-74.

108 Schaetzel, The Unhinged Alliance, 41. Schaetzel adds that “Dean Acheson, who endorsed both European unity and
the general goals of partnership, [...] gagged on the adjective ‘equal’; his experience as a lawyer led him to insist that
he had seen and been engaged in many partnerships, but never one that was equal.”
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his grasp of modernity — he described Monnet as the “preeminently modern man” — and for his
ability to view crises as opportunities to affect change in the desired direction. Like Monnet, Ball
appreciated the value of personal networks. Most importantly, Monnet had turned Ball into an
ardent advocate of the European integration movement, to which he would devote a large part of
his considerable energy as a public servant. “Though hacking our way through the trees by
different paths,” Ball explained about his association with Monnet, “we usually came out at the
same clearing in the forest, and on one point we were unanimous — that the logic of European
integration was inescapable.”*

Monnet's other personal relationship that carried much weight with the Kennedy
administration was the one with Dean Acheson. Acheson had remained a staunch supporter of
European integration after his State Department years. Like Monnet, Acheson anticipated that
the ECSC, EURATOM and the Common Market would eventually be supplanted by a political
community which in turn could serve as a building block for the wider Atlantic community.**
Although their correspondence had languished during the Eisenhower years, Monnet lost no
time rekindling their old friendship once Acheson had been appointed the most senior foreign
policy adviser to the incoming Kennedy administration. As we will see, they would cooperate
closely during the Kennedy years to promote the idea of an Atlantic partnership.***

In general, the Europeanists in the Kennedy administration operated on Monnet’s
wavelength in a number of important ways. First, they embraced Monnet’s view that European
integration was an inexorable process; they tended to agree in particular with what Walt Rostow
once called the “Monnet sequence,” which presupposed that economic integration would
eventually be followed by political union and a resolution of the nuclear question.*? Second, they
shared Monnet’s aversion to ‘intergovernmental debating societies’ and his belief in the
conditioning power of institutions. His community method of integration, they felt, held out the

promise of replacing traditional notions about national sovereignty and political legitimacy. It

109 Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 74. For Monnet’s profound influence on Ball, see: Bill, George Ball; Winand,
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Eurape, 147, passim. Over the years, Ball had built an impressive network of
relationships in the United States and Europe; he was, for instance, a leading participant in the Bilderberg
conferences organized by dr. Joseph Retinger and Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands since 1952 in order to
promote Atlantic consensus. Ball would maintain an intimate personal rapport with Monnet, up to the latter’s death
in 1979.

110 Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 101-103.

111 Brinkley, “Dean Acheson and Jean Monnet,” in: Hackett, ed., Monnet and the Americans, 91.

112 Oral history interview with Walt W. Rostow, JFKL, 131. Also: Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of
Europe 156. Rostow was virtually alone in taking exception to this sequence. He argued that the nuclear question had
to be dealt with simultaneously and from the outset pushed the idea of a multilateral nuclear force against this
background.
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moreover tied in to the notion prevalent at the time that “the European nation state as presently
constituted is too small economically, too weak militarily and too ineffective politically for the
modern world.”™* One Policy Planning Council memorandum early in the Kennedy presidency,
for instance, proposed that the United States should try to convince de Gaulle that “Europe has
no future as a congeries of archaic nation-states compared to what it might have as an integrated
power complex,” and that Washington would welcome “a quasi-independent Europe on these
terms.”*** Third, they believed that Great Britain had to join the Common Market sooner rather
than later. Fourth, they believed that a unified Europe should be accommodated within a
transatlantic framework. In addition, the Europeanists believed that considerable responsibility
rested upon the United States to urge Europeans toward the goal of unity. Their historical task
was to further the cause of European integration and the wider Atlantic community. “To a
visitor,” David Howell, a British journalist of the Daily Telegraph, observed during these years,
“the Washington administration gives the impression of being prepared to go to almost any
lengths to see Europe united, with Britain included, and speaking with one voice, economically,
politically and militarily. [...] It struck me as being [...] like Rome at the time of Diocletian, the first
emperor to realise that the Empire was too unwieldy to be ruled from Italy and that a separate

although allied centre of power must be created in the East to keep the edifice together.”**®

Monnet vs. De Gaulle

If, in the eyes of the Europeanists, Monnet stood symbol for the “good” European, de Gaulle
was his antithesis. Monnet’s personal relationship with de Gaulle was hampered, too, by a
fundamental incompatibility of views and personalities, an incompatibility which was only
moderated by their ability to act pragmatically in the face of great challenges. Monnet’s views
were shaped by his experiences in international business; de Gaulle was groomed in the army’s
conservative cult of nationhood. For Monnet, the state was a passing phenomenon ill-equipped
to deal with the pressures of globalisation; for de Gaulle, it was the alpha and omega of political
life. Whereas Monnet spent much of his energy in World War | and Il on coordinating the allied
war effort in the most efficient way possible, de Gaulle was above all concerned with protecting

national self-determination against his more powerful allies. “If one were to try to list all the

113 Policy Planning Council Paper, “Key National Security Problems,” 10 February 1961, Policy Planning, Subjects,
NSF, box 303, JFKL.

114 Policy Planning Council Paper, “Key National Security Problems,” 10 February 1961, Policy Planning, Subjects,
NSF, box 303, JFKL.

115 “Facts for America to Face,” Daily Telegraph, 25 January 1963.
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divergences in the thinking and action of the two men, one would never finish,” Marjolin once
declared.™™ While they shared a complete devotion to their lifelong causes, each man — one a man
of influence, the other of power — was on a mission of his own.

Their most important differences revolved around two questions: first, the relationship
between the nation-state and the movement towards European unity and, second, the
relationship of a unified Europe to the United States. Their differing views on these two
questions would to an important degree shape the debate in the 1950s and 1960s about European
unification, so much so that, as Marjolin stated, Monnet and de Gaulle came to embody “two
great currents of thinking” about Europe.*’

To be sure, neither de Gaulle nor Monnet could afford to ignore the other — and they had
proven at times to be sufficiently pragmatic to combine forces, both against the background of
France’s near-mortal crisis in the mid-twentieth century and in order to further their respective
long-term goals. Initially, the pressures of war forced them into collusion, in particular after the
Torch landings in North Africa in 1942 made it increasingly urgent for the Allies to sort out
which Frenchman should be considered to the spokesman for his country. Harry Hopkins had
persuaded President Roosevelt to send Monnet to Algiers as a political adviser to General Henri
Giraud. Monnet’s contribution to easing Giraud into transferring control to de Gaulle’s Free
French in the Comité Francais de Libération Nationale (CFLN) in June 1943 — often overlooked —
was crucial.**® Monnet also carefully worked his contacts within the Roosevelt administration in
order to secure American recognition for the CFLN and for de Gaulle’s follow-on provisional
government, established in May 1944 (only weeks in advance of D-Day), as the de facto
government of France.™® This was anything but easy: if he was able to bring most of the
government machine around, President Roosevelt and his Secretary of State Cordell Hull — to
Monnet’s growing exasperation — persisted in their anti-de Gaulle attitude and their reluctance to

cede control over France’s civil administration until the reality on the ground in the wake of the

116 Marjolin, “What Type of Europe?” in: Brinkley and Hackett, eds, Jean Monnet, 169.

117 Marjolin, “What Type of Europe?” in: Brinkley and Hackett, eds, Jean Monnet, 163.

118 See Duchéne, Jean Monnet, 98-125 ; Monnet, Memoirs, 195-200; Cogan, Oldest Allies, Guarded Friends, 39-44. Robert
Murphy, the United States’ official representative in North Africa, too, has credited Monnet for unifying the French
resistance, although he mournfully notes that Roosevelt's support — through Harry Hopkins — had given Monnet
“almost the status of a personal envoy of the President in North Africa.” Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors, 181.
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liberation decided matters.*® During this confusing time, in the spring and summer of 1944,
Monnet served on de Gaulle’s provisional government (GPRF) as minister responsible for
supplies — the only government position he ever held. Monnet's collaboration with de Gaulle was
extended to the immediate aftermath of the war, as they sought to deal with the daunting task of
postwar reconstruction. Visiting the United States in August 1945, de Gaulle — greatly impressed
with the signs of prosperity and industrial prowess around him — asked Monnet to engineer the
modernization of the French economy with the infusion of American dollars, a request that led
to the Monnet Plan.** In sum, de Gaulle’s and Monnet's ability to work together during the war
and its immediate aftermath in spite of their differences was vital to the national resurrection of
France.

De Gaulle, although he owed Monnet a great deal, nonetheless continued to suspect him as
an “inspirer” and “the mouthpiece of the foreigner” who worked for American rather than
French interests.””? The jibes in de Gaulle’s Memoirs of Hope against the “myth mongers” who
spread the “supra-national doctrine” and the “so-called executives installed at the head of
common institutions by virtue of the delusions of integration” were clearly aimed at Monnet and
his sympathizers. There is reason to believe that de Gaulle viewed Monnet's Action Committee
for the United States of Europe, financed in part by the Ford Foundation, as “almost a
subversive organization.”*? “Il fait un trés bon cognac,” de Gaulle was prepared to say to
Monnet'’s credit in a conversation with Eisenhower in 1962. “Malheureusement, cette occupation
ne lui suffit pas!”'* As for Monnet, his dogmatic pragmatism, his disinclination to engage in
personal attacks, and his self-chosen role of acting as a broker of ideas among those who held
power caused him to be less open in his denunciations of de Gaulle. Yet, as a representative of

the democratic or ‘republican’ tradition in France, Monnet was naturally wary of the ventures of

120 See Duchéne, Jean Monnet, 131-138.

121 In his memoirs, Monnet describes how he persuaded de Gaulle during their conversation in Washington that the
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military men into politics; as René Pleven stated, he “had made up his mind that the General
would never share power with anyone.”'*

Monnet’s influence undoubtedly colored American perceptions of de Gaulle. Since he knew
how to operate within the French bureaucracy, he was the preferred conduit of American
officials for influencing official French positions. “When things were pretty sticky with the
French,” one American top official recalled, “we’d go talk to Jean Monnet and somehow they'd
ease up a little bit after that.”*® He was also often the chosen interlocutor when Washington tried
to make sense of French politics, which naturally included explanations of de Gaulle’s behavior.
During World War 11, Acheson for instance professed, “Monnet gave me fascinating glimpses
into General de Gaulle, who was as yet only a controversial mystery to me.”*? After the war, too,
he often relied on Monnet for advice on how to overcome the nationalist stubbornness of de
Gaulle."® Monnet’s view about working around the imperviousness of the General was indeed
similar to the attitude of in particular the Kennedy and Johnson administrations. “You do not
negotiate with de Gaulle,” Monnet once pressed on the journalist Don Cook. “What you must do
is to arrange conditions, set up hard facts, realities that he must take into account in making
decisions.”** Perhaps most importantly, the mere presence of Monnet as an exemplar of the
‘new’ Europe emphasized to Americans that de Gaulle still stood for the ‘old’ Europe. With
some exceptions, as a traditional statesman de Gaulle never earned more than grudging respect
among American officials, whereas Monnet was genuinely admired as a leader for being in the
vanguard of modernity.

George Ball would develop a particularly adversarial relationship with de Gaulle, whom he
habitually censured for belonging to the era of Louis XIV (the Sun King).*® The notion that de
Gaulle was an agent of Europe’s atavistic nationalist past was prevalent in official Washington.
National Security Adviser McGeorge Bundy was “the only fellow that had some independent

views,” Ball himself recalls. “I always suspected and used to accuse him of being a Gaullist, and

125 As quoted in Duchéne, Jean Monnet, 81. Pleven worked closely with both Monnet and de Gaulle during the war.
Monnet’s memoirs, by contrast, are notably fair with regard to de Gaulle, even as he laments that de Gaulle called
him “the inspirer” and offered nothing but words of derision to the European integration movement. De Gaulle,
Monnet wrote, was a “mixture of a practical intelligence that could only command respect, and a disquieting
tendency to overstep the bounds of common sense. He was by turns intimate, using his undoubted charm, and
distant, impervious to argument when carried away by patriotic honour of personal pride.” Memoirs, 198, 433-434,
440-441, passim.
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he had a different appraisal of the General from mine.”*** Yet Ball's antagonism towards de
Gaulle was particularly vehement. According to Dean Rusk, Ball “considered de Gaulle a major
obstacle to everything he stood for.”**2 This antagonism was instilled in part by his intellectual
affiliation with Monnet. In his memoirs, Ball left no doubt about how he divided his sympathies:
“I have no doubt that, of the two, Jean Monnet was the greater.” Whereas Ball praised Monnet as
a “superlative architect” with a durable vision of Europe, de Gaulle was merely a “superb actor”
leaving “only legends and transient playbills — nothing permanent that affects the lives or
sensibilities of future generations.” To those who admired de Gaulle for being unusually
clairvoyant, Ball retorted that the French leader’s “great weakness” was that he “habitually faces

backwards, seeing the centuries that are past, not the future that is to come.”

| saw de Gaulle as a twentieth-century Don Quixote, seeking to preserve old forms and restore
old patterns, always trying to push a modest-sized nation into the front rank alongside
superpowers organized on a continent-wide basis — in total disregard of this century’s
requirements of scope and scale. [...] His whole life was dedicated to prove that a ‘leader’s
genius,” when combined with ‘the people’s virtue,” could somehow ‘reverse the verdict of number’
— that he could somehow make France a superpower in spite of itself. [...] Monnet never
indulged in such whimsical fantasy; he was a twentieth-century man, in contrast to de Gaulle, the
brilliant anachronism who disrupted Europe by undertaking a tour de force beyond the reach of his

extraordinary abilities. ***

Given the sweeping character of his condemnation of de Gaulle, Ball's personal conversations
with the Frenchman during his State Department years were surprisingly civilized and well-
humored. In the mid-1960s, Ball moreover would find himself largely in agreement with de
Gaulle’s analysis of the war in Vietnam.** Yet their fundamental disagreement about Europe was
sufficiently clear to both that de Gaulle once greeted his American interlocutor in the corridors
of the Elysée palace exclaiming: “Monsieur Ball. Not you again!”*®
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Washington and the Fouchet Plan

Given Monnet’s sway over American perceptions of European unification and of de Gaulle, it is
not surprising that many State Department officials were distrustful of de Gaulle’s proposal for a
political union laid out in the fall of 1960, during the American presidential elections, and then
discussed among the Six at the Paris summit meeting of February 1961, as the Kennedy
administration was moving into office.

The State Department’s concern was both fanned and laid to rest through the machinations
of likeminded allies. Prior to the Paris summit meeting, Dutch Ambassador Jan Herman van
Roijen in Washington warned Secretary of State Dean Rusk that de Gaulle’s proposal for a
political union risked splitting NATO. De Gaulle’s plan, Van Roijen explained, was to ultimately
establish an “inner grouping” under French leadership that would “develop common policies in
advance of NATO meetings, which would then be communicated to NATO.” The Dutch
government was particularly concerned that “Adenauer would accept the French view” and
believed that a statement by the incoming American administration on the fundamental
importance of NATO would help to bring the Germans to roost.”*® Rusk subsequently sounded
out German Ambassador Wilhelm Grewe, who responded that a number of developments,
“particularly recent actions by President de Gaulle,” had made the situation “ripe for such open
and strong [American] leadership.” The German ambassador even suggested, on a strictly
personal basis, that Dean Acheson be put forward as successor to Paul Henri Spaak, who had
announced his resignation as NATO's secretary general. **" Shortly thereafter, the State
Department instructed its ambassador in Bonn to impress Adenauer — “prior to his departure to
Paris” — with President Kennedy’'s commitment to NATO and to announce that the new
administration intended “to move vigorously to sustain and improve the unity, safety and well-
being of the Atlantic Community, making full use of all available instruments.”**® As for Dean
Acheson, while political custom prevented that, as an American, he would be eligible for the post
of NATO's secretary general, Kennedy did ask him to prepare a policy report — the Acheson
Report — on strengthening the Atlantic community; in April, after its recommendations had been

136 Memorandum of conversation, Rusk, Ambassador J.H. van Roijen, et al., 31 January 1961, in: FRUS, 1961-1963,
X111, #91, 250-252.
137 Memorandum of conversation, Rusk, Ambassador Wilhelm Grewe, et al., 1 February 1961, in: FRUS, 1961-1963,
X111, #93, 256-258.
138 Telegram from the Department of State to the Embassy in Germany, 7 February 1961, in: FRUS, 1961-1963,
X1, #94, 258-260.
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approved, Kennedy moreover dispatched the elder statesman as his personal envoy to Europe —
and to Germany in particular — in order to underscore his determination to revitalize NATO.**

In sum, there is little doubt that the Kennedy administration’s early activism was in part
prompted by de Gaulle’s proposal for a European political union and the perceived need to
influence its fate. A broad outline for intergovernmental cooperation was accepted by the Six and
the Fouchet commission was charged with developing concrete proposals. But de Gaulle’s
proposal for a confederation had been far from accepted at the Paris summit; “the doubts and
misgivings were considerable,” de Gaulle wrote in his memoirs, and “they all had to do with
America and England.”**® After the Paris summit meeting, the State Department hence assessed
that

... [the] evolution of de Gaulle’s proposals for political consultation has been healthy and that
[the] other five countries, through their vigorous reaction to possible less desirable features, have
been able to divert essentials into constructive channels. This development is one which should
be judged intrinsically and independently of de Gaulle’s possible motives as to [the] role France
might play, since [the] other five can clearly be relied upon in their own interest to achieve [a]

relative balance among the Six.**!

