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      Introduction

      
         
         What Is the Geopolitics of Liberty?

         
      

      
      I’ve written this book for those who want to learn the art of statesmanship from two
         of its most accomplished practitioners as they thought, spoke, and acted through two
         world wars and the subsequent Cold War. Although circumstances have changed since
         those years, thinking along with them as they responded to the crises of their own
         time might make us more thoughtful citizens now and in the future. Circumstances change
         but wisdom does not, and it teaches by example. I’ve subtitled this book The Geopolitics of Liberty because statesmanship means wise and just political rule, and ruling requires attention
         both to necessity and to the human capacity for self-government.
      

      
       Geopolitics is the realm of necessity. As individuals and as members of a political
         community, we are where we are. That may change: You may move to another country or
         to another part of your own country. (The young Abraham Lincoln boasted, “All of the
         armies of Europe, Africa, and Asia combined, with all the treasure of the earth [our
         own excepted] in their military chest; with a Buonaparte for a commander, could not
         by force take a drink from the Ohio, or make a track on the Blue Ridge, in a trial
         of a thousand years,” but he lived in Springfield, Illinois, not Boston or New York,
         Charleston or New Orleans.)[1]  Your country’s borders may shift as it conquers others or is conquered by them.
         But where we are imposes constraints upon our actions, even as it may offer advantages
         and opportunities.
      

      
       But are we not now in a new, “globalized” space—a world not only of air travel but
         of instant communications? Does geography really constrain us in any meaningful way,
         anymore? Consider the most extreme example of supposed individual freedom. A recent
         college graduate taps eagerly on his computer keys. Cruising the Internet, he lets
         his mind range over whatever it chooses. He does exactly as he likes: journeying to
         Zanzibar, “messaging” a friend, pronouncing on health care policy at HuffPo, watching
         dogs do goofy things, buying my books, ordering sushi, listening to Lee Morse records,
         dating a Ukrainian girl who only needs a little money for a visa before she can rush
         to his side. And all in an hour or so. He imagines himself a citizen of the world,
         a being with no limits—only desires easily and often immediately satisfied.
      

      
       But is he really as free as he supposes? As he wanders nonchalantly through cyberspace,
         does he not need a peaceful place to sit (or stand, or saunter) with no worry of physical
         attack? Does he not need electricity, a network of computers and satellites, instruction
         on how to work the machine—an array of things and of persons that he does not control?
         And perhaps more profoundly, is the freedom of individuals in cyberspace any greater
         than, say, the life of a nomad in antiquity or the life of a consumer in the free
         market or of a herdsman in many parts of the world today? Does apparent freedom from
         “the state” and its laws not lead exactly where human beings lived before the state
         existed—not to Rousseau’s apolitical and asocial “state of nature” but to a sort of
         feudalism, which is to say aristocracy or oligarchy? Before the state there wasn’t
         no-rule but the rule of warrior lords and ladies, or of rich merchants and of families
         both patriarchal and matriarchal; even today, if your state fails you won’t have Utopia
         but Afghanistan. And abstracting from the real space one occupies, even in cyberspace
         we are likely to be ruled in some measure by technocrats and marauding hackers (the
         pirates of our day), just as those who threw off the old aristocrats came to be ruled
         by industrial oligarchs and administrators of the modern state. It is hard to escape
         Chur­chill’s judgment of life with the technology of the industrial age that the world
         of the Internet has supposedly superseded:
      

      
         The whole prospect and outlook of mankind grew immeasurably larger, and the multiplication
            of ideas also proceeded at an incredible rate. This vast expansion was unhappily not
            accompanied by any noticeable advance in the stature of man, either in his mental
            facilities, or his moral character. His brain got no better, but it buzzed the more.
            . . . We no longer had great men directing manageable affairs. Our need was to discipline
            an array of gigantic and turbulent facts. To this task we have certainly so far proved
            unequal. Science bestowed immense new powers on man, and, at the same time, created
            conditions which were largely beyond his comprehension and still more beyond his control.[2] 
         

      

      Nonetheless, just as the greatest seeming freedom suffers its share of necessity,
         so a measure of freedom inheres in the harshest necessity. Slaves overthrow their
         masters—or try and fail to—because their minds conceive of resistance. Even death
         at least frees the body from pain, and many have preferred death in a just war to
         life under tyranny.
      

      
       Given this mixture of necessity and of freedom human beings experience every day,
         Aristotle’s definition of politics makes sense. Aristotle compares politics to the
         relationship in a household of a husband and wife—a relationship of reciprocity, shared
         rule, of ruling and being ruled in turn. He contrasts such rule—analogous to the rule
         of fellow-citizens in a polis or “city-state”—to the two kinds of command-and-obey
         rule seen in the household: the rule of parents over children and of masters over
         slaves. The latter two forms of rule differ from each other in that parents rule for
         the good of the children whereas masters rule slaves for the good of the masters.
         Neither constitutes political rule, the rule of persons obligated by consent (whether
         their own or their parents’) to listen to one another, to reason together. Liberty
         in the political community consists of exactly such rule; among the regimes possible
         in the polis, kingship and aristocracy resemble parental rule, whereas tyranny, oligarchy,
         and democracy resemble masterly rule. The republic or “mixed regime”—structured so
         that the few who are rich and the many who are poor must listen to one another and
         win one another’s consent to the laws they enact—exhibits political rule to the highest
         degree. Within necessary constraints—most notably the necessity of some form of rule—the
         republic exhibits political rule and political liberty to the highest degree.
      

      
       The several political regimes therefore consist of, first, the rulers (one, few, many, good or bad); second, the
         institutions or forms the rulers frame in order to conduct the business of ruling;
         third, the ways of life—habits of mind and of heart—that rulers and ruling forms foster
         in the citizens; and finally, the overall purpose of that way of life. A person who
         lives under the rulers and ruling institutions of a tyranny will live a life quite
         different than the one he would live in a commercial republic; he will be urged to
         love and to fear different things, to do different things as a matter of course. Parents
         know this when they leave one regime for another or fight for or against the one that
         now holds sway, all in the hope of a better life for their children.
      

      
      Taken together, these four elements of the regime form the ethos or character of the people who live in the political community. Those who found new
         regimes or reform old ones take care to see that rulers, ruling institutions, and
         ways of life all reinforce each other, form a coherent whole. Those who attack foreign
         regimes or defend their regime against foreigners must coordinate these elements in
         a sustained effort organized in the most desperate circumstances.
      

      
       As statesmen, Chur­chill and de Gaulle faced this question of regimes in the starkest
         circumstances.[3]  The modern commercial republics confronted the military oligarchies of Wilhelmine
         Germany and Austria-Hungary, then the tyrannies of Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy
         (allied with the Japanese military oligarchy), and then again—with nuclear weapons
         on both sides—the tyranny (eventually oligarchy) of the Soviet Union, their ally-enemy
         in the previous war.
      

      
       Both men also understood and acted in a world in which political communities were
         organized not only as regimes but as modern—that is, Machiavellian-Hobbesian—states.[4]  By “state” I do not mean “regime,” but rather a self-ruling political community
         considered with regard to size of territory and of population as well as its degree
         of governmental centralization. So, for example, Aristotle had seen two kinds of “states”
         or “polities,” namely, the polis or city-state and the empire.[5]  A polis is small, but its very compactness allows its regime to rule citizens, slaves,
         and resident foreigners in a steady, direct, and even intrusive manner. That is, given
         the small population and territory of the polis, the persons who rule it can deliberate
         with one another face-to-face and then make their commands known and felt by everyone
         within its borders.[6]  The ancient empire—large and powerful, but also sprawling and ponderous—could not
         rule its vast populations so minutely. A Cyrus the Great, an Alexander, a Genghis
         Khan could rule his subjects only in limited ways—typically exacting tribute in the
         form of treasure, soldiers, and slaves and then leaving the provinces mostly to rule
         themselves. Partial exceptions to this were the several Chinese empires, with their
         extensive professional bureaucracies, but even these found themselves threatened by
         provincial revolts led by warlord aristocrats. Ancient emperors might also send colonists,
         who could maintain some semblance of the imperial rule in the provinces, but they
         too often proved weak reeds.[7] 
      

      
       Another form of state or polity characteristic of Europe in the centuries following
         the Roman Empire’s collapse and seen in many other civilizations was feudalism. Feudal
         states typically were larger than city-states but smaller than empires; structurally,
         they resembled very loose-jointed empires, with kings, aristocrats, clergy, and towns—each
         with its own independent sources of manpower and revenue—floating somewhat uneasily
         in the political version of a colloidal suspension. Political philosophers Machiavelli
         and Hobbes, rulers like the Tudors in England and the Bourbons in France, and royal
         advisers such as Francis Bacon and Cardinal Richelieu all pushed for the centralization
         of the feudal state—including the elimination or co-optation of the persons and institutions
         which stood between the central government and its subjects. The new states would
         combine some of the direct rule of the city-states with some of the heft of the empires;
         the most geopolitically impressive of them would become empires themselves, crushing
         all feudal states that did not imitate the new, centralized ruling structure.
      

