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DE GAULLE THE STATESMAN

In oreaking France from the allegiances of American-dominated NATO anc
moving aer to a leadershio role among the world’s nations, Charles de Gaulle
demonstrated tne s<i1ills oI a master statesman, capable of using all of tae
primary e_ements of nationa’l power to achieve his strategic objectives. This
was de Gaul_e at ais finest anle to define and supvort national interests

while 1in possession of Zittle apparent power, asle to set goals and objectives

and acaleve them througa an extraordinari_y Dbroad-reaching course of action

Uncder de Gau_le’s stewarcdship, French security policy remained
remarkascly consistent. AZtnouga his ciplomacy was exceedingly sup»le, he
remainsd acdamantly dsvoted to France’s fresdom, indevendence and security.
L1<ewlse, he was steadZast in his efforts to restructure European, Atlantaic,
anc eventually even globa_ poliﬁics to enaance France's position, wal_e

contributing to a more f_exiole and stadble international system.

THE SETTING

Examining tne setting as <e Gaulle perceived 1t 1s particularly

instructive osecause 1t provides a ccntext for understanding ais view of

1y

ranca’'s rigatful slace 1in the world, and his unwavering tenacity in moving

Ta<ing powsr in 1958, de Gaulle found France 1in a situation very
different than 1t had been at the time o the NATO’'s creation at the end of
Worlc War IT He believed France was onack on 1ts feet, and no longer in a
position of absolute reliance upon America and tae uncertainties of its
financial and militarv support Viewing tae oi1volar military hegsmony of the
U & an< tne Soviets, it seemed to him unlike_y taat tae Soviets vould

sud<en_.y attac< to concuer tnae West, out insteac they vvere mucna more Zi<ely to
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pursue a policy of detente. Fowever, he also believed in the event of an
outbreak of hostilities, neither the Soviets nor the Americans would be
willing to risk waging nuclear war on each other’s soil, for fear ofl
retaliation, but migat ke very willing to fight on the traditional Western
European oattlefield that separated them. Finally, viewing the toll of two
devastating wars on France’s nationhood and personality, he believed that
France’s grandeur had eroded to common mediocrity, that France had given awvay

1ts proper Dlace as the world’s vreeminent national example of Zreedom,

independence and enlightened Zeadership

DE GAULLE’S NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

In Caarles De Gaul_e’s wview, France’s national interests sprung frcm
what ne cconsiderec the very essence of her character and the basis oI her
self-esteem: 1i1ncdependence and grandeur as a hation. He considered

incependence, France’'s ability to decide on her own what she must do and with

whom, unfettered by the influence of any other state or collective bocdy, a
preconcition for all other interests. This overarching consideration became
inextricasly linked to the restoration of France’s grancdeur, a Zundamental
aspect of her permanent national interest "encompassing not only tae
volitical, economic, and cCefense interests, or others, but also the image of
France in the world and tae principles of which she i1is the natural
representative.” De Gaulle believed France must secure the homage oI the
world, wita her status as a great nation recognized and confirmed in the
behavior of other nations. Ze oelieved a reputation of glory was in fact great
power in itself, which could be wielded as a compensation for power in real
terms. He believed Frenca grandeur must be sought not only to unify the
nation and give 1t a sense of vDurpose, but also because 1t was 1in the interest
of all humanity. De Gaulle‘s grand, prestigious, incependent France, defining
tae prainciples of liberty, equality and fraternity, would serve as an

; inspiration Zor all nations. Following France'’s example, other countries
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would aspire to emulate her in the more ZIlexible, pluralistic international

system whica France vould help foster.

From these interests evolved broad nationa_ goals, which remained

remarkably consistent throughout de Gaulle’s term:

INDEPENDENCE. De Gaulle sought sufficient _everage to permit France’s
leaders to manage and control the effects of international interdependence,
and particularly to recduce the ability oI other nations or organizations to
make cecisions afiZecting France without ner Zree consent and participation.
Szecifically, this meant the disengagement of France, not from the AtZantic
alliance, waich needec to be maintained by way of ultimate precauticn, »Hut

from NATO and 1ts American command

LEADERSHIP. De Gaulle wanted a seat at the world’s decision-ma<ing
table, as an equal witn ootn the Americans and the Soviets. France must have
a relationsnilp, and influence, with each of the world’s states, and especially
wita Russia and the Eastern Block, China, and the Third World nations Thais
would orovice a basis for bringing about not only a detente, but eventually

understanding, negotiation and cooperation.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES. De Gaulle nad three specific objectives which
supported the broader national goals, upon which he would focus 1n nearly
every dealing with other states: (1, DISARMAMENT. De Gaulle argued for
nuclear cisarmament, and i1n i1ts absence, the controlled destruction of at
_east the launching vehicles. A realist, he also knew tihat none of the powers
currently vossessing nuc_ear weapons would be immediately willing to give
taelrs up so he continued his aggressive work to ensure France had her own
force de frappe and maintained complete freedom of action in this matter.
Independence and world leadership presupposed the possession of modern means