This position also reflected Jean Monnet’s characteristically pragmatic attitude toward de
Gaulle’s proposal. When French Foreign Minister Couve de Murville first outlined the proposal
to him in the summer of 1960, Monnet was pleasantly surprised that de Gaulle had decided to
come forward with anything of the sort and ignored his continuing jibes at the communities.
“What mattered, in my opinion, was that he had taken a political initiative, and given it some
solemnity,” Monnet judged. “I only hoped that it would not turn into a great dispute.”** For the
remainder of the year, he thus sought to seize on the momentum caused by the French initiative
and to develop common ground with de Gaulle. In November 1960, Monnet tried to generate
support within his Action Committee for his design to use the idea of a European confederation

proposed by de Gaulle as a stepping stone toward federation. In this context, he proposed

139 See chapter four.

140 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 195.

141 Circular telegram from the Department of State to Certain Missions in Europe, 24 March 1961, FRUS, 1961-
1963, XII1, 4.

142 Monnet, Memoirs, 432-433. Monnet had to go to great lengths to persuade the federalist members of his Action
Committee of the wisdom of searching for common ground with de Gaulle, arguing that “confederation would one
day lead to a federation” and would at least condition the Europeans to the idea that “they have joined an entity
which is not only economic but political... .” (437)
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regular meetings of a council of heads of state as well as of councils of foreign, defense, and
education ministers. He envisaged these meetings would be prepared by “permanent
organizations”; given NATO's primacy in the defense realm, the defense council would have to
be limited to “defense cooperation in its technical and logistic aspects.”*** Monnet clearly refused
to be a prisoner of a formula, agreeing with Ball that it “was a matter of letting the thing evolve”
in the right direction — even if de Gaulle was the author of the initial movement.**

Towards the end of 1961, as the draft treaty was being negotiated by the Fouchet
committee and most countries — with the exception of the Dutch — appeared to be in favor, the
official attitude of the United States was still largely supportive. In early November, the State
Department instructed its European diplomatic missions that it would favor any effort “to
maintain momentum toward integration” and it was not opposed “in principle” to efforts by the
Six “to develop common policies and closer ties in [the] defense field.”** As the negotiations
progressed, the concerns grew. In late November, for instance, Spaak informed American
diplomats of his view that the draft treaty was “retrogressive” in comparison with the Rome
Treaty because it did not offer the prospect of political integration.™*® Yet an agreement among
the Six that was acceptable to the United States still seemed possible at the end of the year.

The second official draft, circulated in January 1962 by Fouchet, finally exposed the rift
between federalists and confederalists, between Atlanticists and Gaullists. This draft bore the
marks of de Gaulle’s personal intervention. It was rid of its references to the Atlantic alliance. It
called for a subordination of all economic and defense policies to the Union of States. The
establishment of community organizations was not guaranteed as in earlier drafts, nor was a
clause for a revision of the political treaty after three years — on which federalists had pinned their
hopes — maintained. The new draft stipulated that membership in the communities would not
necessarily entail membership in the Union of States, hence providing an instrument for keeping
Great Britain at bay. De Gaulle had rescinded on concessions made earlier by the Quai d’Orsay.
“The big question is ideology,” he explained to Cy Sulzberger of The New York Times in early 1962.
“States make the decisions, not supranational commissions with their fictions. States are the

143 See Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 257-258.

144 Ball quoted by Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 257.

145 Circular telegram from the Department of State to Certain Missions in Europe, 3 November 1961, FRUS, 1961-
1963, XI11, #22, 49.

146 Telegram from the U.S. Embassy in Belgium to the Department of State, 29 November 1961, FRUS, 1961-1963,
X111, #24, 51-53.
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reality; the rest is fiction.”**” In the end, de Gaulle clearly did not want to settle for a negotiated
solution that would have substantially compromised his European vision.'*®
De Gaulle’s sudden reversal to old positions sharply raised concerns in Washington and
elsewhere about the course of the negotiations about the treaty. After a conversation at the
Elysée in early 1962, the American ambassador to France, James Gavin, surmised that de Gaulle
wanted to transform the Six into a “strong military bloc” in which France would have the leading
role. Fearing that Adenauer was being lured into the Gaullist camp, Gavin alerted Washington
with his recommendation that “our relations with Germany should be such [..] that whenever
she is confronted with a choice between aligning herself with France or the US, she should
choose the US.”** De Gaulle’s interference in the negotiations alarmed the British government,
too. Upon the presentation of the second draft, Edward Heath, the British negotiator for
membership of the Common Market, aired his concern that a European foreign and defense
policy would not be consonant with the Atlantic alliance and suggested that Great Britain be
involved in discussions on the political future of Europe prior to being admitted to the Common
Market. Although Heath also came out in favor of the intergovernmental model proposed by de
Gaulle, his pronunciations further galvanized Dutch and Belgian resistance to de Gaulle’s
European political union. On April 17, 1962, the foreign ministers of the Six convened in Paris to
discuss a compromise draft submitted by France, Germany and Italy. The meeting ended in
disagreement when Foreign Ministers Luns of the Netherlands and Spaak of Belgium made clear
that their governments would not sign a European political treaty until Britain could participate
in the negotiations as member of the Common Market.”*® The Fouchet talks thus came to an end.
De Gaulle came to blame the British for making a resolution among the Six impossible. He
was wont to point out, too, the internal contradiction in the Dutch and Belgian desire for British

membership as well as a supranational Europe. Their position, however, was rather
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straightforward: either Great Britain joined the Common Market, in which case The Hague and
Brussels were prepared to accept something less than supranational integration, or Great Britain
did not join, in which case they would continue to insist on the supranational method in order to
protect their interests against Franco-German domination. And in the background there was
always the United States, which was strongly supportive of Monnet’s federalist approach and
always watchful to protect the transatlantic link (or, in the parlance of the time, the Atlantic
community). As Rusk told Ambassador Alphand in May 1962, the Gaullist idea that Europe
should act as a third force independent from the superpowers touched a “very sensitive nerve” in
the United States."™ In a press conference on May 15, de Gaulle reiterated his view that states —
not supranational organizations — were the sole viable building blocs for European unity.
Integration meant that Europe would have no policy of its own and could “be subjected to the
power of some outside force.” Europe was condemned to “a kind of hybrid” in the absence of a
country powerful enough to federate the continent under its aegis. “Such a federating country

might exist,” he added, “but it would not be European.”**2

Persuading Kennedy, 1961

Kennedy’s Scepticism

John F. Kennedy had reached the presidency without deeply-held views of European integration
or the future of the Common Market. If anything, as Arthur Schlesinger Jr. has observed,
Kennedy “felt that Europe would work toward unity in its own way. As for the character of this
unity, he did not think nationalism altogether a bad thing. He knew that the United States would
not lightly renounce its own sovereignty; this made him a bit skeptical of rigid supranational
institutions in Europe. [...] he was not tied to Monnet’s formula’s — or to those of anyone
else.”*®

As the son of Joseph P. Kennedy, a multimillionaire Irish-American businessman who had
served FDR as ambassador in London from 1938 to 1940, Kennedy had had quite a bit of
personal exposure to Europe — and in particular to the electrifying life of British aristocracy in
London (which he enjoyed to the fullest). In the summer of 1937, he had also followed in the

footsteps of other scions of America’s wealthy by taking a grand tour of Europe. While in
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Europe during these prewar years, he had developed an active interest in foreign affairs and a
feeling for the different ‘personalities’ of nations. There is no doubt that the charged political
atmosphere on the war’s eve had caught his imagination. During his father’s stint as ambassador,
he had been granted privileged treatment from American diplomatic missions on his numerous
trips throughout Europe. This had given him the opportunity to talk about the gathering storm in
Europe with diplomats like William Bullitt in Paris, Anthony Biddle in Warsaw, and Charles
Bohlen in Moscow. When the war finally broke out in September 1939, his father had sent him to
Glasgow to handle the more than two hundred American citizens whose British cruise ship had
been torpedoed by a German submarine. As a result of such experiences, at age twenty-two,
Kennedy could give a firsthand account of how Europe had spiraled into war. Upon the end of
the war in 1945, Kennedy, still only in his late twenties, had made a trip to Germany, visiting
Hitler's Adlernest near Berchtesgaden. The breathtaking beauty of the place, mounted high in the
Bavarian Alps, impressed him so that it even instilled a measure of awe for its reviled former
inhabitant: “He has the stuff of which legends are made.”** For the young and impressionable
Kennedy, Europe was a riveting scene of political drama, national cultures and engrossing
personalities. It had whetted his appetite for international diplomacy and had introduced a dose
of foreign policy realism.**®

Upon his return to Harvard University in 1939, Kennedy had turned his European
experiences and his privileged position as ambassador’'s son into a thesis on Neville
Chamberlain’s appeasement policy at the Munich Conference, which was subsequently published
as Why England Slept (1940). It can be — and has been — read as a defense of his father’s support
for Chamberlain’s policy of appeasing Hitler.”*® Yet, with his fascination for the conduct of
foreign affairs and having matured as a politician in the early years of the Cold War, Kennedy had
escaped his father’s isolationist leanings. He unambiguously embraced the United States’
international commitments in order to ward off communism.

As senator, however, his attention had become directed towards the underdeveloped world
rather than towards Europe. He had felt that the perspective of the American foreign policy

154 Smith, ed., Hostage to Fortune, xxxiv.

155 For Kennedy’s youth experiences in Europe, see: Robert Dallek, An Unfinished Life: John F. Kennedy, 1917-1963
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 2003), 49-68. Europe also provided unforgettable experiences of a different
nature to Kennedy. In Rome, he attended a unique private mass with Pope Pius XII at which his brother Edward
received communion. On the French Riviera, during a summer time stay with his family, he socialized with German
movie star Marlene Dietrich.

156 Dallek, An Unfinished Life, 61-66.



354 WHOSE KIND OF ‘EUROPE’

establishment was far too Europeanist.™™ In The Strategy of Peace (1960), a compilation of his
speeches on international affairs, Kennedy situated the majority of the “areas of trial” in Asia, the
Middle East, Africa, and Latin America. As senator, he had displayed much more active interest
in Africa and Asia than in Europe. His most notable senatorial speech on foreign policy was the
one in July 1957, in which he censured American official support for France’s Algerian policies
and called for Algerian independence — and for which he earned the condemnation of Dean
Acheson and others for undermining an important European ally. “The strongest force in the
world is the desire for national independence,” President Kennedy once explained. “That is why |
am eager that the United States back nationalist movements, even though it embroils us with our
friends in Europe.”® On the enduring power of nationalism, his basic view was hence closer to
that of de Gaulle than of Monnet. The fate of European integration had not occupied his mind,
nor had he ever talked of a creating an Atlantic partnership.

Kennedy’s view of the Common Market, however, was influenced not by his political views
but rather by his acute sensitivity to the economic and financial computations of power — and in
this area he would often echo his father’s conservative opinions.*® The United States was still by
far the most economically potent nation in the world, but its relative position was seen to be in
decline in the early 1960s. In his first State of the Union address, Kennedy offered a bleak picture:

We take office in the wake of seven months of recession, three and one-half years of slack, seven
years of diminished economic growth, and nine years of falling farm income. Business
bankruptcies have reached their highest level since the Great Depression. Since 1951 farm income
has been squeezed down by 25 percent. Save for a brief period in 1958, insured unemployment is
at the highest peak in our history. [...] Nearly one-eighth of those who are without jobs live
almost without hope in nearly one hundred especially depressed and troubled areas. The rest
include new school graduates unable to use their talents, farmers forced to give up their part time
jobs which helped balance their family budgets, skilled and unskilled workers laid off in such
important industries as metals, machinery, automobiles and apparel. [...]

In short, the American economy is in trouble. The most resourceful industrialized
country on earth ranks among the last in the rate of economic growth. Since last spring our
economic growth rate has actually receded. Business investment is in a decline. Profits have fallen
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below predicted levels. Construction is off. A million unsold automobiles are in inventory. Fewer
people are working — and the average work week has shrunk well below 40 hours. Yet prices have
continued to rise — so that now too many Americans have less to spend for items that cost more

to buy.*®

Kennedy viewed the Common Market above all against the background of America’s
economic problems. He was particularly concerned — to the point of being obsessed — with the
deteriorating American balance of payments. “Next to the nuclear problem,” Walt Rostow
recalled, “the balance of payments [...] worried him more than anything.”*** And if others in his
administration tried to mute his concern, Secretary of the Treasury Douglas Dillon would be
there to remind him that “we simply cannot ignore the basic disciplines of the balance of
payments except at our own peril.”**? The international economic system at the time hinged on a
fixed dollar-gold exchange rate of $35 per ounce and the American pledge to redeem foreign
dollar holdings with gold (as agreed in 1944 at the Bretton Woods conference). This system
extended enormous benefits to the United States because it had turned the dollar into a reserve
currency. But it had an obvious Achilles’ heel: it was dependent on the continued credibility of
the American capacity to convert dollars into gold. It had been feasible only because, after World
War 11, the United States owned the bulk of the world’s gold stock and ran a huge trade surplus.
So when the American gold stock dwindled from $22 billion in 1950 to $17 billion in 1960, the
value of the dollar came increasingly under pressure. In November 1960, less than a month
before the presidential elections, these developments had forced a rise in the price of gold in the
private market to $40 per ounce. Moreover, in spite of a continuing trade surplus, the annual
American balance of payments deficit had turned sharply upward from $1.2 billion in the early
1950s to $3.4 billion by the end of decade. Since this deficit was in considerable part caused by
foreign military expenditures and foreign aid, the United States was, in the provocative words of

David Calleo, beginning to feel the pinch of its “imperial burden.”*®
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To any observer at the time, the deterioration of the American economic position obviously
contrasted with the remarkable economic resurgence of Western Europe, epitomized by the
German Wirtschaftswunder. Throughout the 1950s, growth rates in West Europe of more than five
or six percent compared favorably with the 3.5 percent growth rate of the American economy;
gross domestic product per capita grew even twice as fast in Europe. By 1960, Western European
countries were managing growing balance of payments surpluses and expanding gold stocks, and
were well on their way to collectively exporting as much as the United States.’** One result of
Europe’s economic recovery was that American policymakers increasingly looked to the
Common Market to solve the United States’ monetary woes.'® This was further encouraged by
the belief that European economic growth was to a considerable degree made possible by
American leniency. European economic growth, Walter Heller (chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers) explained to Kennedy in the spring of 1961, had been made possible by an
“aggressive development of export markets,” low defense expenditures and easy access to
American technology and management expertise.® Given the protectionist leanings of some
members of the Common Market, especially France and Italy, and the protectionist nature of the
Common Agricultural Policy that was being devised, there was a real concern in some circles in
Washington of a commercial ‘Fortress Europe.’ If high tariff walls were indeed erected around
the expanding European market, American multinationals might even increasingly be tempted to
move plants into Europe rather than keep their production in the United States.

Upon entering office, Kennedy's support of European integration was thus not firm. It was
certainly much less solid than either Eisenhower’s or Dulles’ support had been. That his
administration would nonetheless come out strongly in support of the Common Market and
propose an Atlantic partnership was due to George Ball's formidable position at the State
Department and the informal influence on the administration of Dean Acheson and Jean Monnet.

Despite his former affiliation to Adlai Stevenson, Ball was able to develop an effective

of American investments abroad.
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relationship with Kennedy. As presidential candidate, Kennedy had been impressed with Ball’s
economic foreign policy advice in the Stevenson Report. It was Ball who consistently advised
Kennedy to support the emergence of an economically and politically competent Common
Market as part of a program to counteract America’s economic woes. The disadvantages of the
Common Market’s common external tariff for the American economy, he argued, would be more
than offset by the increased volume of trade across the Atlantic and by negotiating lower tariffs.
The economic relationship between the United States and Western Europe, said Ball in one of
his first appearances on Capitol Hill, was “no longer a relationship of the weak to the strong, of
the followers to the leader,” but rather “something far healthier — the relationship of the strong
to the stronger.”*®” Ball was remarkably effective in overcoming the skepticism of the president.
Kennedy learned to appreciate him as a man who “gets things done” and gradually came to rely
on Ball for most economic and trade matters.*®

Ball, on the other hand, did not have as high an opinion of the president. Initially, this was in
no small measure due to his intense dislike of Joe Kennedy, whom Ball despised as a “rabid
isolationist” and “capitulationist” whose “isolationist frog-croaking” had been a “debilitating
influence when our civilization was fighting for its life.” A close reading of Kennedy’s foreign
policy statements had somewhat reduced this unease after the election, but Ball continued to
consider Kennedy’s concept of America’s world role “muddy.” As president, too, he did not
consider Kennedy “profound in his analyses or his judgment.” Ball rather thought of Kennedy as
“intensely pragmatic” — which, in this case, was not a compliment — and, to his disappointment,
found it “very hard to keep a discussion going within the framework of any large policy.”**® Ball
was, in addition, seriously concerned with Kennedy’s “obsession” with the balance of payments,
fearing the residual influence of the older Kennedy. “Those of us struggling to keep the problem
in perspective were apprehensive whenever the President was planning to go to Hyannisport for

a weekend,” and when Kennedy returned “we braced ourselves for a sermon on gold and the
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hellfire awaiting us.” Ball was particularly fearful that Kennedy's preoccupation with the
American balance of payments would cause a shift in commercial policies “toward restrictions
and protectionism.”*™ Kennedy certainly was not as doctrinaire a free trader as Ball, and he was
certain to adjust uncomfortably to the mainstream liberal consensus in support of free trade since
Woodrow Wilson.'™

As part of his effort to get Kennedy’s support for his ideas about free trade and European
integration, Ball carefully orchestrated meetings for the newly elected president with members of
his personal network. The most important of these was Jean Monnet, with whom he continued
to consult on major policy initiatives while at the State Department. When Monnet came to
Washington in March 1961, Ball arranged meetings for the Frenchman with key members of the
new administration and with the president himself. Monnet’s schedule is testimony to the
informal influence he wielded in American foreign policy circles, even after the change of
administrations. In one afternoon, he met separately with Dean Acheson, Walter Lippmann,
McGeorge Bundy, Joseph Alsop, and Ted Sorenson. Monnet’s informal get-together with
Kennedy early in his presidency appears to have been highly effective. The American president
took a genuine liking to the Frenchman and gained admiration for his European project.
Importantly, he began to take interest in the notion of an Atlantic partnership between the
United States and the Europe of the Communities.'™

The concept of an Atlantic partnership, Frangois Duchéne wrote, was “a licence [for Ball
and Monnet] to develop the Community in cohabitation with America.”*”® The partnership was
also designed to ensure that the Common Market would follow a transatlantic rather than a
Gaullist course. In order to persuade Kennedy to continue the enlightened policies of his
predecessors in support of European integration, they would at a minimum have to ensure that
European economic integration would work to America’s economic advantage as well. In the
military realm, moreover, the cooperation of the Six could only be supported if it would not
interfere with the objective of centralizing strategic control within NATO. In the final analysis,
Ball was only able to enlist Kennedy's support for an Atlantic partnership with a united Europe
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because he had provided an attractive, action-oriented foreign policy vision with which Kennedy
could manage America’s relative decline. Kennedy — and Rusk — gave Ball and the Europeanists
at the State Department considerable leeway to expound their beliefs and to turn them into
policy. Kennedy would also be prepared to lend his voice to the supporters of European
integration. “In the sequence that began with de Gaulle’s return to power in 1958,” Walt Rostow
observed, “the brief period of Kennedy's presidency was for Monnet an interval of hope,
touched with a strand of magic.”*™ Although Kennedy would never be as much on board as
Eisenhower had been, his administration was poised to nudge the Europeans toward greater
unity within the transatlantic framework.