      
       With polis-like direct rule coupled with empire-like power, modern states made the
         regime question more pertinent than ever. Whatever the regime the modern state had,
         it could extend its authority to every person in its territory and project that power
         into the territories of states near and far. Who ruled imperial Rome may not have
         much mattered to a peasant in Gascony, but who ruled in Paris, and at times in Berlin
         or Moscow, could matter a lot.
      

      
       Obviously, the defense of genuinely political life within the modern state introduced
         problems of scale. How can citizens rule and be ruled reciprocally in such a large
         entity? Representation and federalism constitute two main answers. The American founders famously regarded representative
         government as indispensable to self-government in the modern state, as Publius argues
         in the tenth Federalist. To Publius, representation is the key defining principle of the modern republican
         regime. Federalism isn’t so much a regime feature as a “state/polity” feature, inasmuch
         as any regime might be a confederation. Thus the term “federal republic” is no redundancy
         but rather a succinct description of the United States of America, today’s Germany,
         and several other countries throughout the world.
      

      
       Chur­chill, de Gaulle, and the statesmen, politicians, and tyrants they encountered
         all moved in a world in which massive, centralized modern states contended not only
         for territory, not only for rule over vast populations (which rule might entail the
         displacement or extermination of substantial elements of those populations) but also
         for rival regimes and rival state forms. Some of these ways of life—the Nazi way of
         racial domination, the Soviet way of class domination—had enfolded into themselves
         an ambition not merely of self-defense or even of regional hegemony but of worldwide
         rule. And such ambitions required attention not only to regimes and states but to
         what had come to be called in their lifetimes “geopolitics.”
      

      
       As the word implies, students of geopolitics overlay the boundaries of political
         communities on the geography of the earth. The geography of one’s own country amounts
         to a stubborn fact—changeable by military or demographic conquest, not easily altered.
         Geography is nature without natural right; natural right must be secured not only
         by ruling institutions but by policies that secure one’s citizens by defending the
         key approaches to one’s territory. All men may be created equal but all terrains are
         not: the Strait of Gibraltar, the mouth of the Mississippi River, the English Channel—such
         geographic choke points must figure in the military, political, and economic thinking
         of any nearby ruler. Alfred Thayer Mahan’s studies of the 1890s centered on control
         of the seas; in the next decade, Halford Mackinder published complementary work on
         the continents, but particularly on the “World Island”—the huge, contiguous space
         consisting of Europe, Asia, and Africa. In the 1940s, Nicholas J. Spykman offered
         analyses coordinating the work of Mahan and Mackinder while adding a serious consideration
         of air-force strategy. Technological advances required later geopoliticians to consider
         the implication of intercontinental missiles with nuclear warheads (Bernard J. Brodie,
         Henry Kissinger). Struggles for advantage in outer space and indeed the wholly artificial
         landscape of cyberspace will call for new conceptual frameworks, but the perennial
         question of who will gain control of the physical surfaces on which human beings live
         will remain.[8] 
      

      
      You will find accounts of the geopolitical strategies of Chur­chill and de Gaulle
         in subsequent chapters. Preliminarily, one may state the circumstances they faced
         as follows. In the first half of the twentieth century, the capital city of the British
         regime sat on a medium-sized island, but it ruled some 20 percent of the human race
         and roughly 25 percent of the land on earth. Although it did not quite rule the seas
         with the authority it had enjoyed in the nineteenth century (Japan and the United
         States had constructed respectable navies by the late 1930s), it still had the best
         navy in the world. It had substantial material and technological resources to augment
         its well-settled regime of political liberty, and it needed them all in its two wars
         with Germany.
      

      
      France occupied a larger homeland but ruled a much smaller empire, with holdings in
         North Africa, sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East, and Asia. Its position was more
         vulnerable than that of Great Britain, with the capital city on the western section
         of the European plain—that vast flatland running from the Atlantic Ocean to the Ural
         Mountains of Russia. Although France’s coastlines on the North Sea, the Atlantic,
         and the Mediterranean afford it superb access to major trade routes and to potential
         imperial holdings, the location of its political center requires it to make land armies
         its first line of military defense. As every good republican used to know, land armies
         pose a problem for republics that navies do not pose: the possibility of coups d’état against civilian governments. French geography makes both the French state and French
         republicanism more—as the French say—problématique. Secure in the northwest thanks to the sea, secure in the southwest thanks to the
         Pyrenees Mountains, secure to the south thanks to the Mediterranean and in the southeast
         thanks to the Alps, France is geographically open to invasion from whoever rules Germania.
      

      
      With the sole advantage of vastness, Russia obviously faces the mirror image of France’s
         dilemma—vulnerable in the west not the east. Germany, the other twentieth-century
         enemy of Great Britain and France, found itself in a double bind, vulnerable from
         the east and from the west; its political antidote to such vulnerability—Bismarckian
         centralization under militarized oligarchy or tyranny—led it into, not out of this
         maelstrom, but not without nearly drowning the neighboring states first.
      

      
      Thus British and French statesmen needed to bring all of these matters—regime, state,
         geopolitics, technology—into coherent strategies of self-
defense. Many failed to do so, leaving Chur­chill and de Gaulle among the few to withstand
         the test: formulating a geopolitics of liberty for their peoples.
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      Chapter 1

      The Greatness of Great Britain

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      Initially, “Great” Britain meant greater Britain—Britannia major, the island inhabited by Celts and mentioned by Aristotle—as distinguished from Britannia minor—today’s Brittany, where many of those Celts fled invading Germans, who overran the
         Romans. The island saw the beginnings of political unity as early 1474, when Scottish
         King James III and English Edward IV proposed marriage between their son and daughter.
         Great Britain achieved formal political union in the person of the later and more
         celebrated King James (VI for Scotland, I for England), who combined his kingdoms
         in 1604. The two island parliaments solemnized this fact a century later in their
         1707 Act of Union. The Celts returned politically a century later in the second Act
         of Union, resulting in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland. As Winston
         Chur­chill began his parliamentary career nearly a century after that, this union
         remained the foundation of Britain’s greatness, grown greater still in a vast empire,
         upon which the sun, as the saying went, never set. Britain officially gave up being
         great in 1975, a generation after Chur­chill’s death and the relinquishment of almost
         all of its empire. Since then, Britons have contented themselves with being citizens
         of the United Kingdom. Without Chur­chill they might have had to content themselves
         with a good deal less than that.
      

      
       The defining political events of Chur­chill’s life, the two world wars, meant above
         all the threatened return of the Germans. As prime minister in the second and worst
         of those wars, Chur­chill opened a new session of Parliament on November 21, 1940,
         a week after German bombers launched a devastating series of raids on the industrial
         city of Coventry, raids that killed over 500 civilians in an operation Nazi wags had
         code-named Operation Moonlight Sonata. Chur­chill rejoined with a different sort of
         Kulturkampf:
      

      
         [W]hen the Sovereign [King George IV] comes to open Parliament in person and calls
            his faithful Commons to the discharge of their duties, at every step, in every measure,
            in every formality, and in every Resolution that we pass, we touch customs and traditions
            which go back far beyond the great Parliamentary conflicts of the seventeenth century;
            we feel the inspiration of old days, we feel the splendor of our political and moral
            inheritance.
         