of deterrence to ensure France’s security, De Gaulle wanted nuclear capability
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suca taat no one could consider attac<ing France without the Zrigatful ris< oI
serious damage. (2) WESTERN PRESENCE IN BERLIN. He vehemently suoported the
continued presence and support o the Western powers in the city of Berlin, as
opoosed to releasing it as a "free city", and taerefore into Soviet domination
and control (3) ADVANCEMENT OF DEVELOPING COUNTRIES. He strongly argued the
merits oI tae world’s great powers supporting tae develovment of Third World
nations, not only for altruistic reasons, out for reasons o increased

commerce and vorld staoility. In de Gaulle’s view, these objectives not only

supvorted the nationa’. goals, but were tools to enhance ner national interests.

INSTRUMENTS OF STATECRAFT

D2 Gau_le embarked immediately in pursuit of taese goals anc

osjectives, deftly using every i1instrument avalilasle. His statecraft, nowever,
oore tne mar< of ais own persoﬁéilty and nistorical experience. He bezlieved
"in foreign affairs, logic and sentiment <o not weign neavi_y 1n favor of tae
rea’_ities of vower, tnat waat matters 1s wnaat one takes and what ons can hold
on to, taat to regain aer p_ace, France must count only on herself." Thus, in
ails peculiar varr, ne often stressed conflict and confrontation rather taan
reconcilliation and cooderation MHore often than not, his tactics involved
refusal, obstruction, intransigency, anc manipu_ation of faits accomplis to

guarantee France’s interests.

DIPLOMACY. De Gaulle’s dinlomatic style, while both indevendent and

intransigent, was nevertheless extremsly eZfective and 1nevitably supported

his onjectaives. He was aonest and forthrigat, strongly laying out France’s
position and arguing 1its mutual_y benelicial merits. In his cdealings witn
Eisenhot.er and Kennedy; Churcail_, MacmiZlan, and Queen Elizabeth; Khrushcaev,

Acdesnauer; and every other nead of state with whom he interacted, ne vas a
master at setting tae agenda, focusing tne discussion 1n France’s terms, and

Jor<ing every ang_e to suoport France’'s interrelated goals Waether cealing
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with other nations, whether powerZul or ceveloping, 1ndevdendently (as ae did
in als well-puslicized visits abroad or in tae highly opu_ent and ostentatious
events and displays he provided for dignitaries during their wvisits to
France), or collectively (as at the American-British-Soviet-Frenca ["3ig
Four"] summit ne hosted in 1960), de Gaulle invariably stressed the same
themes and 1ssues. He consistently odortrayed France’s grandeur and
incevendence, unyleldingly maintained her interests, and stuooornly Zocused
the dlscu531ons on ais agenca (Disarmament, Berlin, and the Third World )} To

n1s great credit, ne was very successful in continually reinforcing these

themes while engagsc 1n some of history’s most contentious debates.

ECONOMIC. De Gau_le realized France'’s economic situation, altaough
greatl,; improved since tae war’s end, was not sufficient to oe vrielded as an
e_ement cf nationa. powver He did, nocwever, have a complete undsrstanding of
economics as an element of statdcraft, and <new 1t cou_d be useé as a tool of
great inf_uence In nis discussions with 2rime Minister Macmillan about the
Britisa move to join tae Eurodean Common Mar<et, a move with potentials for a
*Eurooean Europe” that enthra’led bota Macmillan and ce Gaulle, 1t was de
Gaulle wvao clear_y outlinel tne economic reasons wiich would make 3ritain
never leave 1its o.n Commonwealth. He fullvy grasped, and explainsd, tae
broaZest imp_ications of suca a move on current tariffs anc cuotas, and the

entang_ed monetary considerations involved in tne mortgages, cdebts and

ob_1gations whica suca internationalism srould entail

COMMUNICATIONS. De Gau_le tsas a suderior communicator, who was able to
use a_-1l of tne tocols avallable to shape nationa’ and weorlc opinion in supoort
of his osjectives In »oota his domestic communications ancd in his dsaling with
neacs of state and tae dublic asroad, ae continua”ly reinforced the themes of
Frenca grandeur, incepencence, and dominance as a world power. A bril_iant and
convincing soeaksr, ne vvias asnle to unite an attractive and often logical view

of tne emerging 1internaticnal order with a pivotal role for France
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Recovering her own 1incependence anc universally admirecd, she seemed thae
natural champion of tae internationa’ peace and ecuilibrium, and a verfect

emissary Zor the needs of the developing Tairc Wor-_d.