Squaring the Atlantic Circle

While the prospect of an Atlantic partnership was alluring and soon graced with the epithet of
being Kennedy's Grand Design for Europe, its achievement required a highly complicated
balancing act on the part of the new administration in the international as well as the national
realm. For one, it banked on the emergence — not the actual existence — of a politically unified
and pro-American Europe. Its achievement therefore depended in large measure on the
willingness of the European countries to move towards the same objectives. The partnership idea
also assumed a readiness in Washington to cede power to Europe in the process of rebalancing
relationships within the Atlantic community. Moreover, in order to avoid upsetting the politics of
engineering the Atlantic partnership, Washington needed to display an unusual diplomatic
aptitude to steer clear of the hazards of intra-European politics and an extraordinary sensitivity to
changing moods and positions in the European capitals. The Kennedy administration had to
tread carefully within the European political landscape in order not to offend a traditional
apprehension in certain circles to American interference. And if this were not enough, the
administration also needed to persuade its critics in the U.S. Congress that it was not selling out
American political and economic interests in pursuit of a chimera.

The sine qua non of Kennedy’s Atlantic partnership program was Great Britain's prospective
membership of the Common Market. At his first meeting with Prime Minister Macmillan, on
April 4, 1961, Kennedy had unhesitatingly expressed support for Great Britain’s intention to
apply for membership of the Common Market.'”® While Macmillan — as we have seen — had been

174 Rostow, “Kennedy’s view of Monnet and vice versa,” 286.
175 On March 30, Ball had already expressed strong support in a conversation with Heath. Ball later admitted that he
had then taken a risk since he had not discussed the issue with Kennedy: “I was not sure whether | was making
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anxious to extract Kennedy's assurance, it is hard to see how Kennedy could have withheld that
support. He had merely followed in the footsteps of his predecessor and acted in accordance
with the unanimous advice of Ball, Acheson, Monnet, Bowie, and others. Moreover, de Gaulle
had already accepted Macmillan’s plea for exploratory discussions in February. At the same time,
however, the Kennedy administration’s support for British membership would take on an added
significance since it was charged with turning the Atlantic partnership into reality. Above all, as
Dean Rusk explained, “we hoped that if Britain joined the Common Market, it would take into
Europe that special relationship with the United States.”*" Kennedy thus had done more than to
assure Macmillan; he had actually heightened Washington's stakes in a successful British
application. Britain’s presence in the Common Market was expected to offset the potentially
‘anti-American flavor’ of the movement toward European unity as a result of de Gaulle’s
European policies and his skillful strengthening of his political rapport with Adenauer’s Germany.
In addition, Macmillan’s logic that Great Britain’s membership of the Common Market would
strengthen the Atlantic community as a whole strongly resonated in Washington. “We cannot
hope to succeed in drawing the Western countries more closely together [in an Atlantic
community] if in Europe there’s a continuing dichotomy between the Six and the Seven,” the
British prime minister posited in an important letter to Kennedy on April 28." This logic was
indeed similar to Ball's — and Monnet's — belief that striving for European unity served Atlantic
unity as well.

While de Gaulle — and Adenauer — repeatedly raised their concern that British entry would
weaken the political cohesion that a continental grouping could muster, Ball argued that British
membership would actually make it easier for a political Europe to act in unison. “So long as the
United Kingdom remained outside the Common Market,” Ball reasoned, “it was like a giant
lodestone exerting uneven degrees of attraction on individual member states of the Six, and even
on individual factions within those member states.””® Dutch and Belgian resistance to de
Gaulle’s plans for political cooperation among the Six indeed provided a case in point. Ball also
argued that France would not on its own be able to keep Germany strapped to the Common
Market for ever. A post-Adenauer Germany, he believed, would at some point be tempted to

independently seek a deal with the Soviet Union on its reunification. “If Britain remained aloof,”

American policy or interpreting it.” Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 211-213.

176 Rusk, As | Saw It , 267; Oral history interview with Dean Rusk, vol. 1, JFKL, 198.

177 |_etter, Prime Minister Macmillan to President Kennedy, 28 April 1961 (top secret and personal). For a discussion
of the contents of this letter, see also chapter three.

178 Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 210.
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Ball hypothesized to Edward Heath in March 1961, “such men as Erhard and Strauss [...] might
exploit the ‘division of Europe’ as an excuse for breaking free from the Six, but if the British
should wholeheartedly join the Six, the Community could furnish the glue to bind Germany

»179

irrevocably to the West.”*"” It was probably in this vein, too, that Kennedy wrote to Macmillan:

“Although the success of the Six has been striking, we doubt if the weights and balances will be
right without your great influence at the center.”*®

To make the Grand Design for an Atlantic partnership between the United States and the
Europe of the communities come together, the Kennedy administration had to reconcile the
array of political forces in Europe and the United States on at least three accounts.

First, there was an obvious need to reconcile de Gaulle — and, in his wake, Adenauer — to the
implications of British membership, both for the continental European economy and for de
Gaulle’s plan to build a European political entity that would take a more independent stance vis-
a-vis the superpowers. Rather than going along with Macmillan’s plan of offering de Gaulle
nuclear aid and tripartite policy coordination (see chapter three), Washington hoped to facilitate
French acquiescence by urging London to fully accept the Rome Treaty, including its political
provisions, and to enter negotiations without posing conditions. American officials showed little
patience for understandable British concerns about severing economic ties with the
Commonwealth and the EFTA. They often did little to hide their annoyance about what they
perceived as British feet dragging. “The pleasure at our decision [to apply for membership],”
British ambassador in Washington, David Ormsby-Gore, thus reported, “is not [...] accompanied
by any enthusiasm for smoothing our path into the Common Market by bringing pressure on the
Six in regard to the interests of the Commonwealth and the EFTA countries.”*® Indeed, as
Kennedy wrote to Macmillan on May 22: “We [the United States] cannot help thinking that if you
are once safely and strongly in the Common Market, you will be in a very good position to
protect all of the interests which so legitimately give you concern at present.”*®

More problematic from the American perspective was how to assuage de Gaulle’s
apprehension about the political implications of British membership of the Common Market for

his plans for European political cooperation in the areas of foreign policy and defense. The

179 Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 214.

180 Telegram from the Department of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom, 23 May 1961, FRUS, vol. XIII,
#9, 20-21.

181 Ormshy-Gore in a message to the Foreign Office, PRO, FO 371/162578, “Annual Review for 1961,” Sir David
Ormshy-Gore to the Foreign Office, 2.1.1962.

182 Telegram from the Department of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom, 23 May 1961, FRUS, vol. XIII,
#9, 20-21.
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reason, of course, was that American support for British membership was precisely motivated by
the — often implicit — aim of ensuring that any future European political entity would take the
transatlantic alliance as its main point of reference. We have already noted that de Gaulle
informed Kennedy, during one of their meetings in Paris in early June, of his continuing
reservations regarding Great Britain’s membership of the Common Market as long as it refused
to be part of “the European reality,” a mental change which he did not expect to occur anytime
soon.'® Adenauer, too, remained extremely skeptical about the authenticity of Great Britain’s
change of heart with regard to European cooperation. When, in May 1961, Ball tried to persuade
him that the Macmillan government was prepared to reverse “several hundred years of policy
toward the Continent,” the German chancellor “vigorously” retorted that Churchill and Eden
had said exactly the same to him in the early 1950s, after which they established the Western
European Union “which has been in a state of rigor mortis ever since.” According to Adenauer,
“Macmillan will never join in any serious move toward European unity” and “he and de Gaulle
had [therefore] decided that they could not wait for the British.”*3 There was not much the
Kennedy administration could do to take away the impression that Great Britain would act as an
agent for American views and interests in a united Europe, as it contained a kernel of truth.
Second, there was a clear incongruity between, on the one hand, support for Great Britain’s
membership of the Common Market and, on the other hand, the longstanding American
commitment to the federalist approach towards European unity. Ball and other American
officials consistently put pressure on London to fully accept the provisions of the Rome
Treaty.'®™ When American officials impressed on their British counterparts that London had to
accept the political implications of membership, they therefore did not mean to argue — as de
Gaulle did — that Great Britain had to loosen its ties to the United States but that it had to accept
the integration method enshrined in the Rome Treaty. Yet the Kennedy administration could not
ignore the edge that Great Britain’s entry into the Common Market would give to the
confederalist camp. In his letter to Kennedy of April 28, 1961, Macmillan left no doubt about his
predilection for the intergovernmental method. He even suggested that his government’s volte face
with regard to the Common Market was induced by the diminishing of the federalist tide. “At
one time the federalists seemed to have won the day and we did not feel able to go along with

them,” he explained. “Then with de Gaulle’s return to power it looked as if the confederalists

183 Memorandum of conversation, President Kennedy and General de Gaulle, 2 June 1961, in: FRUS, vol. X111, #11,
24-25. See chapter three.

184 Telegram from the mission at Geneva to the Department of State, 24 May 1961, in: FRUS, vol. X111, #10, 21-23.
185 Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 267.
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were in the ascendant and that is much better for us.”*® Kennedy’s reply underlined that he was
only prepared to deal with the “significant” economic disadvantages of Britain’s membership if it
produced the political upshot of strengthening European and Atlantic unity. “A customs union
alone would be a source of economic difficulty for us, without compensating political advantage,
and we should be most reluctant to see such a result.”* The dilution of European integration in
the short term as a result of British membership was considered a price worth paying only in the
belief that Monnet's inexorable European logic would again take hold in the long term.'®
American support for the ostensibly contradictory aims of European political integration and
British membership of the Common Market was one of the paradoxes that characterized the
postwar bipartisan foreign policy synthesis between liberalism and conservatism.

Third, there was the imperative — felt strongly not only by Kennedy, but by parts of the
administration and in Congress as well — to reconcile British membership of the Common
Market to the interests of the American economy. Kennedy's residual ambivalence about
supporting the European project was undoubtedly deepened by the economist John Kenneth
Galbraith, who had been one of his tutors at Harvard University and with whom he kept up an
animated correspondence after he had appointed Galbraith as his ambassador to India. In one of
his letters to Kennedy, in July 1961, Galbraith seriously questioned the wisdom of American

support for European unity:

There is another possible view which is that modern industry with its ever increasing scale
requires larger and larger trading areas. And access to markets is now more important than
protection from competitors. Social security and modern fiscal policy provide the cushioning
effect on national economies which were once provided much more imperfectly by tariffs. [...]
market access is now the thing. This the Common Market provides for Europeans. So viewed the
ECE [sic] is not a unique act of political creation. It is an accommodation to the facts of modern
economic and industrial life. [...] It is a reflection of a trend and Europeans are on the trend and
we are not. They are developing market access at our expense. [...] Still we say fine. Let us get
Britain and the rest of Europe in. Thus we build up Europe against the Bolshevists. In fact we are
building up Europe, which is already economically powerful, against the United States.

186 | etter, Prime Minister Macmillan to President Kennedy, 28 April 1961 (top secret and personal).
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Adding that he had “never been worried about the Pope running the government” but that
he was “genuinely bothered about St. Francis,” Galbraith urged Kennedy to defend American

interests and “to find a tolerable association with the Common Market”:

Ahead and required will be some hard and clear-headed trading with our allies. We cannot

continue to think first of Europe and forswear any steps that might upset the present equilibrium

or de Gaulle.X®

Aroused by such alternative advice (and by conversations with his father), Kennedy
pointedly expressed his unease about sacrificing American economic interests on the political
altar of European unity to the State Department. On August 21, following the Macmillan
government’s formal membership application, he asked Ball in a National Security Action
Memorandum for a “realistic” study of the economic implications for the United States. “If it
[the expansion of the Common Market] should have an extremely adverse effect upon us a good
deal of responsibility would be laid upon our doorstep.”* In typical fashion, Ball responded to
Kennedy's concern with a detailed memorandum merely two days later, explaining that the
“situation is well in hand” and that American commercial interests were being protected. State
Department studies, he pointed out, had shown that the “net effect” of further European
integration and the expansion of the Common Market would be “to expand rather than diminish
United States industrial exports,” primarily because of the higher economic growth rates they
would engender. The implications for American agricultural exports were less clear, since the
common agricultural policy was still being negotiated among the Six; however, “British adherence
[to the Common Market] should tend to reduce the level of protection — and hence of
discrimination — since Britain is committed to low food prices for its consumers.” The real pinch
to American trade interests, clarified Ball, would occur if Great Britain succeeded in extending its
preferential ties with Commonwealth countries to the Common Market. For this reason, Ball
assured, American diplomats were making their opposition to such extension abundantly clear to
the Europeans. “From the long-range point of view,” Ball concluded, “there is only one

189 | etter, John Kenneth Galbraith to President Kennedy, 25 July 1961, frame 72-75, reel 3, PKOF, part 1. SCF,
RSC. Kennedy regularly consulted with Galbraith on economic issues and, according to Schlesinger, “was delighted
by Galbraith’s wit, effrontery and unabashed pursuit of the unconventional wisdom, and they were [...] exceptionally
good friends. Nor did the President appear to mind Ken’s guerilla warfare against the icons and taboos of the
Department of State.” Schlesinger Jr., A Thousand Days, 454, 544,720.

190 National Security Action Memorandum no. 76, President Kennedy to Undersecretary of State George Ball, 21
August 1961, frame 249, reel 1, PKOF, part 3: DAF, RSC. Also in: FRUS, vol. X111, #15, 32. Kennedy also stated
that “I have been informed that the effect [of British membership] will be extremely serious.”
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appropriate course for the United States to follow — that is to work toward bringing about a
progressive reduction in the level of the common external tariff of the Common Market.” Such
trade liberalization, he moreover believed, had to be pursued on a worldwide basis, not by

forming a “cabal of the industrialized countries against the rest of the world.” Ball:

The proper road to the defense — and, indeed, the advancement — of our trading interests is to
pursue liberal trade policies ourselves and to insist that the Common Market do likewise. This

means that we must be in a position to reduce our own tariffs on a reciprocal basis.***

In responding to Kennedy’s anxiety about the Common Market in the summer of 1961, Ball
was hence anticipating the presentation to Congress in January 1962 of the Trade Expansion Act
(TEA), which had already been foreshadowed in the Bowie Report and, in 1964 and 1965, would
make possible a new round of multilateral tariff negotiations (known as the Kennedy Round). In
doing so, he was making full use of a unique window of opportunity: the fact that the 1934
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act was due to expire in the summer of 1962. The expiration of
this act was already posing the question to American policymakers whether they should seek to
amend it or introduce a new one. Ball was clearly in favor of a new approach. The Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act had made it extremely difficult to realize substantial tariff reductions,
primarily because it had forced American trade negotiators to engage in a convoluted process of
item-by-item haggling. The new bill, Ball felt, would have to facilitate a far more robust approach
to trade liberalization, one which would also offset the negative implications of the emergence of
the Common Market for the American economy. It would in particular have to lend the
president the authority in negotiations with the Common Market to lower tariffs by fifty percent
across the board and even to eliminate tariffs on products where the United States and the
Common Market accounted for more than eighty percent of world trade.

George Ball used the remainder of 1961 to convince Kennedy to face down the predictable
resistance to his free trade revolution in Congress and among industrial and agricultural interest
groups. Ball also carefully crafted the Trade Expansion Act so that it would encourage British

192

accession.™ More than anyone else, he deserves the credit for converting Kennedy to trade

191 Memorandum from the Undersecretary of State for Economic Affairs (Ball) to President Kennedy, 23 August
1961, in: FRUS, vol. X111, #16, 32-38.
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liberalization as the answer to America’s economic decline and the Common Market’s emergence.
The Kennedy Round remains significant in the history of tariff-cutting diplomacy because for the
first time tariffs were reduced across the board on a linear method. It was also the first round in
which the European Economic Community negotiated as a single actor. “My task, as | saw it, was
to stand like Horatio at the bridge and forestall any British deal that would either seriously dilute
the political significance of the Community or discriminate against America,” Ball wrote in his
memoirs.’® And in the background there were always the likes of Acheson or the indefatigable
Monnet — the “inspirer” as de Gaulle aptly called him — in order to help move things forward on
both sides of the Atlantic. As Miriam Camps wrote, “there was a ‘Monnet effect’ on Ball and
then a ‘Ball effect’ on Kennedy and then a ‘Kennedy effect’ on Macmillan.”**

Kennedy’s concern for the effects of the Common Market on the American economy thus
made the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 of pivotal importance to the Atlantic partnership
program. It was considered of great importance, too, in order to prevent the Common Market
from developing into a protectionist bulwark under French leadership. The multilateral tariff
negotiations that would ensue would furthermore provide an opportunity for the European
community institutions to strengthen their position, as they would lead the negotiations on behalf
of the membership countries. Last but not least, the Trade Expansion Act was designed to
accommaodate the emergence of the Common Market within the larger framework of the Atlantic
community. As Ball stated in one congressional hearing, the new bill would “constitute a
necessary instrument for strengthening the bonds between the two sides of the Atlantic.”**® And
when Kennedy presented the new bill in January 1962, he could rightfully say: “As NATO was

unprecedented in military history, this measure is unprecedented in economic history.”**®

trade would be limited to aircraft and margarine. Ynze Alkema, “European-American Trade Policies, 1961-1963";
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The Atlantic Partnership on the Rise

The Interdependence Speech, July 4, 1962

1962 was the year in which Kennedy stepped onto the European center stage. The grand
introduction of the TEA in January, the failure in April of de Gaulle’s plan for a political union
along intergovernmental lines, lack of progress in Great Britain’s negotiations with the Common
Market, the ebbing away of the Berlin crisis of 1961 — all of these factors encouraged the
Kennedy administration to take initiative in shaping the European debate about the Common
Market's future. While in 1961 the Kennedy administration had been careful not to upset the
European political process by imposing itself, in 1962 it increasingly felt that American leadership
was necessary to prod the Europeans down the road of political integration.