         
         We are frequently asked to make declarations about our war aims. Some may think that
            example is better than precept, and that actions speak louder than words. Today, in
            inaugurating a new Session of Parliament, we proclaim the depth and sincerity of our
            resolve to keep vital and active, even in the midst of our struggle for life, even
            under the fire of the enemy, those Parliamentary institutions which have served us
            so well, which the wisdom and civic virtues of our forebears shaped and founded, which
            have proved themselves the most flexible instruments for securing ordered, unceasing
            change and progress; which, while they throw open the portals of the future, carry
            forward also the traditions and glories of the past, and which, at this solemn moment
            in world history, are at once the proudest assertion of British freedom and the expression
            of an unconquerable national will.[1] 
         

      

      Historian John Keegan writes that “morally, Chur­chill set the agenda of the Second
         World War” and that the “realization [of that agenda] determined, after 1945, the
         future of the world.”[2]  Freedom and unconquerableness, wisdom and civic virtue, evinced and defended by
         a political and national union in which monarchism and republicanism, Celt, Roman,
         and Teuton, had long since reconciled: these constituted the greatness of Great Britain.
         Chur­chill had thought so during the First World War, too, as one night he looked
         out at an empty House of Commons chamber and said to a friend: “This little place
         is what makes the difference between us and Germany. It is in virtue of this that
         we shall muddle through to success and for lack of this Germany’s brilliant efficiency
         leads her to final disaster. This little room is the shrine of the world’s liberties.”[3] 
      

      
       Muddling is easy; muddling through is the hard part. The world itself began in muddle
         or, as Chur­chill calls it, anarchy. “Anarchy had a very long run; we do not know
         how long.” Like Thomas Hobbes, Chur­chill sees in monarchy the antidote to anarchy—monarchy,
         the regime that answers “the need of everyone in a tribe or a nation for protection
         against the measureless and unceasing oppressions and violences of his fellows.” “Better
         one gigantic tyrant, however cruel or stupid, than the numberless, endless, petty
         tyrannies which flourish in ungoverned disorder.” The monarch, even if tyrannical,
         may get his people through the muddle. Low self-preservation and high loyalty align in men’s attachment to the
         person of the monarch. Other regimes—oligarchies, republics, elective kingships—amount
         to improvements of this elementary regime.[4]  
      

      
       Why are they improvements? Unlike Hobbes, Chur­chill finds another natural right
         in rebellion. Recalling the most famous and bloodiest rebellion in British history,
         when Queen Boadicea of the Iceni tribe attacked the Romans and destroyed several towns
         in AD 61—“probably the most horrible episode which our Island has known”—he insists,
         “Still, it is the primary right of men to die and kill for the land they live in,
         and to punish with exceptional severity all members of their own race who have warmed
         their hands at the invaders’ hearth.”[5]  The “harsh cry of liberty or death”—itself deployed by British colonists in North
         America, centuries later—“has echoed down the ages” and means that the desire for
         security does not rule the human heart unchallenged.[6]  At the very least this means both monarchy and empire have moral limits and must
         be tempered by the political and other liberties guaranteed by regimes other than
         monarchy.
      

      
      Such regimes also improved monarchy because monarchy struggles when it attempts to
         do what any regime must do: continue from one generation to the next. Families cannot
         escape this dilemma, as brilliant parents may spawn a brood of dunces; it is tolerable
         in tribes, which at least are not extensive. But “great nations” can ill afford “the
         accident of an individual birth.” Men designed the various forms of constitutional
         government in order “to average the risks.” Under the British system of parliament
         and of constitutional monarchy, “the king reigns, but does not govern.” “[P]omp was
         divorced from power, and power was divided and sub-divided by Councillors of State
         and Parliamentary assemblies.” This system began with the aristocratic imposition
         of the Magna Carta and culminated in “the age of Anne”—that is, at the time of the
         first Act of Union, or of British political greatness.[7] 
      

      
      In the smallness of the little room, the chamber of the House of Commons, the greatness
         of Great Britain rests. The smallness allows Members to debate one another in “the
         conversational manner.” “Unfold your case,” a veteran Member told the young Chur­chill,
         “if you have got one.” In Continental parliaments, a large chamber with a pulpit-like
         platform encourages sermonizing and gesticulating instead of politics in Aristotle’s
         sense—ruling and being ruled, give-and-take, deliberation. The semi-circular design
         of those parliament chambers accommodates a spectrum of partisan opinion, divided
         permanently until the next election. But the British Parliament chamber divides political
         men in “two main blocks,” the better for dialectic. “What the House of Commons likes
         is a good argument well thought out, plainly and simply and, if possible, shortly
         stated.” Parliament enables the British to rule even a great empire politically.[8] 
      

      
      What Aristotle means by politics Chur­chill means in large measure when he says civilization.
         Civilization “means a society based upon the opinion of civilians” rather than upon
         the violent “rule of warriors and despotic chiefs” or of “riot and tyranny.” Civilized
         rule means rule by consent of the ruled, which results in rule of civilian-made laws
         applied in “independent courts of justice.” “Freedom, comfort, and culture” can flourish
         within such regimes. Although civilized rule numbers among “the glories of England,”
         Britain has no monopoly on it. “Why should not the same principles which have shaped
         the free, ordered, tolerant civilization of the British Isles and British Empire be
         found serviceable in the organization of this anxious world?” Chur­chill asked, in
         the grim year of 1938.[9]  In eschewing the rule of mere force, civi­li­zation, and especially Christian civilization,
         first of all cultivates a humane life by protecting women; in a civilized society,
         “the man who strikes a woman, even under great provocation, is regarded as a cur and
         a coward.” The “sublime themes” of Christian revelation also include the “glorification
         of the weak, and wounded and poor,” and “the very young and aged.” In rejecting the
         rule of force, Christianity elevates “the great-hearted magnanimous conception of
         the strong sheltering the weak.”[10]  The greatness of Great Britain consists of redirecting the magnanimity—greatness
         of soul, the master-virtue of classical antiquity—toward the guardianship of weaker
         bodies and of lesser souls, against tyranny, the rule of brute force.[11] 
      

      
      The way of life of this civilized regime can form a very fine human type, like the
         poet and soldier Rupert Brooke, whom Chur­chill eulogized early in the First World
         War.
      

      
         He expected to die; he was willing to die for the dear England whose beauty and majesty
            he knew; and he advanced towards the brink in perfect serenity, with absolute conviction
            of the rightness of his country’s cause and a heart devoid of hate for fellow-men.
            . . . Joyous, fearless, versatile, deeply instructed, with classic symmetry of mind
            and body, ruled by high undoubting purpose, he was all that one would wish England’s
            noblest sons to be in days when no sacrifice but the most precious is acceptable,
            and the most precious is that which is most freely proffered.[12] 
         

      

      Thus does Chur­chill speak in circumstances of loss, while a war’s outcome remains
         unknown. In victory, magnanimity rises above even such courage and moderation. Historian
         Martin Gilbert recounts Chur­chill’s proposal of an inscription Chur­chill wrote for
         a war memorial in a French town in 1919: resolution goes with war, defiance with defeat,
         magnanimity with victory, goodwill with peace. The townspeople rejected the motto,
         but Chur­chill saved it for his own monument, his memoir of the Second World War,
         published some thirty years later.[13] 
      

      
       The French town’s rejection of Chur­chill’s motto suggests that the people, the ruling
         body of democracy, might not unfailingly exhibit all of the highest virtues at all
         times. In Great Britain, it was a monarch who had set an example, a century and a
         half before the regime democratized. Chur­chill describes Queen Anne, who supported
         his ancestor, John Chur­chill, the Duke of Marlborough, and his wife:
      

      
         She moved on broad, homely lines. She was devoted to her religion, to her husband,
            and to friends whose fidelity she had proved. It cannot be doubted at all that she
            would have faced poverty, exile, imprisonment, or even death with placid, unconquerable
            resolution for the sake of any of them. Once she got set, it took years to alter her.
            She was not very wise nor clever, but she was very like England.[14] 
         

      

      And very like the English. In punishing prime ministers who had offended her, Anne’s
         favor “was like the weather.” But “it was as useless to reproach Queen Anne with fickleness
         and inconstancy as it would be to accuse a twentieth-century electorate of these vices.”[15]  She “lived long enough to strip the name of Britain of most of the glories with
         which it had shone,” having “seen it become odious or contemptible throughout the
         world.” “[L]uckily she expired while there was still time to save it,” and for that
         not a monarch but a Chur­chill stepped forward.[16]  Chur­chill wrote his Life of Marlborough several years before his own elevation to prime minister and the ensuing Battle of
         Britain and well before his rejection by the British electorate in the aftermath of
         the war. The magnanimous man needs a civilized people to elevate him; a civilized
         people needs a magnanimous statesman to govern them in times of peril and to relinquish
         his rule without rancor when, victorious thanks to him and to their willingness to
         be governed by him, the peril recedes, and they discard him.
      