MILITARY. De Gau_le realized that one oI his most powerful instruments
of statecraft was the military. Believing that France’s influence in non-
security areas seemed potentially wea<er tnaan her influence over European
regiona. éefense, ce Gaulle saw a modern national éefense system as a strong
compensating factor Taus, a potent deZense system wou_d 1ncrease Frenca
status and orestige -- the other elements of power Tnhey would a_so e a
source of influence 1in the new_y comdlex international system in waich states
are not only mutually dJepencent, but find that dominant influence in one area
can »ne manipu_ated to comoensate for relative wsa<ness 1n another. De Gaulle
knsw that a strong, incevendent, nuclear-equilipped military could minimize tae
costs oI decendence across a sﬁgﬁtrum of i1ssues Given de Gaulle’s belief
that "tae principle that dominates everything is tnat an army fights for 1its
country, uncer tae authority of 1its government and under the orcer of its
leadsrs," the move out of NATO was 1inevitaocle That hs was ansle to be so
firmly against military integration, vet still maintain an alliance he valued
in terms of 1ts contraiosution to France’s national goa_s ~- as opposed to tas
oeneficia’l effects on an 1-1-defined superior international community interest
-- agaln 1._ustrates <e Gau_le’s dipvlcmatic sty_e Since France'’'s
varticivation i1in any alliance would exist primari’y to serve France, de Gaulle
kner; that France could aZways wield great influence 1in any cebate by resorting
to her first weapon, intransigence, and failing tnaat, she could in effect

temporari_y withdraw from the coalition 1in defense of ner own intsrests

A PARTIAL SUCCESS
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Although de Gaulle’s sXills as a statesman were undeniably elZective,
the actual results he achieved were mixed. He was adle to bring to France an
image oI grandeur and importance waica not only surgecd nationa’ pride but gave
her a place at the world’s decision-ma<ing table. France’s independence not
only gave her power and influence with her allies, but gave aer a link wita
the rest of tae world unlike any otaer nation at the time. The higa point of
this unicue autonomous divlomatic capaosility was perhaos in her collaboration
with tae Soviet Union during ée Gau’le’s tour there in 1966 Traiumphantly
heralded oy the withdrawa. from NATO that established France’s credentials to
carry on indepencent dialogues with any nation, de Gaulle was anle to ennance
a detente and act as an i1ntermediary and imdartia’ interlocutor. This was
unguestionably a stabilizing influence. It also gave entry to a dialogue
wita, and on benalf of, the nations of the Third World -- waich eventually
deve_opal rinto a networ< of relations and agreements p_acing France in a
situation walca furtner enhanced ner influence and opened extensive new fields

of economic and cultural activity.

The success was a~so limited though oy tae realities of France's
capaosilities Frenca resources were 1nsufficient to carry oIz tae ambitious
ro_e of interlocutor betwesen East, West, and Taird World And althouga French
independence was world-renown, 1in reality accommocdation to an Atlantic status
quo was eventually acaleved, with France as a partial, but close, ally to
YATO. Europe remained Atlanticist, and detente remained elusive, uncertain,

and unlakely to have any immediate eZZect on internationa’ politics.
ANALYSIS OF CAUSES

The Gaul_ist position on national cdefense was naturally derived from tne
1deals of French independence, grandeur, and tne preference for Zimited forms
of international cooperation consistent with tae overricding need to upholcd the

integraity of tae Frenca nationa’ state De Gaulle’s notions of France’s
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special mission in the world, her desire for independence and superior status,
nher right to a prominent international role, were in fact not at all
extraordinary waen naeld in ligat o the environment, beliefs and value systems
of vost World War France. These notions were shared by most of France's
elite, even 1f not so elocuently stated. As Earrison points out in "Gaullist
Perspectives in French Security," noncooperation and odbstructionism as a
pattern of benavior and a means of retaining privileged interests nhad been
traéltlon;i practices in Frenca politics and élpioﬁacy “ndividualism in thae
confrontation of a hostile environment 1s a _ong-standing characteristic of
the French value system In this sense, G& Gau__e carriecd on a distinctly
French vattern in his Zoreign policy onenavior and, oy force of his persona’ity

ancé conviction, was simply being very "French *

Taus, a_thougn ce Gaulle’s s<11ll in forging and afiecting natiocnal
security policy marks aim as ong,of the greatest statesmen of tals century,
his wview of France’s nationa’ interests, gcals and oosjectives, anc his
tecaniques 1n emp-_oying tae instruments of statecraft, were very much
predictasle -- and wve_l-suited to the specific time and place. Expectations
of flexibility and compromise would not be fulfilled oy Gaullist France when

basic i1ssues of »restige and indepencence were taought to be at stake



*119

REFERENCES

The thoughts and concents contained in this essay were derived from the

fo_lowing sources:

D

®

Gau_le, Charles Memoirs of Eope and Renewal. New York: Simon and

Scauster, 197..

HJarrison, Micnael M. "Gaullist Zerspectives on French Security,"

Chapster 2 1n Tae Reluctant Ally France and Atlantic

Security. Baltimore: Tae Joans Hopkins Press, 193_

—