The administration’s Grand Design for the Atlantic community culminated on July 4, 1962 —
American Independence Day. Speaking at Philadelphia’s Independence Hall, Kennedy used the
occasion to insert his vision of an Atlantic partnership into the political debate. The choice of
time and location was significant — and the words spoken would have an exceptional resonance in
the history of the transatlantic relationship. Kennedy had expressly wanted to steer clear of the
humdrum patriotic quality of Independence Day speeches.”®’ Instead, he had wanted to respond
to the forces of globalization and talk about the transatlantic relationship and the Common
Market. Kennedy therefore presented the “effort for interdependence” as the wave of the future, an
effort which, said Kennedy, already had inspired the American Constitution and which was now
“transforming the world about us.” Then he turned to the movement towards European unity in

what was the main message of the speech:

That spirit [of the effort for interdependence] is today most clearly seen across the Atlantic
Ocean. The nations of Western Europe, long divided by feuds far more bitter than any which
existed among the 13 colonies, are today joining together, seeking, as our forefathers sought, to
find freedom in diversity and in unity, strength.

The United States looks on this vast new enterprise with hope and admiration. We do
not regard a strong and united Europe as a rival but as a partner. To aid its progress has been the
basic object of our foreign policy for 17 years. We believe that a united Europe will be capable of
playing a greater role in the common defense, of responding more generously to the needs of
poorer nations, of joining with the United States and others in lowering trade barriers, resolving

197 Rostow, “Kennedy’s view of Monnet and vice versa,” in: Brinkley and Griffiths, Kennedy and Europe, 285.
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problems of commerce, commodities, and currency, and developing coordinated policies in all
economic, political, and diplomatic areas. We see in such a Europe a partner with whom we can
deal on a basis of full equality in all the great and burdensome tasks of building and defending a
community of free nations.

It would be premature at this time to do more than indicate the high regard with which
we view the formation of this partnership. The first order of business is for our European friends
to go forward in forming the more perfect union which will someday make this partnership
possible.

A great new edifice is not built overnight. It was 11 years from the Declaration of
Independence to the writing of the Constitution. The construction of workable federal
institutions required still another generation. The greatest works of our Nation’s founders lay not
in documents and in declarations, but in creative, determined action. The building of the new
house of Europe has followed the same practical, purposeful course. Building the Atlantic
partnership now will not be easily or cheaply finished.

But I will say here and now, on this Day of Independence, that the United States will be
ready for a Declaration of Interdependence, that we will be prepared to discuss with a united
Europe the ways and means of forming a concrete Atlantic partnership, a mutually beneficial
partnership between the new union now emerging in Europe and the old American Union
founded here 175 years ago. All this will not be completed in a year, but let the world know it is
our goal.

In urging the adoption of the United States Constitution, Alexander Hamilton told his
fellow New Yorkers “to think continentally.” Today Americans must learn to think

intercontinentally.'®

Kennedy’s Philadelphia speech hence followed up on Robert Bowie’s advice in the fall of

1960 to strive for a “partnership of equals” between the United States and the emerging

Common Market. It turned Acheson’s counsel in the spring of 1961 — to seize every opportunity

to move toward “a genuine Atlantic commonwealth” — into something akin to a foreign policy

program. The speech spelled out, at the highest political level,** the route towards “progressively

closer association” within the Atlantic community: first the Europeans would have to make

decisive progress toward unity, and then the United States would be prepared to engage in a

198 Address by President Kennedy, “The Goal of an Atlantic Partnership,” Department of State Bulletin, July 23, 1962,
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“concrete” Atlantic partnership between “equals.” With its emphasis on “interdependence” and
on cautioning the eventual Atlantic partnership “not [to] look inward only, preoccupied with its
own welfare and advancement” but “to cooperate with all nations” and “serve as a nucleus for
the eventual union of all free men — those who are now free and those who are vowing that some
day they will be free,” it came as close as any presidential speech to expounding the liberals’
vision of the Atlantic community as a scaled-down world community.?® And although it fell
short of calls for a “true Atlantic community” with common institutions, issued by Clarence
Streit's Atlantic Union committee during its Paris conference in January 1962, Kennedy's
readiness to project the example of the American Constitution onto Europe and his call on
Americans “to think intercontinentally” could be taken as a step in that direction.

Kennedy's Philadelphia speech carefully avoided taking sides in the European debate
between federalists and confederalists, reflecting Kennedy’s own pragmatism on the issue. In fact,
in its opening phrases, the speech skillfully weaved the themes of national independence and
interdependence together in one fabric of historic evolution. In a reference to the massive drive
for decolonization after World War Il and to the nations behind the Iron Curtain whose
independence was still suppressed, Kennedy also stated that the “doctrine of national
independence [...] remains the most powerful force in the world today.” This part of the speech
could also be read as a helpful nod to de Gaulle’s political philosophy and as an affirmation of
the Evian agreement on Algerian independence signed in March 1962. Yet, Kennedy above all
stressed that any struggle for national independence would have to be amplified by a political
effort that recognized the inherent interdependence of nations in an era of globalization. Most
importantly, Kennedy unabashedly held up the federal model enshrined in the American
Constitution as a beckoning example to Europe.

In fact, both the prominence of the Atlantic partnership idea and the example of federal
union in the Philadelphia speech were testimony to Jean Monnet’s extraordinary influence on the
administration’s European policies. In April, Monnet had paid a three-week visit to Washington
during which he, together with Acheson, put together an Action Committee resolution which

was subsequently handed to Ball, Rostow, Owen, and Schaetzel, and which had a great impact on

200 \Walt Rostow, to be sure, has underscored that Kennedy's concern for the United States’ balance of payments
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Kennedy's Philadelphia speech.” Eight days before the speech, on June 26, Monnet tried to
shape the response in Europe to Kennedy’s proposal in advance, issuing a statement that his
Action Committee for the United States of Europe, “which groups the vast majority of political
parties in our six countries, as well as the free and Christian trade unions representing ten million
workers, considers that only through the economic and political unification of Europe, including
the United Kingdom, and the establishment of a partnership between equals of Europe and the
United States can the West be strengthened and the conditions created for peace between East
and West.” The statement furthermore predictably favored the community approach as the “new
method of collective action” and appeared to jab at de Gaulle’s nationalism by declaring that “any
other course would involve our separate countries in profitless adventures and preserve that spirit
of superiority and domination which not so long ago led Europe to the brink of
destruction... .”®2 It is therefore easy to see how the Philadelphia speech, only three months
after the failure of Fouchet Plan, had to be interpreted by de Gaulle as tugging Europe away from
his vision of a ‘European’ entity freed of America’s tutelage and consisting of independent nation
states.”® Kennedy's suggestion that the United States and a politically integrated Europe could
develop “coordinated policies in all economic, political, and diplomatic areas” was a far cry, too,
from de Gaulle’s September 1958 memorandum proposal for tripartite policy coordination. “In
retrospect,” Francois Duchéne concluded, “Kennedy’s partnership speech was the high-water
mark of the ideology of integration,”?*

While Kennedy laid out a vision for the Atlantic community which could only be realized in
a more distant future, the Philadelphia speech could not of course be detached from the political
requirements of the day. For one, the allure of an Atlantic partnership certainly helped to garner
support in the Congress for the Trade Expansion Act put forward by the administration.®® More
importantly, the Philadelphia speech had to advance a key component of the Grand Design:
British membership of the Common Market. It impressed on London that the United States was
indeed transferring its special relationship with Great Britain to a progressively more unified
Europe, thus encouraging the Macmillan government to join the Common Market without much
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ado. It furthermore had to convince a reluctant de Gaulle that the United States favored a strong
Europe, with which it would be prepared to cooperate on the basis of full equality — in other
words, that British membership was not favored by Washington as a Machiavellian ruse to keep
Europe under America’s wing.

The negotiations between Great Britain and the Six were reaching a difficult and sensitive
stage in the summer of 1962. They had not really begun until early 1962, primarily because
France had refused to discuss agricultural matters with Great Britain until the Six had reached
agreement on a common agricultural policy.® In February, France had furthermore opposed
Heath’s proposal that Great Britain be given a four-year exemption from this policy. The
negotiations about Great Britain’s preferential ties with Commonwealth countries, which London
wanted to keep in place as much as possible, proved similarly difficult. The key concern for de
Gaulle and Adenauer, however, was the effect British membership would have on the political
identity and cohesiveness of the Six, a concern which was only exacerbated by the possibility of
more EFTA countries joining once Great Britain was admitted. De Gaulle’s opposition to British
membership was not categorical, but his priority lay with building a ‘European’ Europe — which
could be much better achieved in tandem with Adenauer — and he did not think the British
would be ready to join in such a venture (and hence would try to block it). Meeting Macmillan in
late November 1961 at Birch Grove, de Gaulle had emphasized the obstacles on the road to
British membership. “It is the timing that seems to worry him most,” British Ambassador Sir
Pierson-Dixon to France concluded after this discussion. “He would rather that we had come in
earlier or left it till later. [...] our inclusion will dilute the purely European conception which de
Gaulle would prefer. King Alfred does not easily fit in with de Gaulle and Charlemagne.”*”

In the course of 1962, Macmillan was growing increasingly pessimistic about de Gaulle’s
disposition. 2® He also felt strongly that Kennedy’s and McNamara’s campaign against

independent national nuclear forces, and in particular the French force de frappe, was in effect

206 France’s determination to have its way on the CAP had already been demonstrated on June 6, 1961, when the
French Agriculture Minister Henri Rochereau announced that France would halt all tariff reductions after 1961
unless the Common Market adopted a farm policy. On January 14, 1962, an initial agreement between the Six was
finally reached on the general shape and the mechanisms of the CAP; the CAP would be in large part financed by
revenues from external tariffs on agricultural and industrial products. As a result, French agricultural products would
be able to compete with the normally cheaper produce flowing to the European market from non-European
suppliers, including American farmers. See, e.g., Kolodziej, French International Policy Under De Gaulle and Pompidou,
272-291.

27 PRO, PREM 11/3338, Memorandum, “Visions and Illusions of General de Gaulle,” Sir Pierson Dixon (Paris) to
Lord Home, 27.11.61.

208 Alastair Horne concludes that “throughout much of 1962, as a result of de Gaulle’s inscrutability, Macmillan was
to be found once again vacillating between optimism and downright pessimism, but coming down — usually in the
strictest privacy of his diaries — more and more on the side of the latter.” Horne, Macmillan, vol. 11, 326.
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undercutting the British membership bid, because it upset de Gaulle and reduced the possibility
of a deal in the nuclear realm with which de Gaulle could be enticed. In early June, in an
important meeting at Chateau de Champs, Macmillan appears to have offered British-French
nuclear collaboration as part of “some European deterrent” in an utmost attempt to persuade de
Gaulle of his ‘European’ credentials.®® After de Gaulle had said that he gave priority to Franco-
German rapprochement and that “even with the best will in the world on your part and no
matter what promises you make, you are just going to change things in our little club,” Macmillan

also had argued that de Gaulle’s understanding with Bonn could only be “ephemeral”:

This depends on the continued life of a very old gentleman in Bonn [...]. And if he were not here
tomorrow, goodness knows what might happen to your Franco-Teutonic alliance. Goodness
knows what bypass the German people might take in their effort to reunify East and West
Germany. Maybe that effort will take the form of some kind of alliance with the East. | say to you
that the real guarantee of the continuation of the Franco-Teutonic alliance, of the new Franco-
Teutonic friendship, the real guarantee against German adventures to the East, the real guarantee
of the progress of the Common Market and of continental Europe, economically and politically,
is to accept us, Great Britain, as part of your political and economic complex, a real part and not

just something that is aside but friendly.2°

This was essentially the argument that George Ball had been making earlier to Edward
Heath in March 1961. Macmillan had succeeded in making an impression on his French
counterparts. “La Grande-Bretagne est décidée a tout faire pour entrer dans le Marché commun,”
Couve de Murville reported in the French cabinet on June 6. De Gaulle, too, appeared to
recognize the change in Great Britain’s attitude vis-a-vis Europe since the 1950s. “L’Angleterre
de Kipling est morte,” he said to Alain Peyrefitte.” As for Macmillan, he appeared to indeed
have felt that it was now or never: either the West would unite or it would falter. As he confided
“with great intensity” to C.D. Jackson:

209 It is not clear how far Macmillan actually went in offering nuclear aid to de Gaulle and there was considerable
confusion on both sides about this part of their discussions. See Horne, Macmillan, vol. 11, 328-329; Lacouture, De
Gaulle: The Ruler, 354.

210 Macmillan had given this report of his talks with de Gaulle to C.D. Jackson, the publisher of Life and Time, who
communicated it to the White House. Jackson had frequently transmitted reports of his conversations with world
leaders to Eisenhower, who had highly valued them, and continued this service under Kennedy. “Overseas Report
from C.D. Jackson,” 25 June 1962, frame 603-615, reel 26, PKOF, part 5: CsF, RSC.

211 Peyrefitte, C'était de Gaulle, vol. 1, 299-303. In Memoirs of Hope, too, de Gaulle admits that Macmillans’ plea “struck
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| am 68 years. De Gaulle is over 70. Adenauer is over 80. We three old men must make this work
because if we three don't make it work, the next generation of politicians and leaders will not
succeed because they have not been through what we have been through and cannot possibly

appreciate the full and total importance and urgency of this whole question.**2

De Gaulle’s disposition towards Great Britain’s membership application nonetheless
remained negative. He did not believe that Macmillan was sufficiently ready to assert Great
Britain’s independence from the United States and continued to dislike the inevitable changes
that would occur in the power relationships within the Six if Britain were to join.*® Yet he had
not made up his mind and also indicated that the British probably would have to be admitted to
the Common Market at some point. In spite of Macmillan’s privately growing pessimism, there
was hence still room for optimism in mid-1962. Progress seemed to be made in negotiating the
agricultural and the Commonwealth issues. Macmillan, too, still seeking for common ground
between Paris and Washington, reported to Kennedy that his meeting with de Gaulle at Chateau
de Champs had yielded “fairly satisfactory discussions” (he did not mention his overture in the
nuclear realm, if indeed he had made one, perhaps dissuaded by McNamara’s Athens speech a
few weeks earlier).** On the French side, too, there was a feeling that substantial progress was
being made.**

From the vantage point of Washington, the political situation in Europe looked manageable
with some tactful diplomacy and seemed to be moving step by step in the right direction. In June
1961, after his visit to Paris, Kennedy had told congressional leaders of his doubt that de Gaulle
wanted the British in the Common Market: “He appears to believe that they will not make the
necessary political commitment, and in any case de Gaulle prefers the present situation in which
he is the dominant figure.”?® By July 4, 1962, however, de Gaulle had lost the initiative within
Europe with the failure of the Fouchet Plan and buoyancy about the prospects of British
membership and the future relationship with the Common Market had taken over in Washington.

Two weeks before the Philadelphia speech, on June 18, Secretary of State Rusk left for Europe to

a sympathetic chord in me” (218).

212 “QOverseas Report from C.D. Jackson,” 25 June 1962, frame 603-615, reel 26, PKOF, part 5: CsF, RSC. Macmillan
appears to have made the same point to de Gaulle. See: De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 218.

213 Peyrefitte, C'était de Gaulle, vol. 1, 299-303.

214 Horne, Macmillan, vol. 11, 329.

215 | acouture notes that Geoffroy de Courcel, the French ambassador to the United Kingdom, was confident that at
the meeting at Chateau de Champs significant progress had been made in the direction of British membership of the
Common Market. Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 354.

216 Memorandum of conversation with the President and the Congressional leadership, 7 June 1961, France-General,,
CS, NSF, box 70, JFKL.
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assess the political situation in the major capitals. His briefing papers stressed that de Gaulle’s
policies presented the “principal current obstacle to our objectives” in Europe, but also that the
French leader highly depended on his ability to continue to “seduce” Adenauer into supporting
him: “Chancellor Adenauer is the key to the situation.”®" Rusk’s reports of his meetings with
European leaders must have contributed to the air of confidence in Washington about the
feasibility of the administration’s Grand Design for an Atlantic partnership. After having had his
meetings in Paris, Rusk confidently cabled to Kennedy that “France will not offer any overriding
political objection” to British membership of the Common Market, even as there was a sense of
regret that “the presence of Anglo-Saxon Islanders” would modify the European project.”8 As
for the German chancellor, Rusk added in another cable, he “repeated the view | have heard in
Paris that the entry of Britain, Norway, Denmark and Ireland into the Common Market would
change the entire character of Europe”; Rusk nevertheless concluded that there was “general
support in Bonn for UK accession and the confident expectation that the present negotiations
will succeed... .”° And in London, the American secretary of state found Great Britain’s chief
European negotiator Heath “confident that negotiations are in good course and will be
successfully concluded within [a] reasonable time period.”?