      
       Chur­chill accounts for British civilization by showing how it rose up over a long time. As in all tellings of a tradition, it matters greatly
         who selects the stories told, and for what purposes he selects them. His selections
         from the long course of events that took place on his island of course reflect his
         political judgment. He embeds an argument in that selection—an argument addressed
         both to his fellow citizens and to his fellow English speakers, especially those in
         the United States, that empire lost but perhaps, in some manner, recoverable.
      

      
      He nearly begins his narration with the Celts’ encounter with the only Western civilization
         at the time. Although he recalls the Roman conquest of the Celts in the two centuries
         after Christ, he considers actual Roman influence to have been evanescent: “of Roman
         speech, Roman law, Roman institutions, hardly a vestige” remained, even after 400
         years of rule. The Romans mattered primarily because their “occupation” had “given
         time for the Christian faith to plant itself.” Chur­chill sees the Church as a regime,
         “a new political order.” This new regime “planted the seed of a great problem, the
         problem of Church and State,” which grew “until a thousand years later it almost rive[d]
         the foundations of both asunder.”[17]  Among other things, the regime of the Church undermined slavery, a component of
         the pagan regimes. Blending with these existing regimes, the Christian regime developed
         into the “martial aristocracy” of feudalism, seen in the legend of King Arthur, with
         its “chivalry, honor, Christian faith, knights in steel and ladies bewitching”—“a
         theme as well founded, as inspired, and as inalienable from the inheritance of mankind
         as the Odyssey or the Old Testament.”[18]  
      

      
      By the end of the sixth century, when Pope Gregory the Great sent Augustine of Hippo
         to “refound the Christian life of Canterbury, which was destined to become the center
         and summit of religious England,” the perhaps sincere, undeniably prudent and timely
         conversion of King Ethelbert enabled him to “hold out the hand to the British princes,
         and, using the Christian faith as a bond of union, establish his supremacy over the
         whole country.” He failed, owing to “the sullen and jealous temper of the British
         bishops” and “the tactless arrogance of St. Augustine,” but he did establish the idea
         of uniting the aristocrats under a king and of uniting Angles and Celts as one amalgamated
         people. Where Christianity fell short, nature succeeded; the Northumbrian prince Edwin
         “by his abilities won his way, step by step, to the foremost position in England,”
         and in doing so “foreshadowed the kingdom of all England.” He married “a Christian
         princess of Kent, whose religion he had promised to respect.”[19]  Natural or perhaps even a touch of avant-la-lettre Machiavellian virtù underlies the Christian settlement of the English mixed regime of monarchy and aristocracy.
         Such tough-minded moderation helped England, led by King Alfred the Great, to defeat
         the Vikings, whose “villainous destruction and cruel deeds” issued from some real
         virtues—discipline, fortitude, comradeship among them. This “most formidable and daring
         race in the world” eradicated the misconceived, utterly defenseless Christianity of
         the pacifist settlement at Lindisfarne in January 793, causing the Church to “sound
         a general alarm” throughout Europe.[20]  Alfred not only defeated the Vikings and converted them to Christianity, but also
         wrote his Book of Laws or “Domeday Book,” “attempt[ing] to blend the Mosaic code with
         Christian principles and old Germanic customs.” At the core of Alfred’s law code he
         put an inversion of the Golden Rule: “Instead of ‘Do unto others as you would that
         they should do unto you,’ he adopted the less ambitious principle, ‘what ye will that
         other men should not do to you, that do ye not to other men,’ with the comment, ‘By bearing this precept
         in mind a judge can do justice to all men; he needs no other law-books.’” From Alfred’s
         code, “with much manipulation by feudal lawyers, the Common Law was founded.”[21]  To the Celts and Anglo-Saxons Alfred thus added the (now tamed) Danes. “We are watching
         the birth of a nation,” a “common Christian England,” ruled under a law that limits
         both the secular and spiritual ambitions of rulers, a limitation that made future
         greatness possible because it discouraged self-destructive immoderation, whether pacific
         or warlike.[22]  
      

      
       Alfred’s grandson Edgar gave institutional support to the regime by undertaking “a
         conscious administrative reconstruction which has governed the development of English
         institutions from that day to this.” Edgar reorganized the units of local government
         called ‘“shires,” seeing to it that they prepared for self-defense and for the maintenance
         of law and order. Within the shires, a form of self-government prevailed:
      

      
         [O]n the whole the English doctrine was that a free man might choose his lord, following
            him in war, working for him in peace, and in return the lord must protect him against
            encroaching neighbors and back him in the courts of law. What is more, the man might
            go from one lord to another, and hold his land from his new lord. And these lords,
            taken together, were the ruling class. The greatest of them . . . sat in the King’s
            Council. The lesser of them were the local magnates, who took the lead in shire or
            hundred, and when the free men met in the shire or hundred court to decide the rights
            and wrongs of a matter it was their voice which carried weight.[23] 
         

      

      These civilized and civilizing institutions, these practices of ruling and of being
         ruled, reciprocally, refined the English way of life. “[W]ith this military and political
         revival marched a great re-birth of monastic life and learning and the beginning of
         our native English literature.”[24]  
      

      
      Although the Norman Conquest of 1066 replaced the English House of Wessex at the top
         of the British politeuma with the French House of Plantagenet, the Normans retained much of the Wessex politeia. The principal Plantagenet innovation consisted of establishing a landed aristocracy, whereby “the tie of man to lord [was] not only moral and legal, but
         material, so that the status of every man can be fixed by the land he owns, and the
         services”—especially military services—“he does for it, if he is a tenant, or can
         demand, if he is a lord.” The “old English nobility of office made way for the Norman
         nobility of faith and landed wealth.”[25]  That faith gave English Catholicism a more strongly Roman orientation, and this
         was where “the spirit of the long-vanished Roman Empire . . . returned once more to
         our island”—this time with more lasting effect. Chur­chill identifies three “dominant
         ideas” of the Church: “a Europe in which nationalism or even the conception of nationality
         had no place,” that is, a genuinely catholic Europe; the monarch as “the expression
         of a class hierarchy” over which the king presided, but where aristocrats’ landed
         wealth ensured that they would also be consulted; and, finally, the combination of
         Roman imperial universalism with Christian mor­al universalism.[26]  The moral and political authority of the Roman Church made itself felt in mid-twelfth-century
         conflict between Henry II, whom Chur­chill esteems as “a great statesman,”[27]  and Archbishop of Canterbury Thomas Becket; “Rome used its ghostly arts upon the
         superstitions of almost all the actors in the drama.”[28]  The conflict between crown and mitre—“two conflicting powers, each possessed of
         immense claims upon limited resources”—“was the root question of the European world,
         as it then existed.”[29]  
      