The way thus seemed open for a positive speech about Europe by the American president
on Independence Day. Five days after Kennedy had delivered his riveting speech, Walt Rostow
reported after a trip to Europe that Jean Monnet had “not been more cheerful or in better form
for a long while” and that he was convinced that de Gaulle and Adenauer had accepted British
membership. Moreover, Monnet had said, de Gaulle had pulled him aside at a reception for
Adenauer, telling his French antagonist that the views expressed in Monnet's Action Committee’s

statement of June 26 and his views were “not far apart.”?* After the Philadelphia speech,

217 Scope paper prepared in the Department of State, “Secretary’s European Trip, June 18-29, 1962,” 11 June 1962,
FRUS, vol. X111, #44, 105-108.

218 Telegram from Secretary of State Rusk to Department of State, 21 June 1962, FRUS, vol XIII, #256, 725-727.
Rusk had talked to de Gaulle, Pompidou and Couve de Murville. Couve de Murville had told Rusk that the only real
difficulty to be resolved before British admission was the problem of the Commonwealth, making clear that this
problem did not appear insurmountable, since “the British would go very far in the direction of the Six.” Telegram
from Secretary of State Rusk to the Department of State, 20 June 1962, FRUS, vol. X111, #45, 108-109. On July 6,
two days after the Philadelphia speech, Ambassador Gavin gave a similarly optimistic analysis, arguing that the
French leader was a “realist” who understood that Great Britain’s entry would “fundamentally dilute” its special
relationship with the United States. Embtel 86 (Paris), Gavin to Rusk, 6 July 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box
71a, JFKL. Also: FRUS, vol X111, #257, 727-730.

219 Secto 48 (Rome), Rusk to President Kennedy and Acting Secretary, 23 June 1962, frame 852-857, reel 23, PKOF,
part 3: DAF, RSC.

220 Telegram from the Embassy in the United Kingdom to the Department of State, 26 June 1962, in: FRUS, vol
X111, #395, 1077.

221 Rostow, “Kennedy’s View of Monnet; and Vice Versa,” in: Brinkley and Griffiths, Kennedy and Europe, 286-287.
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Kennedy's — and Monnet's — conception of an Atlantic partnership thus clearly seemed on the
rise. However, America’s chief diplomats underestimated de Gaulle’s political audacity — his
preparedness to go against the grain — as well as the tenacity with which he would hold on to his
European vision, in which there was no place for the United States except as an ally of last resort.
Enthused in no small measure by Monnet's activism, they also had no clear view of the effect of
American policies and pronouncements on key European leaders. In addition, they had not
resolved the tension between the call for an equal Atlantic partnership and the campaign against

national nuclear forces. As a result, they unknowingly put at risk what they wanted to achieve.

Alfter the Interdependence Speech

In the summer and fall of 1962, Kennedy seemed to get a grip on his foreign policy and make
important progress in his European policies. After a series of congressional hearings and a
number of concessions to the textile industry, the Trade Expansion Act passed the Senate on
September 19, 1962, giving the president authority to decide on a comprehensive reduction of
tariffs with the Common Market? It was celebrated as an important victory for the Kennedy
administration, which hailed the TEA as “the most important piece of legislation affecting
economics since the Marshall Plan.”?* Looking back on those years, Dean Rusk still called it “a
revolutionary act, the most far-reaching act since about 1933.”7%%* With the TEA in place and
European integration on track, the way indeed seemed open for a more balanced economic
transatlantic relationship — one in which European growth would act as an engine for the
American economy and thereby help remedy the balance of payments problem that concerned
Kennedy so.

The launching of the Atlantic partnership initiative also changed the context of the
American campaign against national nuclear forces in one crucial respect: it increased Kennedy’s
willingness to consider relinquishing American control over a future European nuclear force.
More specifically, it cast the earlier discussed proposal for a multilateral nuclear force (MLF) in a
new light. In the context of the Atlantic partnership program, the MLF proposal thus became

charged with the added motive of encouraging European political integration.

222 The deal with the textile industry deeply dismayed Ball, who later wrote that negotiating with the textile barons
caused him “more personal anguish than any other task | undertook during my total of twelve years in different
branches of the government.” The Past Has Another Pattern, 188. Another concession to Congress and business
interests was to have the president’s special representative for trade entrusted with the negotiation of all trade
agreements instead of the State Department.

223 DiLeo, “George Ball and the Europeanists,” in: Brinkley and Griffiths, Kennedy and Europe, 275.

224 Oral history interview with Dean Rusk, vol. 1, JFKL, 190.
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Prior to his appointment as ambassador to France, Charles Bohlen had discussed the MLF
proposal with Kennedy several times, telling the president that “the whole scheme was somewhat
a fraudulent one” unless the United States showed a greater willingness to cede control over it “if
and when there was a European authority.”?? There is reason to believe that Kennedy had taken
Bohlen’s observation to heart and that it was on his mind as he spoke about an “equal” Atlantic
partnership with a “united Europe [...] capable of playing a greater role in the common defense.”
2 The July 4 speech was understandably opaque about the defense aspects of an Atlantic
partnership, let alone the nuclear aspects of defense. However, in a press conference one day
later Kennedy clarified that “a European nuclear force [...] is a matter that Europe should
consider carefully” and that the United States would “be responsive to any alternate arrangement
they wish to make.”?” Although Kennedy hastened to add that no European proposals had been
forthcoming, Ambassador James Gavin encouragingly reported from Paris on July 6 that “there
[are] certainly many in France who are beginning to think along these lings.”?*

On September 27, 1962, with Kennedy’s approval, McGeorge Bundy indeed took the notion
that the MLF could one day develop into a truly European force one step further in a speech in
Copenhagen (entitled ‘Building the Atlantic Partnership’). Referring to the Kennedy
administration’s campaign against national nuclear forces, which had been shifted into higher
gear by McNamara at the May 1962 NATO meeting in Athens, Kennedy’s national security
adviser added: “It would be wrong to suppose that the reluctance we feel with respect to
individual, ineffective, and unintegrated forces would be extended automatically to a European
force, genuinely unified, and multilateral, and effectively integrated with our own necessarily

predominant strength in the whole nuclear defense of the alliance.” And: “If it should turn out

225 Oral history interview with Charles Bohlen, JFKL, 36. See also: Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of
Europe, 235.

226 Before the speech, Kennedy had also been discussing the issue with Walt Rostow, who recalls that Kennedy
“would have no trouble transferring the special nuclear relationship from Britain to Europe” and that he considered
it “perfectly viable in the Congress — if the British were to get out and the French were to get out —” to strike a
nuclear deal with a politically integrated Europe prepared to carry more of the global burden alongside the United
States. Oral history interview with Walt W. Rostow, JFKL, 131-132. Also: Rostow, “Kennedy’s View of Monnet; and
Vice Versa,” in: Brinkley and Griffiths, Kennedy and Europe, 284-285.

227 News Conference Number 38, President John F. Kennedy, State Department Auditorium, Washington DC, 5
July 1962, see: http://www.jfklibrary.org/jfk_press_conference_620705.html.

228 |n addition, Gavin offered his opinion that a “defense organization with coordination and pooling of material,
scientific and industrial resources” would appear the logical corollary to European economic and political integration,
and that it was “difficult to envisage any such defense organization encompassing two independent and
uncoordinated nuclear forces.” Embtel 86 (Paris), Gavin to Rusk, 6 July 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box 71a,
JFKL. Also: FRUS, vol XII1, #257, 727-730.
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that a genuinely multilateral European deterrent, integrated with ours in NATO, is what is
needed and wanted, it will not be a veto from the United States which stands in its way.”?*

Bundy’s Copenhagen speech was a significant add-on to the Atlantic partnership program,
since it added specificity to the still rather vague partnership concept and dealt with the ultimate
question of nuclear weapons. His remarks were also significant because they appeared designed
to lead the Europeans down the road of political integration by putting a reward on their
achieving “full” political unity. It was soon clear to European capitals that the Kennedy
administration was serious about this element of the Atlantic partnership, for George Ball
reiterated the points Bundy had made in Copenhagen at a NATO Parliamentarians Conference in
November. ? In addition, an American briefing team led by Gerard Smith of the State
Department and Admiral John S. Lee of the Pentagon “convinced many allies that we were now
in earnest about the MLF,” presenting elaborate studies on the project to the North Atlantic
Council in the fall of 19627

In 1962, with Kennedy’s Atlantic partnership speech, the enactment of the Trade Expansion
Act, and the reworking of the MLF proposal, the United States was once again urging the
Europeans to integrate after the demise of the European Defense Community in 1954. As a
result, the administration was setting itself up for a similar disappointment once the unwillingness
of European leaders to relinquish national sovereignty would surface. The Kennedy
administration was careful enough not to engage in Dulles-type warnings of ‘agonizing
reappraisals.” With regard to the MLF, it stressed that the United States did not consider the
matter urgent — since the American nuclear security guarantee provided a sufficient deterrent —
and that the initiative had to come from the Europeans. Yet Ball and other Europeanists
increasingly saw the MLF, as British Labour Party leader Denis Healey aptly put it, “as the grit in
the oyster, round which the pearl of European unity would form.”%2 In October, a State
Department instruction approved by Kennedy to the newly arrived Ambassador Bohlen stated
that “our policy in the nuclear field reflects our basic objective in Western Europe: to work for an
ever closer partnership between an increasingly integrated Europe and the US.” American

support for “politically divisive national nuclear programs” such as the French force de frappe

229 Department of State Bulletin, 22October 1962, 604-605. Also: Bundy, Danger and Survival, 497.

230 Department of State Bulletin, 3 December 1962, 835.

231 Ajrgram from Paris on US presentation to the NAC on a NATO Multilateral Sea-based Force, 10/31/1962. In:
Paper, “Early history of the MLF,” 17.

232 As quoted in Bill, George Ball, 112.



378 WHOSE KIND OF ‘EUROPE’

obviously did not fit in with the Atlantic partnership. The conviction that the further integration
of Europe was inexorable rather encourage a certitude about the future course of events:

Time will be required for European-minded groups in France, which favor the multilateral over
the national approach, to continue to grow in strength; for the repercussions of continuing
progress toward European integration to make themselves felt; and for the difficulties, costs, and
limited advantages of a national program to become more widely appreciated. [...] Through this
transitional period, we should bear in mind that the nuclear issue is one on which we and the
French have agreed to disagree, and we should have both the tact to avoid reopening this

difference and the patience to await the verdict of history upon it

Yet the success of Kennedy’s Grand Design hinged in large measure on de Gaulle’s willing-
ness to play his part. The key to de Gaulle’s conduct, as Rusk had been briefed before his June
visit to Europe, was Adenauer. The German chancellor had shown interest in the American MLF
proposal in his meeting with Rusk in June.? But the year 1962 is above all notable for
showcasing the acme of Franco-German rapprochement since Adenauer’s first meeting with de
Gaulle at Colombey-les-deux-Eglises in September 1958. From July 2 to 8, when Kennedy gave
his Philadelphia speech, Adenauer paid de Gaulle a highly symbolic official visit and traveled
through France in the first major tour of the country made by a German head of government
since World War I1. During this visit, de Gaulle proposed a bilateral treaty of systematic
cooperation between France and Germany now that the Fouchet Plan had failed; Adenauer
consented, believing that “it would be better than making Great Britain the arbiter of Europe.”?®
A few months later, in early September, de Gaulle made an equally symbolic state visit to West
Germany, the first in modern times by a French head of state, where he talked glowingly of
Franco-German friendship before enthusiastic crowds. Meanwhile, de Gaulle was holding off a

meeting with Kennedy in the United States, telling Ambassador Gavin on his farewell call on the

233 Memorandum, Dean Rusk to President Kennedy, 16 October 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box 71a, JFKL.

234 Rusk reported that his visit to Bonn “removed any doubt I might have had as to the inevitable growth of German
pressure for nuclear weapons unless there are multilateral arrangements in NATO or Europe or unless there are
significant steps toward disarmament in this field. The Chancellor asserted in the most positive terms that his 1954
declaration renouncing the production of nuclear weapons was made under and subject to then prevailing conditions
(rebus sic stantibus)... .” Secto 48 (Rome), Rusk to President Kennedy and Acting Secretary Ball, 23 June 1962, frame
852-857, reel 23, PKOF, part 3: DAF, RSC.

238 De Gaulle, Memoirs of Hope, 180-181; Maurice Couve de Murville, Une politique étrangére, 1958-1969 (France: Plon,
1971), 253-254; Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 340-341; Maillard, De Gaulle und Deutschland, 220-222. To mark the
symbolism, Adenauer was treated on an impressive military parade at Mourmelon, in which German troops
participated alongside French units.
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Elysée that he was concerned such a meeting would end “on a negative note” for lack of specific
achievement.?

The outcome of the Cuban missile crisis of October 1962 added to the Kennedy
administration’s confidence in its crisis management abilities, but it had a poisonous effect on its
relations with the European allies, who — including Macmillan — had not been consulted about
how to handle it. If anything, Kennedy’s self-contained handling of the crisis showed that an
Atlantic partnership of equals was still a distant prospect. Dean Acheson, too, was unhappy with
Kennedy's performance, both because he thought the young American had not been tough
enough with the Soviets and because he had not given sufficient weight to the interests of his
NATO allies. Briefly after the crisis, he wrote a letter to Jean Monnet carping about weakness in
the West, de Gaulle’s anti-British bias, the mediocrity of world leadership, the tardiness of
European integration, and the never-ending crisis atmosphere in the Atlantic alliance that made a
broader ‘Atlantic Community’ seem unrealistic. On November 23, 1962, however, Monnet

responded with characteristic optimism:

I am not pessimistic as to the conditions of the world. It is inevitable that Europe and the United
States move on different wavelengths. They are different... The way to get this [Atlantic]
partnership is for Europe first to get unified and for this, England should be part of it; then
Europe and the United States should deal jointly with problems that neither of them can solve by
themselves, such as monetary stability, aid to underdeveloped countries or agricultural surpluses.
As the interests will become more and more unified, the political view will become more and
more common. [...] | think that if we want men to unite, we must unite their interest first and for
this it is necessary that they accept to act according to the same rules administered by common
institutions. | know this may appear to be a long process, but a change in the attitude of men is
necessarily a slow process. | think this is what we are doing and in fact this is what is

happening. %’

Monnet assured his old American friend “to have no doubt [...] that Great Britain will be a part

of the European unity fairly soon.”%®

236 Telegram from the Embassy in France to the Department of State, 20 September 1962, FRUS, vol. X111, #259,
736-737. De Gaulle also made clear to Gavin his elation about his recent visit to Germany. There had been “an
explosion of goodwill” and he was “obviously tremendously impressed and pleased.”

237 Monnet in a letter to Acheson, dated 23 November 1962, as quoted in: Brinkley, “Dean Acheson and Jean
Monnet,” in Hackett, ed., Monnet and the Americans, 94. For Acheson’s growing disenchantment with the Kennedy
White House, see Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 196-202.

238 Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 295. Likewise, Monnet had given evidence of his
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Moreover, even as Secretary of State Dean Rusk generally preferred to stay on the sidelines

of intra-European politics,”

members of his department engaged in energetic ‘backstage’ work
on behalf of Great Britain’s membership bid. When Prime Minister Georges Pompidou told
Ambassador Bohlen on November 5, 1962, that Great Britain's desire to join the Common
Market posed problems that could be “more easily dealt with if there was not too much haste,”
the latter replied that a delay was undesirable for the political problems it would cause the
Macmillan government.2*® More importantly, the department’s Europeanists — led by George Ball
— actively worked their relationships in Europe to create the circumstances for positive decisions
among the Six on British membership, in particular by trying to strengthen the working
relationship between the European Commission and the British government. On December 8,
ten days before Macmillan would meet Kennedy for an important summit at Nassau on the
Bahamas, Ball arranged for Walter Hallstein to come to Washington to discuss the prospects of
completing the negotiations on British membership at an early date. Ball left no doubt on the
chairman of the European Commission that the American government considered early British

entry as a matter of supreme importance. A few days later, Ball informed Kennedy:

I think Hallstein was impressed with the seriousness that we attached to a quick conclusion of
these negotiations and | feel we have paved the way for some work backstage that can give the

negotiations a helpful shove. Meanwhile, you will be in a position to advise the prime minister at

Nassau that we have struck a blow on his side 2!