      
      “The Conquest was the supreme achievement of the Norman race” also for its geopolitical
         consequence: It re-linked England to Europe, “prevent[ing] for ever a drift into the
         narrower orbit of a Scandinavian empire.”[30]  This fortified certain moral-political benefits. As one province of a French-ruled
         empire that extended from the Arctic Ocean to the Pyrenees, “England became finally
         and for all time a coherent kingdom, based on Christianity and upon that Latin civilization
         which recalled the message of ancient Rome,” while preserving local self-government
         by means of the Common Law.[31]  While serving his own project of centralizing political authority under himself,
         Henry II effectively strengthened the rule of the Common Law by introducing the French
         royal practice of the trial by jury to English legal practice. That is, with the jury,
         he gave trials in the royal courts a more popular character, but without importing
         the Roman law that prevailed on the Continent—regularizing English law, making it
         indeed more a “common” law than a congeries of local laws without making that law
         any less English. While Roman law permits private interrogation and the abuses attendant
         thereto, the combination of English law with citizen juries made the more extreme
         forms of state sovereignty much less likely to take hold in England. “[B]oth sovereign
         and subject were in practice bound by the common law, and the liberties of Englishmen
         rested not on any enactment of the State, but on immemorial slow-growing custom declared
         by juries of free men who gave their verdicts case by case in open court.”[32] 
      

      
      Tensions between king and Church, and between king and landed aristocracy, intensified
         after the establishment of Common Law with jury trials and the way of life fostered by
         that establishment. These tensions reached culmination in 1215, with the Magna Carta
         Liberarum. Dissatisfied with the Pope’s selection for the new Archbishop of Canterbury,
         King John retaliated by seizing Church lands and persecuting clergy. Pope Innocent
         III placed England under an inderdict and excommunicated John, effectively dividing
         the loyalties of John’s subjects. Lacking Henry II’s piety, John shrugged off the
         excommunication and happily took the income from the newly acquired properties. When
         military reverses on the Continent threatened his power, John, “by a stroke of cunning
         choice enough to be called political genius,” went the Pope one better, offering England
         as a fief of the Papacy. Innocent forgave him, placed both king and kingdom “under
         his especial protection.” Now “the darling of the Church” in Rome, John pushed forward
         against his enemies foreign and domestic. He overstepped, losing battles in France
         and angering the aristocrats who had to fight in those battles and pay for them. With
         the English Catholic Church divided between supporters of king and pope on the one
         hand, aristocrats on the other, “armed revolt seemed the only solution.” But the politeia established by Henry II had taken effect on the souls of the aristocrats; “they had
         learned to think intelligently and constructively.” Instead of resisting their monarch’s
         “arbitrary despotism” by attempting to return to “the withering anarchy of feudal
         separatism,” they proposed “a system of checks and balances which would accord the
         monarchy its necessary strength, but would prevent its perversion by a tyrant or a
         fool.” The Magna Carta established “a fundamental principle,” namely, that “government
         must henceforth mean something more than the arbitrary rule of any man, and custom
         and the law must stand even above the King.”[33]  
      

      
      Beyond the principle of the rule of law over king and aristocrats alike, king and
         aristocrats also concluded that political rule or reciprocal rule by discussion needed institutional support on the national level. One such institution would be the Council of Fifteen, balanced between representatives
         of king and of aristocrats—the genesis of the British Cabinet.[34]  But neither the one nor the few recognized the other as a trustworthy spokesman
         for the nation. “Then why not call in the lesser gentry and the burgesses?” They already
         had experience in politics, having ruled for centuries in the localities. Chur­chill
         emphasizes that parliament—which quite literally means an institution for speaking—had
         “nothing inevitable about its growth.” It answered the political needs of prudent
         rulers who designed and established it to meet those needs. Later wars, which would
         ruin so many of the martial aristocrats, would enable the House of Commons to gain
         ascendency over the House of Lords—unresisted by the monarchs, who continued to distrust
         aristocrats more than they did commoners.[35]  Rule by what Aristotle calls “the middling element” gained substantial ground, with
         the parties of the one and of the many “compet[ing] for popular support.”[36]  This meant that the wealth of commoners, wealth based on commerce and finance, could
         overtake the wealth of aristocrats, based on land. Indeed, having “ceased to be the
         moral sanction upon which national society and defense were based,” land “became by
         successive steps a commodity, which could in principle, like wool or mutton, be bought
         and sold,” and even became the economic foundation of “a new aristocracy”—less martial
         than the old.[37]  The spirit of the way of life of commoners, of their understanding of property,
         pervaded the spirit of aristocratic property. Along with parliamentarism this new
         political economy could eventuate in a new regime, that of commercial republicanism. Montesquieu would praise England for having founded that regime in the middle of
         the eigh­teenth century, in time for the generation that would include the American
         founders to appreciate his comprehensive presentation of regimes and their design.[38] 
      

      
      This notwithstanding, much of monarchic and aristocratic politics persisted, sometimes
         violently, in the centuries between the thirteenth and 
eighteenth centuries. Regime-building is one thing, state-building still another. By the state, Chur­chill means the centralized authority propounded
         first by Machiavelli, then by his disciples Francis Bacon and Thomas Hobbes in England.
         The introduction of the modern state to Britain demanded another regime change. The
         mildly internationalist/Catholic Plantagenet dynasty needed transformation or replacement.
         Replacement came in the persons of the Tudors, after their 1485 victory in the Wars
         of the Roses. After unifying England and Wales, the Tudors extended their influence,
         mostly in an informal way, to the local governments. The new royal family also “learned
         to handle the Commons with discretion” if not with uniform success.[39]  The Tudors built the modern state indirectly by reducing the economic independence
         of the towns by enclosing common lands.[40]  More directly, they expanded the British navy and, more directly still, under Henry
         VIII’s chief adviser Thomas Cromwell, they inaugurated “our great departments of State,”
         funded by revenues gained from the expropriation of Catholic Church properties. Some
         of those lands also went to aristocrats, thus effectively co-opting that class to
         the modern-state project. And of course, most famously, a national or “Anglican” church
         replaced the international Roman Catholic Church as the established church of the
         realm.[41]  “Ruthless, cynical, Machiavellian, Cromwell was a man of the New Age.”[42]  And he was the Tudors’ man.
      

      
      Chur­chill pays particular attention to Elizabeth I’s implementation of the state-building
         policy par excellence, namely, the appeal to the people over the heads of aristocrats secular and sacred
         alike. “[W]ith her people she never went wrong. By instinct she knew how to earn popular
         acclaim.” “In a sense her relationship with her subjects was one long flirtation,”
         giving her country “the love that she never entirely reposed in any one man,” a love
         fully requited.[43]  Regarding the remaining English Catholics (including the Jesuits who had begun to
         arrive in 1579 and proved no mean political organizers), she proved vigilant and severe,
         finally executing her rival Mary Stuart, the Scottish queen. To these ends, she employed
         another institution of modern statism (although by no means exclusive to it), an extensive
         spy network. Upon her death, the childless queen relinquished the throne to a Stuart,
         but James I had been separated from his mother shortly after his birth and reared
         as a Protestant; upon accession to the throne he united the thrones of England and
         Scotland, and not without reason patronized the great Machiavellian, Sir Francis Bacon,
         England’s first great philosophic advocate of the modern state-building project.[44] 
      

      
      Before yet achieving a full-blown modern state—lacking, for example, a standing army
         and extensive bureaucracy—Tudor monarchs had nailed together the sturdy frame of one.
         British politics of the next three centuries would consist not only of further state-building
         but of struggles over what regime would control the state being built. Chur­chill
         understands the seventeenth century’s regime conflicts as the crucible in which parliamentarianism
         solidified, rechanneling what had been the violent strife of armed factions into a
         form of party politics recognizable to his own contemporaries.
      