Conclusion

Kennedy’s approach to the Common Market is in part inevitably the story of how he sought to
offset the United States’ relative decline. The sense that the United States’ global position was
deteriorating was not limited to the military domain. It was pervasive in the economic realm, too.
Kennedy was acutely aware of this — and he hoped that a more integrated and wealthier Europe

could provide part of the answer to American woes.

inveterate optimism in a conversation with Hervé Alphand in early September. As Alphand noted in his diary: “Jean
Monnet a I'antipode de de Gaulle. Pour lui, rien n’est ‘bloqué’, et d’abord pas la politique européenne... .” Alphand,
in turn, tried to convince Monnet that “pour de Gaulle I'Europe avec I'Angleterre ne sera pas I'Europe, que
I’Angleterre cherchera, par le dedans, a torpiller I'affaire, que son vieux réve, séculaire, de diviser le Continent, revient
sans cesse, sans méme qu’elle en soit consciente, & la surface.” However, “Monnet n'en croit rien et pense
sincérement que I'’Angleterre d’aujourd’hui a change et veut coopérer loyalement.” Alphand, L’étonnement d'étre, 386.
239 Oral history interview with Dean Rusk, vol. 1, JFKL, 189

240 Embtel 2018 (Paris), Bohlen to Rusk, 5 November 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box 71a, JFKL.

241 Memorandum from the Undersecretary of State (Ball) to President Kennedy, 10 December 1962, , FRUS 1961-
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The story about Kennedy’s policies with regard to the Common Market, however, was not
about economics alone. These policies had an important political gist, too. Most American
policymakers, in particular those in the State Department, were more concerned about the
implications of Gaullism writ large in Europe than about the American balance of payments. De
Gaulle’s oft-stated desire for independence from the superpowers — to establish a united Europe
as a ‘third force’ in world politics — portended little good. “It was the elementary, fundamental
question of whether the Europe that we wanted to build up would be European or Atlantic,”
Couve de Murville wrote of the Franco-American divergence about the Common Market.?*” The
Kennedy administration’s response to de Gaulle’s Fouchet Plan was pragmatic, but only because
it counted on the pro-Atlantic forces among the Six to ensure that any political union would
recognize the primacy of NATO and keep Europe from drifting into neutralism. The specter of a
resurgent nationalism in Europe after de Gaulle’s return to power in France, too, had caused
concern. From Washington’s vantage point, it made Jean Monnet's credo of interdependence and
supranational institutional development the more compelling — a credo to which in particular
liberally inclined Americans already had been instinctively drawn. In sum, the primary aim of
American policymakers was not to keep the European allies in a state of dependency in the
exercise of hegemony, as some historians have suggested.?* It was rather to exercise control over
Europe’s destiny in order to avoid losing Western Europe in the Cold War and to foil a repeat of
Europe’s nationalist past through the extension of liberal American values of federalism and free
trade.

The Kennedy administration judged de Gaulle’s European policies in particular for their
impact on Germany, even more so than the Eisenhower administration had done. Germany had
been the linchpin in Europe’s disastrous wars. It was the apple of discord in the Cold War. Its
democratic record was considered still too young and the German political mind too unsettled to
instill much confidence about its future direction. The Kennedy administration was determined
to inoculate German politics against the influence of Gaullism. De Gaulle’s stirring declarations
during his September 1962 visit to Germany — on various occasions he exclaimed to German

crowds that he considered Germans a great people (“ein grosses Volk™) — and his address to the

1963, vol X111, #55, 138-139.

242 Couve de Murville, Une politique étrangére, 100.

23 Frank Costigliola, in particular, has overemphasized the Kennedy administration’s penchant for hegemonic
control in handling its European allies. See: “The Failed Design: Kennedy, De Gaulle, and the Struggle for Europe,”
Diplomatic History 8, Summer 1984: 227-251; “The Pursuit of Atlantic Community,” in: Paterson, ed., Kennedy’s Quest
for Victory, 24-56; “Kennedy, De Gaulle and the Challenge of Consultation”, in: Paxton and Wahl, eds., De Gaulle and
the United States, 169-194; “Kennedy, the European Allies and the Failure to Consult,” Political Science Quarterly, Spring
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Fuhrungsakademie of the German Bundeswehr raised eyebrows on either side of the Iron
Curtain for resuscitating the dreaded German militarism.2** (In American eyes, the French nuclear
weapons program and de Gaulle’s justification for it was already certain to whet the German
appetite for nuclear weapons.) De Gaulle’s assiduous attempt to forge a privileged partnership
with Germany also introduced new risks to America’s Cold War diplomacy: either Germany
would be tempted to break free from its exclusive pact with an inferior France to strike a separate
deal with Moscow about its unification, or France would seek to negotiate a deal with Moscow
without the involvement of the ‘Anglo-Saxons’ on the basis of its claim to speak for continental
Western Europe and thus for Bonn. Adenauer’s courtship with de Gaulle, albeit an important
contribution to Franco-German reconciliation, was therefore looked upon in Washington with
more than a little disquietude. The German chancellor obviously held the key to the balance of
power in Europe. Adenauer consistently sought to balance Germany’s vital requisite for
American protection with his desire for political reconciliation with a former arch enemy and an
inclination for deepened European political cooperation. But could he — or any of his successors
— be relied upon to always strike the right balance, especially if France and the United States were
to increasingly find themselves in opposition to each other? If it ever would have to come to a
German choice between the United States and France, Ambassador Gavin therefore noted with
foresight, the United States had to be in a position to decisively influence that choice in its favor
as long as the Cold War had not yet been won. De Gaulle’s successful rapprochement with
Adenauer's Germany made it imperative, too, that Great Britain join the movement toward
European unity.

Should Kennedy have supported British membership of the Common Market as strongly as
he did? He was, of course, following in the footsteps of his predecessor. Yet Great Britain's entry
bid in August 1961 was conceived under adverse circumstances. The Six were still negotiating
amongst themselves, and in particular France and Germany were still seeking to accommodate
their diverging economic interests within the Common Market. Great Britain was moreover a
reluctant bidder, trying to preserve as much as possible of its imperial legacy, the Commonwealth,
and the special relationship with the United States. Macmillan also faced weak domestic political
support for his volte face decision to seek Common Market membership, both from right-wing
Conservatives and left-wing Socialists, as well as condemnation from the Commonwealth and the

EFTA countries. Great Britain was, as Couve de Murville explained to Kennedy after de Gaulle’s

1995: 105-123.
244 Maillard, De Gaulle und Deutschland, 224-225.
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veto in 1963, “still subject to a conflict between its relations with the EEC, with the
Commonwealth, and with the United States.”?*® This French analysis was, in fact, similar to the
prevailing view of Great Britain in the United States, which had been put into words by Acheson
in his contentious West Point speech in early December 1962.%¢ Even George Ball had doubts
about the timing of Great Britain’s application, even though he strongly supported it out of
principle. In the summer of 1961, Ball recalls in his memoirs, he had been bothered that “events

lacked synchronization™:

With Britain finally in the position where, with encouragement, it was prepared to join Europe, it
might not have the chance. [...] Did Britain wish to face a European coalition hostile to its
interests, or a group of European nations working closely with the United States that did not
include Britain? To avoid these dangers, Britain must try to become the leader of Europe. But no
British government could publicly admit that it hoped, by taking the leadership of the
Community, to regain leverage lost through the shriveling of empire; that would stir resentment
among the continental powers. Nor did Britain wish to turn its back on those tattered vestiges of
empire that were the sole remaining residue of the Commonwealth — or, in other words, the
former white dominion. [...] Had Britain joined the Schuman Plan at the outset, it could have
taken the laboring oar in drafting the Rome Treaty that created the EEC, and the peoples of
Western Europe might today be combining their energies in a broader framework that could give

real meaning to the concept of an Atlantic partnership.2*

The British had missed the boat in the 1950s, however, and by the early 1960s de Gaulle was
sailing away with it under his own flag.

There was nonetheless a strong consensus within the Kennedy administration that Great
Britain should join the Common Market and any move toward European political union at the
earliest possible moment. A deepening division within Western Europe between the Six and the
Seven was seen as too damaging in the context of the Cold War, a concern that was also much on
Macmillan’s mind when he made the decision to apply for membership. Great Britain’s entry was

necessary, too, to provide a sufficient counterweight to de Gaulle’s aspirations to use the

245 Memorandum of conversation of President Kennedy with Couve de Murville, et al., 25 May 1963, France-
General, CS, NSF, box 72, JFKL.

246 Speaking before America’s premier military academy, Acheson stated forcefully that “Great Britain had lost an
empire and has not yet found a role” and that “the attempt to play a separate power role — that is, a role apart from
Europe, a role based on a ‘special relationship’ with the United States, a role based on being the head of a
‘commonwealth’ [...] — this role is about to be played out.” Acheson’s speech created a huge uproar in Great Britain,
much to his dismay. Brinkley, Dean Acheson, 176-182. See also chapter two.
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Common Market as a launching platform for his foreign policy ambitions. It was furthermore
viewed as necessary in order to tie Germany permanently to the West, something that France
alone would not be able to accomplish. British membership was sure to strengthen the Common
Market's orientation on free trade as well, which served American trading interests and would
help to alleviate the balance of payments problem.

American support for British membership of the Common Market was surely also
encouraged by the fact that Jean Monnet (‘Mr. Europe’) was adamantly in favor of an early entry.
Monnet’s active support helped to overcome any qualms among American supporters of
European integration about the consequences of British membership for the integration method.
In the long run, they reasoned, the European integration movement would resume its relentless
course anyhow, as it was the most rational way forward for European countries. American
policymakers often assumed that Monnet and his co-workers represented the aspirations of the
vast majority of Europeans, while they denied such legitimacy to de Gaulle. This was, however,
more a hopeful reflection of their convictions of what arguably needed to happen in Europe than
a realistic assessment of European political sentiments, which were still far more tied to the
nation state. European integration, as Alan Milward has argued, got underway because it was a
politically acceptable — albeit somewhat deceitful — method for Europe’s nation-states to

resurrect themselves after World War 11.24

American policymakers were nonetheless not so
much out of touch with European political reality as anticipating a new, more desirable reality,
one which would ensue from the ‘inexorable’ process of economic and political integration at the
expense of the European nation-state. In a conversation with Kennedy in May 1962, André
Malraux observed that the American president was “more sure of the idea of Europe than the
Europeans were.” 2 While Kennedy himself above all hoped that the Atlantic partnership
program would alleviate the American balance of payments problem, this new political reality in
Europe was the main trophy for the movers and shakers of the Grand Design — the likes of
George Ball and the Europeanists at the State Department.

Most historians are wont to point out that Kennedy's Grand Design illustrated the chasm
between rhetoric and reality characteristic of many of Kennedy’s policies. Rather than as evidence

of hypocrisy, however, it is more instructive to view the Grand Design as an expression of

247 Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 215-216, 217, 222.

28 Alan S. Milward, with the assistance of George Brennan and Frederico Romero, The European Rescue of the Nation
State (London: Routledge, 1992).

249 “Meeting in the Cabinet Room, Friday, May 11, 1962, 4:30 pm,” 11 May 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box 71a,
JFKL.
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longstanding ambiguities in the transatlantic relationship. The signing of the Rome Treaty in 1957
and the subsequent emergence of the Common Market had caused a rethink in Washington of
what was meant by an Atlantic community. Due to Monnet’s remarkable influence, the Kennedy
administration finally came up with the notion of an Atlantic “partnership” as a way to render
political support to European integration while giving the semblance of equality within the
evolving transatlantic relationship and retaining a measure of control. By 1962, “partnership” had
become the buzz word replacing “community” in official documents and speeches.”® However,
because it was a rehash of the same conservative and liberal notions about American foreign
policy, Kennedy's design for an Atlantic partnership was riddled with the same internal
contradictions. On the one hand, it relied on the traditional Anglo-American strategic partnership
to ensure the Atlantic orientation of the Common Market. On the other hand, it openly sought
to promote the supranational ideal of European integration and transfer the “special
relationship” from Great Britain to a politically integrated Europe. As Great Britain was always
unlikely to further the cause of European integration, Kennedy’s Grand Design was charged with
goals that were clearly at odds with another. Moreover, neither of these goals was acceptable to
the one European leader on whom the design’s success in the final analysis depended — Charles
de Gaulle.

Kennedy's Atlantic partnership was a reflection of enduring American ambiguities vis-a-vis
Europe, too, because it was an uneasy compromise between aloofness from and engagement
with Europe, between the preparedness to grant Europe a measure of autonomy and the desire
to retain control. This aspect of the Grand Design might have worked if the Kennedy
administration would have been more successful at applying its rhetoric of equality to its
behavior vis-a-vis the European allies. However, the Kennedy administration was unable to put
equality into practice, as its failure to consult the European allies in the Cuban missile crisis
showed all too clearly. It did not resolve the contradiction between, on the one hand, asking the
European allies to carry more of the burden and, on the other hand, strengthening American
control over the defense of the West. The difficulty with Kennedy’s Grand Design for Europe, as
Pierre has written, was that “the devolution of power and authority to a United Europe [...] was

never spelled out in the defense realm.” %' In the realm of military strategy, the Kennedy

250 George M. Taber, John F. Kennedy and a Uniting Europe (Bruges: College of Europe, 1969), 96-98; Winand,
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 201; Douglas Brinkley, “Dean Acheson and Jean Monnet,” in:
Hackett, ed., Monnet and the Americans, 90.

251 Andrew J. Pierre, “Conflicting Visions: Defense, Nuclear Weapons, and Arms Control in the Franco-American
Relationship During the De Gaulle Era,” in: Paxton and Wahl, eds., De Gaulle and the United States, 291-2.
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administration tried to shore up the notion of full integration rather than of equal partnership.
The drive for military integration was also central to the American proposal for a multilateral
nuclear force, even as Kennedy administration spokesmen in the fall of 1962 came to hint that
the United States might relinquish its veto over such a force if Europe became politically
integrated. The idea of a European alternative to the American nuclear deterrent based upon
British and French nuclear forces, which appears to have occupied Macmillan’s mind, never
received serious consideration from the Kennedy administration, since it was at odds with the
centrality of command deemed necessary in the nuclear age and with the priority given to halting
the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Macmillan’s strategy to use the “special relationship” to
persuade the United States to grant France the attributes of a great power and strike a nuclear
deal with de Gaulle was thus never more than a blimp on Kennedy’s radar screen. (It remains
doubtful, at any rate, that American nuclear assistance would indeed have swayed de Gaulle as
long as the strains attached meant that the force de frappe would lose its independence, much less

that the Congress would have given its approval to any nuclear deal with France.)

The Europeanists at the State Department believed that the United States had to be prepared to
apply its leadership if needed to prod the Europeans towards greater unity. However, they may
have done themselves a disservice by fighting Monnet’s battles. Miriam Camps, for example,
observed that by “becoming overidentified” with the European proponents of political
integration, the United States made them vulnerable to “Gaullist taunts that they are simply
stooges for the American ‘federator.”?* De Gaulle’s biographer Jean Lacouture moreover judged
that Kennedy’s Philadelphia speech hardened de Gaulle’s attitude toward Great Britain, since the

Atlantic partnership idea posed “a significant challenge to de Gaulle’s ‘European Europe™ and
made the British “seem like courtiers of the American President.” The speech, Lacouture wrote,
thus became “the first act of a drama in which the young, powerful god who could lay down the
law and a septuagenarian mortal whose pride was as great as his weakness confronted one
another.”® The pressures caused by America’s relative decline combined with the advent of a
more activist administration thus had caused one of the lessons of the EDC’s defeat for

American diplomacy to fall by the wayside. This lesson was that it was best for the United States

252 Miriam Camps, European Unification in the Sixties: From Veto to Crisis (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company for
the Council on Foreign Relations, 1966), 244.
253 | acouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 355, 375.
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not to seem overbearing, a position that at the time had also been encouraged by leading pro-
integrationist figures in Europe.”

The success of Kennedy’s Atlantic partnership program ultimately hinged on de Gaulle, who
was at the apex of his power at the end of 1962 because of the resolution of the Algerian war, the
abatement of the Cold War after the Cuban missile crisis, his victory in the French elections of
1962, and his waxing alliance with Adenauer. “In 1962, despite storm warnings from de Gaulle,
the general Atlantic mood was optimistic, with attention directed to avoiding hazards in the way
rather than questioning whether it was the right one — or whether America and Europe should
both be on the same road,” J. Robert Schaetzel recalled.”® In 1963, Kennedy would get stuck in
the quagmire of intra-European politics. The most debilitating incongruity of Kennedy’s Grand
Design was therefore the one that was most often overlooked: that it was engineered to counter
de Gaulle’s conception of a European ‘Europe’ while being wholly dependent on de Gaulle’s
concurrence for its accomplishment.

Grand designs are most often engineered by statesmen in order to resolve essential yet
conflicting requirements to a nation’s foreign policy. However, the contradictions in Kennedy’s
Grand Design would prove too great to warrant its success, let alone to withstand the General.

254 \Winand, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe, 65, 75.
255 Schaetzel, The Unhinged Alliance, 41.






Chapter Six
The Clash: Kennedy and de Gaulle’s Rejection of the Atlantic
Partnership, 1962-1963

By the spring of 1962, the political and military-strategic differences between Kennedy and de
Gaulle had brought about a significant deterioration in their bilateral relationship — and word of
this was increasingly making it to newspapers and editorials. Prominent journalists and
columnists such as Joseph Alsop (of the New York Herald Tribune) and Cyrus Sulzberger (of the
New York Times) were writing that “in the whole history of the Western alliance there has been
nothing like the present remarkably ugly relationship between France and the US.”*Walter
Lippmann’s considerable esteem for de Gaulle also suffered as the anti-Anglo-Saxon gist of his
policies became increasingly clear; “my present mood,” he wrote in a letter to British journalist
Barbara Ward Jackson in May 1962, “is to take an increasingly strong stand against de Gaulle,
designed especially to detach his German satellite — and | hope and believe Jean Monnet and his
friends will eventually come out on top.”?

The Franco-American quarrel turned into a veritable transatlantic crisis in January 1963,
when de Gaulle scuttled Kennedy’s Grand Design for an Atlantic partnership by vetoing British
membership of the Common Market and rejecting the multilateral nuclear force (MLF) proposed
by the United States. De Gaulle’s challenge to the Atlantic partnership idea was much reinforced,
too, by his signing of a bilateral treaty with West Germany — the Franco-German Treaty of

Reconciliation. De Gaulle’s “thunderbolt”?

of January 1963 certainly marked a watershed in
Franco-American relations during the Cold War. Franco-American differences over the
transatlantic relationship could still be papered over by diplomats during the first four years of de
Gaulle’s presidency; in early 1963, however, they reached full public view and would be
impossible to ignore henceforth. But the clash of 1963 would obviously have much wider
implications than for the Franco-American relationship alone. For one, it would deeply affect
American long-term policies toward Europe.

Whereas the previous two chapters have made clear the extent of Franco-American

differences, in particular in the military realm and in respect of the movement toward European

1 “Thoughts on Reading the Morning Papers,” 9 May 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box 71, JFKL.
2 Letter from Walter Lippmann to Barbara Ward Jackson, 22 May 1962. Printed in Blum, Public Philosopher, 607.
3 From Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 269. Neustadt, too, used the word “thunderbolt” to describe de Gaulle’s
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unity, this chapter will bring Kennedy’s clash with de Gaulle of 1963 into focus. In doing so, it
will also consider the Kennedy administration’s response and Washington’s changing perspective

on Europe.*

At Loggerheads All Along The Board (Spring of 1962)

Before we delve into the run-up to the clash and the clash itself, it should be noted that the
friction between Washington and Paris in 1962 resulted at least in part from serious differences
over the handling of the Cold War crisis over Berlin (which had flared up after the grim
Kennedy-Khrushchev meeting in Vienna in June 1961 and had reached its nadir with the erection
of the Berlin wall by the Ulbricht government in August 1961). We have already noted how de
Gaulle used the successive crises over Berlin to build up his relationship with Konrad Adenauer
and to gain German support for his European policies. From December 1958 onwards, de
Gaulle postured as the more dependable ally in the West, assuming a hard line with the Soviet
Union and hence allaying Adenauer’s anxieties that France would seek to make a deal with the
Soviet leadership without Germany having a say. Paris consistently resisted Western initiatives for
negotiations with the Soviet Union over Berlin. In early August 1961, too, French Foreign

Minister Couve de Murville objected to Secretary Rusk’s proposal to a meeting of foreign

moves of January 1963.

4 While the crisis of January 1963 and its run-up and immediate aftermath have attracted substantial interest from
historians and others, few have considered its long-term implications for the United States’ European policies. De
Gaulle’s press conference of January 1963 is the central event in Robert Kleiman’s Atlantic Crisis. Kleiman, a New
York Times journalist, takes a sympathetic view of de Gaulle and argues that the failure of Kennedy’s Grand Design
stemmed as much from its inherent flaws as from de Gaulle’s machinations. Also: Kleiman, “Background for
Atlantic Partnership,” in: Cerny and Briefs, eds., NATO in Quest of Cohesion, 431-460. Oliver Bange, a German
professor, takes issue with the predominant “Anglo-American” perspective that holds de Gaulle “solely” responsible
for the crisis of 1963, in: The EEC Crisis of 1963. Erin R. Mahan, a State Department historian, is also more critical of
the Kennedy administration than of de Gaulle, in Kennedy, De Gaulle and Western Europe. Frank Costigliola has written
extensively about the crisis of 1963 and critically of the Kennedy administration; see, in particular, “The Failed
Design: Kennedy, De Gaulle, and the Struggle for Europe,” Diplomatic History 8, Summer 1984: 227-251; “The
Pursuit of Atlantic Community,” in: Patterson, Kennedy’s Quest for Victory: American Foreign Policy, 1961-1963, 24-56.
Pascaline Winand covers the crisis of 1963 in her last chapter of Eisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of Europe
(London: Macmillan, 1993), 331-350. Frédéric Bozo looks at the crisis from a Gaullist perspective, stating that “if the
transatlantic quarrel was amplified in 1963, it was because Europe was consolidating its prosperity and searching for
a political existence, while America was beginning to feel the limits of its power — yet wanting to maintain its
leadership.” (103) in: Two Strategies for Europe, 103-142. Richard E. Neustadt’s Alliance Politics (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1970) remains an important account of the background politics in Washington and Whitehall
leading up to Nassau. The book is a sanitized version of a report commissioned by President Kennedy in 1963.
Neustadt, in his capacity of consultant on government operations, interviewed and reviewed the files of many
American and British participants. “For obvious reasons” he did not try to interview the Elysee. Neustadt submitted
his report on November 17, 1963, one week before Kennedy's death. Report to the President, “Skybolt and Nassau:
American Policy-Making and Anglo-American Relations” by Richard E. Neustadt, Staff Memoranda, Richard E.
Neustadt, Skybolt and Nassau, 11/63, Meetings & Memoranda, NSF, box 322, JFKL (henceforth: Neustadt Report).
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ministers of the Western alliance in Paris for an early initiative.> The French position was that
negotiations with the Soviet Union would be possible only in an atmosphere of relaxation
between the East and the West; in other words, détente had to precede negotiations. Concessions
would only breed new demands. Moreover, de Gaulle did not believe that Khrushchev would
risk a war over Berlin.

The Kennedy administration’s attitude, meanwhile, was marked by a mixture of vigor and
forbearance. The propensity to fuse muscular energy and cautious diplomacy had been manifest
as early as in Kennedy’s Inauguration Address (“let us not fear to negotiate™), and it would shape
Kennedy’s policies — and in particular his management of crises — as well. On the one hand, many
of these policies were driven by the New Frontier's cult of toughness and dynamism, which
viewed foreign policy challenges primarily as “battles that must be won.”® On the other hand,
there was a paradoxical readiness to negotiate with the enemy when the chips were down. In each
of the Cold War crises, while he publicly assumed a hard line, Kennedy carefully sought out
opportunities to seek a negotiated solution with Moscow.

In the case of Berlin, this mixture of vigor and forbearance brought Kennedy into conflict
with de Gaulle and, to a lesser extent, Adenauer. Firstly, the Kennedy administration viewed the
Berlin crisis as an opportunity to put its new strategy of flexible response into practice and to ride
roughshod over the European reluctance to accept this strategy as NATO’s own. On July 24,
1961, Kennedy decided to send “as many as six additional divisions” to Europe in order to
strengthen NATO’s conventional defenses.” But he had done so clearly expecting the European

allies to do their part as well, for on July 20 he asked de Gaulle to similarly beef up France’s

5 Memorandum, T.C. Achilles to Acting Secretary, 8 August 1961, Germany-Berlin, General, CS, NSF, box 82,
JFKL.

6 This mindset was epitomized by Walt Rostow in a memorandum entitled “The Shape of the Battle.” Drawing a
historical analogy with the change of fortunes in 1942 in the wake of a series of “defensive victories,” Rostow tried
to put the foreign policy setbacks early in the Kennedy administration in perspective, adding that “to turn the tide we
must win our two defensive battles: Berlin and Viet-Nam.” Rostow: “The crucial thing is to regard them as battles
that must be won.” Memorandum, Walt W. Rostow to President Kennedy, 17 June 1961, frame 521-523, reel 5,
PKOF, part 2: SMF, RSC. To be sure, this tendency irked some in the new administration. John Kenneth Galbraith,
for instance, the liberal economist whom Kennedy had appointed as ambassador to India, expressed his irritation
more than once in letters to the president. On July 11, 1961, he wrote, with characteristic wit, that the “two favorite
absurdities [of the new administration] consist (1) in reducing all matters to a choice between whether we win or lose
and (2) to whether we are hard or soft.” In the same vein, he wrote a few months later that “when | wake up at night
I worry that in our first year in office we will be credited with losing Laos which we did not have, losing East Berlin
which we did not have, losing East Germany which we did not have and (touchy point) with failing to persuade the
world that Formosa is China. As an extreme idealist I am in favor of lost causes. But | wonder if we should lose our
lost causes more than once.” Letter, J.K. Galbraith to President Kennedy, 11 July 1961, frame 67-71, reel 3, PKOF,
part 1: SCF, RSC; letter, J.K. Galbraith to President Kennedy, 19 September 1961, frame 84-87, reel 3, PKOF, part
1: SCF, RSC. These letters are published in Letters to Kennedy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1998),
edited by James Goodman.

7 National Security Action Memorandum 62, 24 July 1961, Berlin, Meetings & Memoranda, NSF, box 330, JFKL.
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conventional forces in Germany.® De Gaulle, however, refused to play along. Mostly as a result
of the French refusal to bring in additional conventional forces, NATO’s contingency planning
on Berlin hardly amounted to anything, thus leaving Kennedy’s flexible response strategy with
respect to Berlin dangerously exposed. “The heart of our problem with the French is that they

are playing a lone hand,” McGeorge Bundy noted in October 1962.

The French military build-up is surprisingly feeble and can hardly carry conviction of French
seriousness to Khrushchev. Even when the French had four divisions committed to NATO, their
contribution was lower, proportionately, than might have been expected of so central a power.
Now it is clear that the French only plan to have two divisions in Germany, holding the rest in
France as ‘National M-Day Forces.” If France proposes to play a full role in the defense of Berlin
and the defense of Germany, these targets are absurdly low. If France means to leave these

matters to the United States, then at a moment of crisis, the United States may have to act alone.’

Secondly, in contrast to de Gaulle, Kennedy had comparatively few qualms about making
concessions to Moscow if this would avert a war with the Soviet Union, or even about
recognizing East Germany. “We have recognized many worse governments,” he remarked
shortly after the Ulbricht government began erecting the Berlin Wall.”* In the same letter to de
Gaulle in which he had asked for strengthening France’s conventional posture in Germany,
Kennedy already had advocated the development of a strategy “to explore all reasonable avenues
for settlement.”™* On August 24, Kennedy asked de Gaulle to agree to negotiations with the
Soviet Union over Berlin, arguing that “the necessary complement to the military build-up is a
clear willingness to negotiate.”*? Again, de Gaulle chose a different position. On August 30,
NATO Ambassador Thomas Finletter informed Kennedy that among the allies “the unanimous
opinion, except for France, is in favor of immediate steps looking forward to negotiations on the

substance...”™ In truth, of course, Adenauer, too, was deeply reluctant to engage in discussions

8 Deptel 422, Department of State to the American embassy in Paris, 20 July 1961, France-Subjects, De Gaulle
Correspondence, CS, NSF, box 73a, JFKL. Kennedy sent similar letters to Macmillan and Adenauer.

9 Memorandum, McGeorge Bundy to Kennedy, 9 October 1962, France-General, De Murville Talks, CS, NSF, box
71a, JFKL.

10 “Memorandum: Talk With President Kennedy,” 28 August 1961, President Kennedy, Robert H. Estabrook
Papers, box 1, JFKL.

11 Deptel 422, Department of State to the American embassy in Paris, 20 July 1961, France-Subjects, De Gaulle
Correspondence, CS, NSF, box 73a, JFKL.

12 | etter, Kennedy to de Gaulle, 24 August 1961, France-Subjects, De Gaulle Correspondence, CS, NSF, box 73a,
JFKL.

13 Polto 240, Finletter to President Kennedy, 30 August 1961, France-Subjects, De Gaulle Correspondence, CS,
NSF, box 73a, JFKL.
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with the Soviets, fearing that Kennedy would make unwarranted concessions on the Oder-Neisse
line and on Berlin.*

The Berlin experience of 1961 and 1962 caused considerable frustration inside the Kennedy
administration with de Gaulle’s rigidity and contrary military policies. American officials were
particularly irritated with what they perceived as de Gaulle’s shameless and irresponsible
exploitation of the American nuclear security guarantee. “General de Gaulle believes we are in
Berlin and that if the Soviets disturb us we will shoot,” Rusk complained to Adenauer on August
10, 1961. “This is not an adequate position in the sixties when we are considering a nuclear
war.”*® Kennedy, too, was increasingly aggravated by de Gaulle’s refusal to negotiate, complaining
at one point to Barbara Ward Jackson that he felt that with de Gaulle and Adenauer “it’s like
trying to run across a plowed field, every time you move, your feet get heavier.”°

Kennedy's irritation with de Gaulle’s intransigence culminated in the spring of 1962 — and
André Malraux became its unwitting brunt. On May 11, 1962, Kennedy received de Gaulle’s
minister of culture — and a living legend on his own account for his adventurous lifestyle and
novels and the man who served as de Gaulle’s “cultural force de frappe”*’ throughout the 1960s — in
the White House Cabinet Room. Their conversation was truly remarkable not only for the
bluntness with which Kennedy took aim at de Gaulle and his policies, but also for the degree in
which it brought to light their fundamentally opposed views of the American presence in Europe.
Pressing for France’s agreement to British membership of the Common Market, Kennedy began
by brushing off Malraux’s claim that “if England really wished to join the Common Market,
nothing could prevent her.” He rather believed de Gaulle was deeply opposed to British
membership for political reasons and “apparently preferred a Europe without Great Britain and
independent of the United States — a powerful force which France would speak for,” and that

this view brought “France and the United States into conflict.” Kennedy made abundantly clear,

14 As Henry Kissinger had written to Kennedy in April 1961, “to talk to Adenauer about the wisdom of flexibility in
the abstract is like telling a member of Alcoholics Anonymous that one Martini before dinner will not hurt him.”
Memorandum, Henry A. Kissinger to President Kennedy, 6 April 1961, frame 838-844, reel 9, PKOF, part 5, CsS,
RSC.

15 Memorandum of conversation of Rusk with Adenauer, et al., 10 August 1961, Germany, Berlin-General, CS, NSF,
box 82, JFKL.

16 Oral history interview with Barbara Ward Jackson, JFKL, 17. Interestingly, Eisenhower was considerably more
sympathetic to de Gaulle’s view on negotiations over Berlin. As he told Allen Dulles in August 1961: “it is hard to
negotiate with a man who is coming across your lawn armed with a club and ready to take possession of your
house.” Like de Gaulle, Eisenhower did not think that there would be a war and expressed reservations about
sending American troops to Europe, arguing that this probably would not make an impression on Khrushchev and,
if anything, should be the responsibility of the European allies. Memorandum, Allen W. Dulles to President
Kennedy, 22 August 1961, Germany, Berlin-General, CS, NSF, box 82, JFKL.

17 As typified by Stefan Collini in: “Grand lllusion,” The Nation, 28 February 2005.
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too, that he was tired of de Gaulle’s — and Adenauer’s — unbending position on Berlin, whereas
the United States would carry the military burden of defending Western Europe if it came to war.
He deplored that “some Europeans seem to regard our presence in a more sinister light, as a kind
of unwarranted interference in their internal affairs.” Sensing “latent, almost female, hostility” in
France and Germany towards American dominance in Europe’s security affairs, Kennedy
pointedly remarked that if there was a French-German axis “he would be glad to let it try to
handle the Berlin affair.” Time and again, Kennedy demanded explanations from Malraux about
de Gaulle’s behavior. “We find it difficult to understand the apparent determination of General
de Gaulle to cut across our policies in Europe.” And: “What is the reason that we always wound
up in such sharp disagreement?” The only reason Kennedy could find was that, “deep down
inside, General de Gaulle did not want the Americans in Europe.” He added, on a more
menacing note, that “General de Gaulle should make no mistake: Americans would be glad to get
out of Europe.” During the conversation, Kennedy would repeatedly return to the theme that de
Gaulle’s policies risked re-awakening America’s innate isolationism. “It has now cost us about
$1,300,000,000 to maintain our forces in Europe and the savings on these forces would just
about meet our balance of payments deficit.” In sum, by the spring of 1962, Kennedy evidently
was fed up with de Gaulle’s obstructionism and anti-American taunts: “We feel like a man
carrying a 200-pound sack of potatoes, and other people not carrying the same load, at least in
potatoes, keep telling us how to carry our burden.”*®

Diplomatic contacts between Washington and Paris would remain querulous for much of
the spring. Malraux’s report of his conversation with Kennedy was received in Paris with similar
infuriation. On May 16, de Gaulle retorted in a conversation with Ambassador Gavin that the
United States “should not be mixed up in Western European difficulties and should keep itself
apart only bringing its weight to bear in case of necessity.”* This in turn prompted Kennedy to

instruct Gavin that:

when you see him [de Gaulle] again, I hope you will spell out our inability to accept the notion

18 “Meeting in the Cabinet Room, Friday, May 11, 1962, 4:30 pm,” 11 May 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box 71a,
JFKL. Also: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol. X111, #249, 695-701. Immediately after his meeting, he repeated his complaints
about de Gaulle in a conversation with Henry Brandon, a British journalist of the Sunday Times. Oral history interview
with Henry Brandon, JFKL, 6. Mahan suggests that Kennedy’s dismay had also been fuelled by growing French
conversions of U.S. dollars into gold in the first two quarters of 1962, hence aggravating the balance-of-payments
problem. Mahan, Kennedy, De Gaulle and Western Europe, 120. The memorable dinner given in Malraux’s honor at the
White House is described in: Letitia Baldridge, In the Kennedy Style: Magical Evenings in the Kennedy White House (New
York: Doubleday, 1998), 103-117.

19 Embtel 5425 (Paris), Gavin to Rusk, 16 May 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box 71a, JFKL.
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that we should stay out of Europe’s affairs while remaining ready to defend her if war should
come. We cannot give this kind of blank check. [...] We shall not hesitate to make this point to the
Germans if they show signs of accepting any idea of a Bonn-Paris axis. General de Gaulle really
cannot have both our military presence and our diplomatic absence, and you should make this

point with emphasis.?”

When Gavin did so, de Gaulle icily replied that he did not fear American isolationism, “but
exactly the opposite, that [the] U.S. will play a somewhat excessive role in European affairs,” and
he warned that America’s “excessive leadership” in Europe would “only contribute to [a]
breakdown within [the] Alliance.” In his report to Washington, Gavin underscored that he had
“never seen de Gaulle in a more unfriendly and tense state of mind,” adding his conviction that
“if there ever has been need for an agonizing reappraisal of our policy vis-a-vis Europe certainly
it is now.”# Whatever Gavin had in mind, de Gaulle professed to Secretary Rusk a few weeks
later that he did not see how the bilateral relationship could be improved. According to the
Frenchman, it “was best for each of us simply to play his own game and live with the situation.”?
Kennedy indeed played “his own game” by proclaiming his plan for an Atlantic partnership in his
Philadelphia speech soon thereafter — thus doing exactly what de Gaulle did not want: inserting
American power and ideas into European politics. However, it was an illusion that each could
play his own game without it ending in conflict. By the spring of 1962, the Franco-American

crisis of 1963 was clearly in the making.