      
      “Already in King James’s time Parliament had begun to take the lead, not only in levying
         taxes but increasingly in the conduct of affairs, and especially in foreign politics.”
         In the seventeenth century, the internationalism of aristocratic and monarchic-dynastic
         politics gave way to the internationalism of the civil war in Christendom between
         Catholics and Protestants. Further, the British became more confident that statism
         had done its work in settling the regime conflicts between monarchy and aristocracy
         and between Protestantism and Catholicism in favor of Protestant, monarchist statism.
         They chose to move toward liberalizing that state, demanding more self-government
         in line with their ancient traditions. The modern project of relieving man’s condition
         of scarcity by conquering nature with applied modern scientific methods—trade, industry,
         finance—did indeed work; the wealth of nations, and particularly of the British nation,
         increased steadily. “In these years the Commons were not so much seeking to legislate
         as trying to wring from the Crown admissions of ancient custom which would prevent
         before it was too late all this recent growth from falling under an autocratic grip.”[45]  To the statist political philosophy of Bacon, they opposed the common law of Edward
         Coke.[46]  Internal, regime politics required Parliament to concern itself with external religious
         politics. On the Continent, the great French Catholic king Louis XIV led his armies
         against Protestants, toward an absolutist or autocratic monarchism and also toward
         a Continental empire that might also challenge British naval dominance, which defended
         both the British regime and British commerce.[47] 
      

      
      The religious wars on the Continent helped to fire civil war in England. The civil
         war of 1648 did not, Chur­chill insists, bring “a kind of victory for democracy and
         the Parliamentary system over Divine Right and Old World dreams,” as Whig historians
         of the nineteenth century would claim. Charles I, while claiming divine right and
         absolute power to go with it, actually wielded too little power against Parliament’s
         demands, not too much. His extreme and lofty claims of divine right and of the right
         to paternal rule over his people lacked a standing army for their enforcement. The
         Puritan Oliver Cromwell’s victory over him (and subsequent hanging of him) “was the
         triumph of some twenty thousand resolute, ruthless, disciplined military fanatics
         over everything that England has ever willed or ever wished.”[48]  Further, if upon this triumph “one man’s will now ruled,” that will issued from
         a mind not simply “crafty and ruthless” but also “reluctant and apologetic.”[49]  The lion and the fox had lain uneasily down with a lamb. A bit conscience-stricken,
         Cromwell dithered among regime choices, attempting by turns a “Puritan oligarchy,
         an upper middle-class Assembly sprinkled with men who had risen through military service,
         then in despair a naked military dictatorship, and finally a return to constitutional
         monarchy in all but name.”[50]  He lasted as long as he did because he maintained control of that disciplined army
         of Puritans. But he could not translate his military rule into a political settlement.
      

      
      If these broils pointed toward constitutional monarchy, Britons began to see, why
         not restore the Stuart line and be done with regicide usurpers? The Restoration of
         1660 brought Charles II to the throne.
      

      
         This was not only the restoration of the monarchy; it was the restoration of Parliament.
            Indeed it was the greatest hour in Parliamentary history. The House of Commons had
            broken the Crown in the field; it had at length mastered the terrible Army it had
            created for that purpose. It had purged itself of its own excesses, and now stood
            forth beyond all challenge, or even need of argument, as the dominant institution
            of the realm. All that was solid in the constitutional claims put forward against
            Charles I had become so deeply rooted that it was not even necessary to mention it.
            . . . Though the doctrine of Divine Right was again proclaimed, that of Absolute Power
            had been abandoned. The criminal jurisdiction of the Privy Council, the Star Chamber,
            and the High Commission Court were gone. The idea of the Crown levying taxes without
            the consent of Parliament or by ingenious and questionable devices had vanished. All
            legislation henceforward stood upon the majorities of legally elected Parliaments,
            and no royal ordinance could resist or replace it. [Parliament] had rejected the excesses
            into which they had been drawn by the stress of conflict and the crimes and follies
            of war and dictatorship. The victory of the Commons and the Common Law was permanent.[51] 
         

      

      In learning to govern itself, Parliament could now begin to govern Great Britain better.
         “A new conception of sovereignty” prevailed—what Aristotle would have recognized as
         a mixed regime in which commoners, monarch, and aristocrats shared rule under law, with judges
         exercising not the final authority on legal interpretation (as Coke had advocated)
         or even less with monarchs so doing (Bacon’s intention) but with “an Act of Parliament”
         as “the final authority.” As for Cromwell’s standing army, “public opinion” among
         all parties withdrew their support. The soldiers had only to return to their homes.[52] 
      

      
       Chur­chill takes care to notice that “from the Restoration there emerged no national
         settlement, but rather two Englands, each with its different background, interests,
         culture, and outlook”: those (mostly Anglican) Britons affiliated with the monarchy,
         “enjoy[ing] official patronage, or hop[ing] to do so,” the “Court” party; and the
         “Country” party, consisting of most everyone else.[53]  As religious asperities mellowed, “to the somber warfare of creeds and sects there
         succeeded the squalid but far less irrational or uncontrollable strife of parties,”
         calling each other “Whigs”—conservatives’ term for “a sour, bigoted, canting, money-grubbing
         Scots Presbyterian”—and “Tories”—“Irish Papist bandits” with English faces, French
         hearts, and Irish consciences, wild boars who would root out the English Constitution.[54]  As any observer of republican politics knows, such sprightly chatter seldom leads
         to blows, favoring not military captains but mediators, men such as George Savile,
         Marquis of Halifax, a.k.a. “The Trimmer,” “one of those rare beings in whom cool moderation
         and width of judgment are combined with resolute action,” a man who “could defend
         a middle course with a constancy usually granted only to extremists”—altogether the
         consummate parliamentarian in a mixed regime.[55] 
      

      
       The Catholicity of Charles II’s brother and heir to the throne, James II, threatened
         to ruin this settlement, but for a final time, an invader from the Continent settled
         the regime issue, this time in favor of Protestantism and Parliament. William of Orange,
         head of the Dutch House of Hanover, allied himself with British Whigs, ousting the
         Stuart James and enabling the enactment of the 1689 Act of Toleration, which extended
         religious liberty to “dissenting”—i.e., non-Anglican—Protestants. “The Tory Party
         was shattered, and England settled down, grumbling but safe, under the long rule of
         Whiggism.” After the deaths of King William and then of Queen Anne, the peaceful succession
         of George I in 1701 cleared the way for the parliamentary union of Britain with Scotland
         in 1707.
      

      
         Great principles were no longer dominant. Political sentiment was replaced by political
            interest. Public life was degraded by materialism and politics became a mere striving
            for office and Crown patronage by rival groups of Whigs. The monarchy too had lost
            its luster. There was no pretence that the Hanoverian kings ruled by Divine Right.
            They held their position by the express sanction of Parliament.[56] 
         

      

      In such a regime, statesmanship centered on getting British finances straight, the
         main accomplishment of prime minister Robert Walpole, “the careful nurse of England’s
         recovery” after the great wars against the France of Louis XIV in the previous century.[57]  Walpole’s two decades of administration, followed by several decades more under
         the two William Pitts, oversaw and nurtured a distinctive British way of life, a modernity
         characterized not by martial conquest but by commerce (eventually centering on the
         question of free trade), increasing industrialism, the establishment of a large overseas
         empire to supply English commerce and industry, and a hint of democratization (especially
         in the Anglican Church, where the Evangelical or “Low Church” movement formed around,
         among other things, the intention to end the slave trade).[58]  
      

      
       Britons of the generation between 1780 and 1815 found their efforts toward advancing
         a regime of modern liberalism stymied by the loss of the North American colonies,
         followed by the controversies engendered by the French Revolution and the threat of
         the last contender for a French European empire, Napoleon. But during this time statesmen
         augmented the core of Britain once again with the Act of Union of 1801, bringing the
         Irish into Parliament. With Napoleon’s downfall Britain enjoyed “unchallenged dominion
         over a large portion of the globe,” with its Continental rivals exhausted. Never greater,
         Britain resumed and quickened its social and political democratization, as the rival
         political parties began to vie for predominance by extending the franchise, widening
         the British politeuma.[59]  Naval, financial, and industrial supremacy, along with renewed imperial expansion,
         overbalanced the tensions brought into the regime by the incorporation of Ireland
         and the ensuing controversies of Catholic emancipation.
      