The Fateful Meetings of December 1962

Other factors contributed to the upcoming crisis as well. For one, the political resolution of the
Algerian conflict with the Evian agreement of March 1962 and the proclamation of Algerian
independence in July 1962 enabled de Gaulle to concentrate on his policy of independence vis-a-
vis the United States. For another, the National Assembly elections of November 1962 resulted

in one of the greatest political victories won by de Gaulle over the remaining vestiges of the

20 Memorandum, McGeorge Bundy to William H. Brubeck, 18 May 1962, France-General, CS, NSF, box 71a, JFKL.
Also: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol. X111, #251. Apart from restating his opposition to “a series of national deterrents,”
Kennedy moreover resuscitated the ghost of American isolationism in a press conference on May 17: “We cannot
and do not take any European ally for granted and no one in Europe should take us for granted either [...].
American public opinion has turned away from isolation but its faith must not be shattered.” Public Papers of the
Presidents: Kennedy, 400.

21 Telegram from the Embassy in France to the Department of State, 28 May 1962, in: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol. XIlI,
#252, 705-707.

22 Telegram from Secretary of State Rusk to the Department of State, 20 June 1962, in: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol. XIII,
#255, 718-724.
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Fourth Republic, which finally gave him “a bit of peace” on the domestic front to pursue his
foreign policy ambitions.® Moreover, Kennedy's failure to consult the European allies in
handling the Cuban missile crisis of October 1962 and his summit meeting in December 1962
with Harold Macmillan at Nassau — which will be discussed in this chapter — put a definitive end
to de Gaulle’s memorandum diplomacy since September 1958. Rather perversely, the Cuban
missile crisis also enabled de Gaulle to more easily distance himself from American leadership,
since it had given him the occasion to attest to the firmness of his solidarity with the United
States when the chips were down in the Cold War.

However, the Franco-American crisis of 1963 was in the end forced to a head by a decision
in the fall of 1962 that seemed unrelated to Franco-American differences: Robert McNamara’s
cancellation for budgetary reasons of the U.S. Air Force’s Skybolt missile program. As we will see,
the chain of events that followed this apparently innocuous decision led to an unintended
reaffirmation of the Anglo-American strategic partnership at the Nassau summit and,
subsequently, to a makeshift infringement on the independence of the French nuclear deterrent.
To de Gaulle, this course of events confirmed his already strong suspicion that Great Britain was
far from politically ready to join his European project but once admitted to the Common Market
would rather act as a conduit for American strategic interests. In addition, it induced him to
publicly disavow the American proposal for a multilateral nuclear force (MLF) that had been held
out to him in the wake of the Nassau summit.

The Skybolt — or GAM-87 — was an air-to-ground missile that had been under development
by the U.S. Air Force since 1958 and was intended to become operational in 1964 or 1965. Its
long range — 1000 miles, as compared to the 500 miles of its precursor (the Hound Dog missile)
— was designed to extend the range of American strategic bombers in response to improvements
in Soviet air defenses. From the initial stage of its development, the British had been actively
interested in the Skybolt missile as an alternative for their Blue Streak missile; as a result, the
Skybolt was from the outset designed to be compatible with Great Britain’s V-bombers. Meeting
with Prime Minister Macmillan in March 1960, Eisenhower had agreed to sell the missile to Great

23 | acouture describes how de Gaulle viewed his election victory primarily as one over the ‘party system’ that had
dominated the Fourth Republic. In a meeting of the Council of Ministers after the election, an elated de Gaulle
observed: “We'll now have a bit of peace for several years. | wanted to smash the parties. | was the only one who
could do it and the only one to believe that it was possible at the time I chose. I've been proved right against
everybody. | declared war on the parties. | shall refrain from declaring war on the party leaders.” Lacouture, De
Gaulle: The Ruler, 494. David Klein of the White House staff argued that de Gaulle’s election victory meant that he
would be “more of a man with a mission than before, more determined to rearrange France’s internal political life,
and probably less compromising on the international scene.” Memorandum, David Klein to McGeorge Bundy, 27
November 1962, NSF, Countries, France, box 170a, JFKL.
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Britain “in 1965 or thereafter” in return for the use of the Holy Loch submarine base in Scotland
by American Polaris submarines. Macmillan had subsequently canceled the troublesome
development of the Blue Streak missile and had staked the future of the British nuclear deterrent

t24

largely on the Skybolt. ** Yet, the future of the Skybolt had remained uncertain: its technical
feasibility was as yet unproven and, as a result, it proved a natural target for budget exercises in
Washington. The advent of an American administration less prepared to accommodate Great
Britain’s wish for extending the lifespan of its national nuclear deterrent had merely added to the
uncertainties. So McNamara’s decision to halt the program was merely self-evident in American
eyes when the estimated costs of procuring the Skybolt missile had risen from $1.4 to $1.75
billion in 1962 (on top of earlier increases), the Skybolt program increasingly compared
unfavorably with other missile programs (such as Polaris and Minuteman), and the conviction
took root that bombers at some point would be phased out anyhow as a means of delivery. In
fact, his decision was entirely in accordance with the Acheson Report of April 1961, which had
advised that “it would be desirable if the British decided to phase out of the nuclear deterrent
business” and that “if the development of Skybolt is not warranted for U.S. purposes alone, the
U.S. should not prolong the life of the VV-Bomber force by this or other means.”*

McNamara’s cancellation of the Skybolt program evidently would cause the Macmillan
government grave — potentially even fatal — political problems. This was recognized within the
Kennedy administration, too, as these problems were aptly summed up by the State Department
at the request of the White House in late October. The Skybolt's cancellation, the State
Department judged, would “put in jeopardy not only Bomber Command but a vital element of
British defense philosophy” and “call into question the whole concept of the independent British
deterrent.” It would amount to “an unmitigated political blow to the Conservatives” and “to the
image, both public and private, of Tory competence in these two fields [defense and dealing with
the Americans].” It even risked irreparably damaging the ‘special relationship,” as “the British
would certainly feel let down — hard.” While the State Department neither questioned
McNamara’s decision nor the United States’ policy of unfriendliness toward national nuclear
forces (including Great Britain’s), there was a measure of trepidation about its implications for a

strategic partnership that had been so vital to the Cold War alliance. “If we were to appear to be

24 While the British V-bomber force was capable of delivering British manufactured H-bombs, it was considered
imperative that it had stand-off weapons to penetrate Soviet air defenses and to maintain an effective nuclear
deterrent against the Soviet Union. On the early history of the Skybolt program, see Watson, Into the Missile Age, 373-
374, 562-570.

% Policy Directive, “NATO and the Atlantic Nations,” FRUS, 1961-1963, vol. X111, #100, 289.
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‘double-crossing’ our oldest and closest ally — and it might well appear this way — it would be a
serious blow to our whole alliance system.”? Informing the British government about the plan to
cancel the Skybolt program thus required a great deal of tact. After having received Kennedy's
approval on November 7, McNamara first informed British Ambassador David Ormshy-Gore
and then Defense Minister Peter Thorneycroft of his intentions. He also volunteered to go to
London to discuss the alternatives prior to making any final decisions.? In spite of this, the
Kennedy administration was ill-prepared for the intensity of the British reaction. As Thorneycroft
recalled, the unilateral cancellation of the Skybolt “went deeper than defense policy and went to
the very root of any possibility of the British trusting America in defense dealings again.”?® Nor
did Washington have a clear view of the ramifications if, for fear of a complete breakdown of the
special relationship, the British were nonetheless granted a deal to keep their nuclear deterrent
alive. As Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric recalled, “no one foresaw [...] the chain
of events that followed.”®

In the crucible of the crisis produced by McNamara’s cancellation of the Skybolt program,
the nuclear weapons issue and Great Britain’s bid for membership of the Common Market were
hurled together in a way that undercut Kennedy’s design for an Atlantic partnership. In
December 1962, in the time span of one week, Macmillan successively met with de Gaulle at
Rambouillet and with Kennedy at Nassau — and both issues were on the table. Neither meeting
was decisive in bringing about the crisis of 1963, yet their combined effect spelled disaster for
Kennedy's hopes of de Gaulle playing his part in bringing about the Atlantic partnership that
Kennedy had put in the offing in July 1962.

Macmillan’s meeting with de Gaulle at Rambouillet on December 15 and 16 took place

under a rather worse constellation than their June meeting at Chateau de Champs. In June,

% Department of State Memorandum, “Implications for the United Kingdom of Decision to Abandon Skybolt,” 31
October 1962, in: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol. X111, #398, 1083-1085.

27 “Notes of Conversations Relating to Skybolt” by Robert S. McNamara, 9 November 1962, in: FRUS, 1961-1963,
vol. X111, #399. McNamara’s visit to Thorneycroft on December 11 nonetheless startled both men. McNamara gave
his British equivalent an aide mémoire on the technical weaknesses of Skybolt. To his surprise, Thorneycroft seemed
wholly unprepared. He insisted that the United States unambiguously support the independence of the British
nuclear force, which McNamara refused. By that time, the decision to abort the Skybolt program had moreover been
leaked to the press and British public opinion had been riled up by Acheson’s West Point speech (see previous
chapters). McNamara returned from London without having reached agreement on the way forward. Ball thus had
reason to call McNamara's voyage to London “a foregone disaster.” Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 264. Also:
Richard E. Neustadt, Staff Memoranda, Richard E. Neustadt, Skybolt and Nassau, 11/63, Meetings & Memoranda,
NSF, box 322, JFKL, 1.

20ral history interview with Peter Thorneycroft, JFKL, 19. Rusk later claimed to have been surprised by the
vehemence of the British reaction, believing it was purposely overstated and that if Thorneycroft “had prepared the
way, both in his own Cabinet and with the British public opinion, the cancellation of Skybolt would not have created
quite the furor that it did.” Oral history interview with Dean Rusk, vol. 1, JFKL, 185. Also: Rusk, As | Saw It, 266.
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Macmillan had impressed de Gaulle with the depth of his commitment to join the Common
Market. Yet British negotiators had proved rather less flexible in negotiating the terms of entry in
subsequent months; meanwhile de Gaulle’s political position — domestically as well as
internationally — had gotten steadily stronger. After the Philadelphia speech, the Kennedy
administration moreover had cranked up the pressure on the Six to admit the British, which de
Gaulle resented. The Rambouillet meeting between de Gaulle and Macmillan not only ended on a
sour note, but also in a state of considerable confusion about what the two elder statesmen had
discussed in private. The British prime minister certainly informed de Gaulle of his Skybolt
quandary and he would claim also to have told de Gaulle that he would ask for Polaris submarine
missiles if Kennedy would stick to the cancellation of Skybolt.** De Gaulle at the time confirmed
that Macmillan mentioned Skybolt, but he later denied to Adenauer that Macmillan had told him
of his intention to ask for Polaris missiles. Whatever happened precisely, it was clear that the gulf
between the two had never been so wide. De Gaulle had approached the meeting as if it were a
trial of whether Macmillan was prepared to sever Great Britain’s close ties with — and
dependency on — the United States. The Skybolt affair proved to him that the British government
was at the mercy of Washington and that it was applying for membership of the Common
Market as America’s pawn. Great Britain’s devotion to the special relationship was only
underscored by the fact that Macmillan did not take up on de Gaulle’s suggestion that France and
Great Britain develop a missile together, possibly through reviving the Blue Streak missile. In his
talks with Macmillan, de Gaulle made his reservations about British membership of the Common
Market clear in a way that left little doubt about his negative disposition. Immediately after the
meeting, British diplomats were convinced that “only a bloody fool” would think that de Gaulle
would agree to British membership of the Common Market anytime soon. It is not entirely clear
whether Macmillan, too, gloomy and angry at de Gaulle’s attitude, had given up all hope.**

The Nassau conference between Kennedy and Macmillan from December 18 to 21 stands

out as a most confusing one. In Ball’s damning estimation, it was “one of the worst prepared

29 Oral history interview with Roswell Gilpatric, JFKL, 89.

30 Harold Macmillan, At the End of the Day, 1961-1963 (London: Macmillan, 1973), 348.

31 Neustadt’s report to Kennedy on Skybolt and Nassau includes an analysis of Macmillan’s Rambouillet meeting
with de Gaulle, based largely on British sources. He corroborates that Macmillan told de Gaulle of his intention to
ask Kennedy for Polaris missiles. While the meeting ended on a bad note, Neustadt concludes that Macmillan “had
too much at stake to quit until the whistle blew.” Neustadt Report, 80-84. On December 29, Macmillan wrote to
Heath that “my impression of de Gaulle is that he [...] does not want us now in the Community because he is in a
mood of sulks about the future of Europe politically and would prefer to stay where he is with France dominating
the Five. At the same time | am not sure whether he wants this to be too public ....” As quoted in: Horne, Macmillan,
vol. 11, 444. For de Gaulle’s interpretation of the Rambouillet meeting, see Lacouture, De Gaulle: The Ruler, 355-356.
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summit meetings in modern times.”* Kennedy and Macmillan had been scheduled to discuss a
wide range of topics, but their meeting was completely overshadowed by the topic of Skybolt. In
preparing for the meeting, Kennedy agreed with McNamara that the decision to cancel the
Skybolt program was definite, regardless of the problems this posed for the British. Yet Kennedy
also understood that he could not leave Macmillan empty-handed. Three alternatives were
therefore discussed in Washington prior to the meeting: the British could finance the remainder
of the Skybolt program for their own use; they could be offered the shorter-range Hound Dog
missile as an interim solution; or they could be offered Polaris missiles for use aboard submarines.
However, with regard to the latter option, to which Macmillan probably referred in his meeting
with de Gaulle, the State Department considered it essential that Great Britain would only be
granted missiles if it agreed that they become part of a NATO-owned multilateral nuclear force.
On November 24, Rusk sent McNamara a letter explaining his concern about the political fallout
in Europe if the United States would supply Great Britain with Polaris missiles without strings
attached: “Their [the Europeans’] resentment [of the Anglo-American special relationship] has
been kept within bounds so far by indications that this relation would not be extended beyond
the V-bombers (which are obsolescing) into the MRBMs [medium range ballistic missiles] which
are clearly the next phase in Europe-based nuclear deterrence.” According to Rusk, “the political
costs of continuing to deny MRBM aid to France would be significantly increased,” and
American assistance to “nationally manned and owned British MRBMs would almost certainly
eventually lead to German demands for equal treatment.” He also feared that the provision of
Polaris missiles would endanger Great Britain’s chances of being admitted to the Common
Market.®® The MLF had already moved closer to the center stage of American diplomacy in the
wake of Kennedy’s Philadelphia speech about an Atlantic partnership (see chapter five). Now it
was also being put forward as a useful device to defuse the potential political fallout in Europe of
the Skybolt crisis.

On December 16, the division between the Pentagon and the State Department came clearly
to the fore as Kennedy met in the Oval Room with his advisers to prepare for his encounter with

Macmillan. McNamara proposed the sale of Polaris missiles to Great Britain without demanding

32 Ball, The Past Has Another Pattern, 265. Ball also felt that the crisis had been foisted upon Kennedy and Macmillan
by McNamara’s “doctrine of cost-effectiveness” which made it inconceivable to the American secretary of defense
“to keep it [the Skybolt program] alive merely for political reasons.” (264)

33 | etter, Rusk to McNamara, 24 November 1962, in: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol. X111, #400. There was perceived to be
an important difference between air-to-ground missiles such as the Hound Dog or the Skybolt and sea-based
missiles such as Polaris because the latter were much less vulnerable to a first strike by the Soviet Union and had a
longer range.
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that these would eventually be included in a multilateral force. Giving priority to prodding the
Europeans to beef up their conventional forces, he reasoned that “there is no way in which we
can persuade the Europeans to buy and pay for both a multilateral force and a full compliance
with NATO conventional force goals.” George Ball, representing the State Department, however,
argued that any arrangement which would continue to grant the British a national nuclear
capability would have major political repercussions in Europe and go against the grain of
America’s non-proliferation policy. Kennedy thus found himself in the horns of a daunting
dilemma. On the one hand, the political consequences for the Macmillan government would be
grave if he decided against helping Great Britain. On the other hand, if he did help Macmillan he
would risk the retribution of the continental European allies — and this could have serious
repercussions for Britain’s bid for the Common Market. At the end of the discussion, he decided
that the meeting should be planned on the assumption that the United States would offer Polaris
missiles to Great Britain on the condition that the eventual force would be committed “to a
multilateral or multinational force in NATO” and that the British would beef up their
conventional forces.*

Given this prelude, it is not surprising that the meeting at Nassau began in an atmosphere of
considerable mistrust and uncertainty. The core question was whether Kennedy would allow for
a continuation of the national British deterrent or insist on its gradual dissipation in a multilateral
arrangement. He began by suggesting to Macmillan that the British could continue the
development of the Skybolt missile for their own purposes. Although he had rejected Rusk’s
suggestion to help the British finance the further development of Skybolt in an earlier meeting,*
Kennedy did offer to share in the costs — a deal which he had worked out with British
Ambassador Ormsby-Gore aboard the airplane en route to the Bahamas. The British prime
minister, however, was no longer interested in the Skybolt missile since it had been exposed as
too expensive and technically flawed; “the lady,” he said, had been *“violated” in public.
Macmillan moreover accepted the American view that the bomber would sooner or later become
obsolete as a means of delivery for nuclear weapons. Nor did Macmillan see much use for the
Hound Dog missile as an interim solution because the introduction of this missile would require

major adaptations to British bombers. The discussion therefore quickly focused on the provision

3 Memorandum of Conversation in the Oval Room, 16 December 1962, Meetings w/the President, General,
Meetings & Memoranda, NSF, box 317, JFKL. Also in: FRUS, 1961-1963, vol. XI11, #401, 1088-1091.

35 “Last Conversation w/President before NATO Meeting of December 1962,” 13 December 1962, Skybolt-Nassau
Conference, folder 3, Richard E. Neustadt Papers, box 19, JFKL.
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of Polaris missiles for British submarines, which in Macmillan’s view “were more suitable for an
island like Britain, which also had a great naval tradition.”

In the remainder of the meeting, Kennedy, strongly seconded by Ball, pressured Macmillan
to commit the Polaris missiles to 