      
       The nineteenth century had begun with the military aftermath of the French cataclysm—that
         is, the violence surrounding the attempt to democratize a political society at very
         high velocity. Great Britain could take a more measured course as it moved from a
         mixed regime to a predominantly republican one; between the 1830s and the beginning
         of Chur­chill’s career Parliament enacted a series of political reform bills that
         expanded the population of Britons eligible to vote. Crucially, it was often the aristocracy
         of the revitalized Tory Party that advanced “the democracy,” acting to counter the
         Whig middle classes. That is, British democratization, admired by the French aristocrat
         Tocqueville, found a political patron in the class longest experienced in rule, the
         one that harbored no middle-class illusions about the elevation of political economy
         over statecraft. Tocqueville observed this and wished the Continental aristocracies
         would similarly guide the politically inexperienced peoples who clamored for representation
         but often seemed ill-suited to govern.[60] 
      

      
       The aristocratic Whig Lord John Russell proposed the First Reform Bill in 1831, and
         at first blush the Tories wanted nothing to do with reform, viewing the redistricting
         of legislative seats and of widening the franchise to the middle classes as “a gross
         attack on the rights of property.” To the Tories, “a seat was a thing to be bought
         or sold like a house or an estate, and a more uniform franchise savored of an arithmetical
         conception of politics dangerously akin to French democracy”—therefore a “first step
         on the road to cataclysm” for Britain. A crushing electoral defeat began to sober
         the Tories; the Act passed the following year.[61]  Their leader, Robert Peel, proposed to resist democracy but quickly settled for
         resisting the middle classes by allying with the industrial workers, a coalition he
         pursued throughout the mid-1840s. Meanwhile, the Whigs took the name “Liberals,” standing
         for the free trade theories then defended by Richard Cobden and John Bright, whose
         “thundering speeches against the landed classes reverberated through the nation.”[62]  Peel sided with liberalism, however, on the major issue of his time, the repeal
         of the protectionist Corn Laws. This debate split the Tories, whose protectionist
         majority wing of the Tory Party, led by Benjamin Disraeli, lost the vote in Parliament
         but gained some ground among the workers, who concurred with the aristocrats on protectionism.
         The Tories found no usable issues until 1867, when they again appealed to the workers
         by proposing to extend the franchise to them in the Second Reform Bill. The Liberal
         leader William Gladstone (an erstwhile Tory or “Conservative” until he broke with
         Disraeli over protectionism in the 1840s) also supported the measure. With a large
         and increasing number of workers now enfranchised, these two parliamentary giants
         took care never to agree with one another again, each struggling to win the workers
         by proposing a certain way of life for a regime just on, or perhaps just past, the
         edge of outright republicanism, albeit with a ceremonial monarchism as its ally. Gladstone
         wedded economic libertarianism with Christian moralism, envisioning aristocratic leadership
         of a middle-class electoral base; Disraeli continued to support protectionism, supplemented
         by a nationalism that also appealed to the workers—a point lost on the rising socialist
         movement, animated by the internationalist notions of Marx. As prime minister in the
         second half of the 1870s, Disraeli led the drives to enact better living conditions
         for the workers and also their right to organize labor unions.[63]  This was the “Tory democracy” that Disraeli’s protégé, Randolph Chur­chill, and
         his son Winston both grew up under, politically. Gladstone and the Liberals won most
         of the electoral battles during this long rivalry, but later, during Chur­chill’s
         career, it was the Conservatives who outlasted their old adversaries.
      

      
       Chur­chill identifies the beginning of the end of Liberalism in the mid-1880s.

      
      
         The long domination of the middle classes, which had begun in 1832, had come to its
            close and with it the almost equal reign of Liberalism. The great victories had been
            won. All sorts of lumbering tyrannies had been toppled over. Authority was everywhere
            broken. Slaves were free. Conscience was free. Trade was free. But hunger and squalor
            and cold were also free; and the people demanded something more than liberty.[64] 
         

      

      Randolph Chur­chill argued that the Conservatives knew better how to rule under these new conditions produced by liberalism than Liberals themselves did. With
         the new, democratized British politeuma or ruling body enfranchised in the reform acts, the “new foundation”—“purely modern,
         absolutely untried”—of the British Constitution had become “a great seething and swaying
         mass” of voters. “I have no fear of democracy,” he said, so long as “a fair arrangement
         of the constituencies” enables “one part of England [to] correct and balance one another.”[65]  Put another way, Tory Democrats argued that rule by a single class—the middle class
         of the Liberals, the working class of the socialists—would unbalance British constitutionalism.
         Only the Conservatives, a cross-class coalition of aristocratic, middle, and working
         classes, could effectively preserve the British way of life, the way of moderation
         and balance, foundation of British greatness. Such a coalition could produce the majorities
         needed to govern a substantially republican regime by moderating its several factions.
      

      
       Could that regime rule an empire? “The government of a world-wide Empire was, for
         the first time in human experience, to be thrown unreservedly to the millions. And
         no man could predict the results of that experiment.”[66]  Liberalism felt ill at ease with imperialism. Conservatism did not, seeing that
         the empire could provide the extensive markets capital and labor both require, avoiding
         the need to eliminate trade barriers to foreign goods in order to obtain such markets.
         The need for imperial armies would provide opportunities for collaboration between
         aristocratic officers and working-class soldiers. Empire would also afford scope for
         the virtues of the greatest political men, magnanimous statesmen who would wither
         in a medium-sized country, or, soured in spirit, roil it like a Cromwell. Empire could
         civilize both its subjects, whom it would gradually prepare for self-government, and
         its rulers.[67]  To do so, it needed the unifying political symbol provided by the still prestigious
         if no longer powerful monarch.[68] 
      

      
       During Winston Chur­chill’s early career, Ireland presented the most serious challenge
         to the greatness of British imperialism. British statesmen had established the union
         in order to ameliorate the religious factionalism between Irish Catholics and Irish
         Protestants that threatened to re-introduce religio-political troubles to England
         during the Napoleonic Wars. Chur­chill calls the Irish policy “the greatest failure
         of British Government” during those wars. Even afterward, “British governments were
         perpetually threatened with revolution in Ireland.”[69]  The founders of the union had believed that the problem of an Irish Catholic majority
         abusing an Irish Protestant minority could resolve itself only if those Catholics,
         themselves, became a minority in the larger political entity of Great Britain—fully
         represented in proportion to their population in a Parliament that would still remain
         firmly Protestant. In a sense, however, the very nationalism that democracy, and particularly
         Tory Democracy, encouraged meant that Catholics could appeal to “racial” as well as
         religious passions in their quest for what came to be called Home Rule. By the end
         of the Great War, as Woodrow Wilson appealed to national self-determination as the
         principle of international politics, this had become a critical problem. Loyal to
         the basic, longstanding intention of British statesmen, Chur­chill negotiated an Irish
         Free State within the British Empire but drew the line at an independent Irish republic
         and at the domination of the Protestants by the Catholics.[70]  Chur­chill rested satisfied for a time: “For a system of human government so vast
         and so variously composed as the British Empire, a compact with open rebellion in
         the peculiar form in which it was developed in Ireland was an event which might well
         have shaken to its foundations that authority upon which the peace and order of hundreds
         of millions of people and of many races and communities were erected.” Further, Irish
         terrorism had begun to provoke excessive ferocity among the other races in ruling
         core of that empire; “in 1920, in spite of unceasing effort, the problem was still
         unsolved and Ireland had become ungovernable except by processes of terror and violent
         subjugation deeply repugnant to British institutions and to British national character.”
         But “hatred plays the same part in government as acids in chemistry.”[71]  The settlement of 1920 avoided that corrosion for another generation, preserving
         British greatness.
      

      
       By the end of the nineteenth century, then, “constitutions on the British model became
         the achievement, the aim, or the dream of almost every living race,” and not in any
         utopian sense but as “a practical, salutary, well-tried method of making continuous
         progress.” British liberty need not confine itself to the British peoples alone. “[T]hese
         institutions were evidently capable of transplantation.” If so, despotism and tyranny
         could go on a long, and perhaps permanent, retreat.[72] 
      

      
       However, by the end of the Great War, British greatness faced foreign threats that
         were not as negotiable as internal faction had been—indeed, not really negotiable
         at all. New regimes had arisen on the Continent, regimes worse even than those of
         Louis XIV or of Napoleon, with whom Great Britain had engaged in memorably non-negotiable
         disputes. Founded after the Great War had ruined the old monarchic empires of Romanovs,
         Hohenzollerns, and Hapsburgs, the new regimes exploited both “the immense mass of
         people who understood nothing about the past and were highly discontented at the slow
         progress which they were making into the happier future” and those who feared that
         mass. While British statesmen had incorporated the workers into their regimes by offering
         them both full citizenship rights and state-sponsored benefits, the Continental monarchies
         had moved too slowly and now were gone.[73]  The new “Caesarism” that replaced both the old-regime monarchies and the new, untried
         republics came in both “leftist” and “rightist” forms.[74]  
      

      
       “The world can never be the same after Mussolini.”[75]  Mussolini and, later, Hitler took socialism, which had been an international movement,
         and “grafted” it onto “the strongest forms of nationalism,” placing the energies of
         “national patriotism, tradition and pride” together with those generated by “discontent
         about the inequalities of wealth.” “Either of these two fierce, turbulent torrents
         separately might have been kept within bounds,” but “joined together in a fierce confluence,
         they proved irresistible” by “creat[ing] a war atmosphere in time of peace.” By doing
         so, such leaders can induce citizens gladly to give up their civil rights, making the modern state
         “all-powerful.” Russia under Stalin has done much the same thing: “The powerful aid
         of national sentiment and imperialist aspirations has been invoked to buttress a decaying
         Communism.” Even the United States, under the New Deal, had begun “to exalt the power
         of the central government and to limit the rights of individuals.”[76]  
      

      
       In Great Britain, then, was Parliament “played out”? Could a country that ruled itself
         by means of an institution designed for talking survive in a world now driven forward
         by “men of action”? Domestically, could an even more insistent talker, the journalist,
         jealous of the authority of Parliamentary talkers, effectively whittle away their
         authority by means of non-stop criticism? Or would they distract citizens from the
         serious issues of public life with readership-enhancing sensationalism? Finally, could
         Parliament survive its own democratization and the increased velocity of democratic
         society, or did it require the longer and more patient mindset of the aristocrats
         who had guided it for so many centuries, under conditions of less turbulent social
         change?[77]  Tocqueville had called it “individualism”: the tendency of democrats to settle back
         into their private lives of family and business, assuming that their political rights,
         hard-won, are too easily maintained. As Chur­chill puts it, “When the vote was given
         to a few, all coveted it; when it was given to many, some coveted it. Now it is given
         to all, you can hardly get them to go to the poll.” As for the new medium of journalism,
         the radio, it was no “real forum” for “the thrashing out of public affairs” because
         the broadcast, unlike the public meeting, allowed no real give-and-take between speaker
         and audience, but rather intruded the one-way talker into the home.[78]  
      

      
       Although critics of parliamentary government often point to its alleged imbecility
         in wartime as its fatal weakness, assuming that talkers can’t fight, “the lesson of
         the Great War was that the Parliamentary Governments, if boldly led, can beat the
         despots.”[79]  But, as seen in Great Britain between the world wars, parliaments perform less well
         when addressing the acute peacetime difficulties of political economy. Of all classes,
         the middle classes embody the way of life of the commercial republic. Yet the Great
         Depression had lowered their incomes while government policies raised their taxes.
         Their children often turned to socialism in either its internationalist or nationalist
         forms.[80]  Since the Great War, economic policy had replaced social and political issues as
         the preoccupation of Parliament, yet Parliament, often quite “capable of dealing with
         political issues,” had consistently fumbled the economic ones both in prosperity and
         in depression.[81]  
      

      
       This gave the Socialist or Labour Party its chance to push past both Liberals and
         Conservatives, much to Chur­chill’s dismay. Mildly internationalist, mildly paternalistic-statist,
         democratic but biased toward their politically inexperienced supporters in the working
         classes, the Labourites could not stand firmly against the sterner forms of Caesarism.
         By 1934, with the Nazis triumphant in Germany and nationalist/socialist regimes ensconced
         in both Italy and Russia, Chur­chill’s pessimism gathered:
      

      
         Nothing is more certain that the Socialist party is incapable of defending the old
            parliamentary liberties of England. The universal suffrage which has now been established
            deprives the House of Commons of the respect of the nation. The vote has lost its
            value to the voter. What everyone has, no one esteems. There are no longer eager political
            classes following keenly the progress of events. Nearly one-third of the electorate
            do not take the trouble to go to the poll. A large proportion of the others have to
            be dragged there upon some electioneering cry. There is a total lack of any continuity
            of political thought or discussion. All we have is vague mass-driftings interrupted
            from time to time by spasmodic mob-votes.[82] 
         

      

      While “the old life of the House of Commons is rapidly passing away,” “in its place
         we have a timid Caesarism, refreshing itself by occasional plebiscites.”[83]  
      

      
       With his background first in Tory Democracy and then as an ally of the reformist
         Liberal Party of David Lloyd George, Chur­chill’s chagrin was well-earned. After the
         Chartist movement had failed, along with the other European socialist and democratic
         movements of 1848, socialism did not reappear in organized form in Great Britain until
         1881, when a wealthy “traitor to his class” named H. M. Hyndman founded the Marxist
         Democratic Federation. The effort fizzled. Meanwhile, Sidney Webb and George Bernard
         Shaw founded the Fabian Society on non-Marxist principles; the Fabians undertook what
         later generations of socialists would call “the long march through the institutions,”
         joining and influencing existing political parties. Not until 1893 did Great Britain
         see the founding of the Independent Labour Party, led by Keir Hardie, who “patiently
         toiled to woo the Unions away from the Liberal connection.”[84]  By the decade’s end the Labourites enjoyed modest success—largely, in Chur­chill’s
         view, because the Liberals held back from sponsoring working-class candidates for
         Parliament.
      

      
       By the turn of the new century the Liberals had seen the merits of Tory efforts at
         ameliorating the condition of the workers with social legislation. Chur­chill’s much-remarked
         switch from the Conservative Party to the Liberal Party brought him into partnership
         with Lloyd George, who countered Conservative social-welfarism by co-opting the issue.[85]  This transformed liberalism in Britain by mixing it with a form of statism sufficiently
         popular to win elections. Conservatives in the House of Lords initially blocked the
         social-welfare initiatives, causing Chur­chill to call for the subordination of the
         Lords—“a lingering relic of the feudal order,” a “solitary reminder of a state of
         things and of a balance of forces which has wholly passed away,” the old mixed regime.[86]  Only the House of Commons should control finance, he urged. Without such a political
         reform, Chur­chill predicted, the social and economic frustrations of the workers
         would turn against the British regime altogether, as they already had done in Imperial
         Germany, leading potentially to violent revolution.[87]  Even as Disraelian Tory Democracy had aimed at “dishing the Whigs,” so Lloyd George–Chur­chill
         welfare liberalism aimed at dishing the Labourites by keeping the critical mass of
         workers away from socialism.[88]  Chur­chill argued that the alliance between middle-class liberals and the working
         classes could be made to work on the basis of certain shared principles of liberty.
         For example, the right to strike, deriving from the right of every person to the fruits
         of his labor—a “right to defend himself against petty tyranny or ill usage”—flourished
         under the constitutional and capitalist regime of Great Britain; by contrast, in Soviet
         Russia Lenin and Trotsky, “in their frantic applications of communism, not only .
         . . den[ied] the right to strike but . . . execute[d] without mercy the leaders of
         the strikers.”[89]  In fact “the trade unionist is really a bourgeois,” with “bourgeois interests to
         defend”; he was strongly patriotic, and esteemed British imperialism. The Labourites,
         by contrast, opposed British imperialism and advocated “an extreme pacifism that in
         the [First World] war manifested itself as an unaffected ‘defeatism’”—quite unlike
         the sentiments of the workers themselves.[90]  Although Labour’s accession to power in 1924 itself moderated the sentiments and
         policies of party leaders, Labour’s character, and especially the pacifist tendencies
         of its leaders, contributed to the unreadiness of Great Britain in face of Nazi aggression
         in the next decade.
      

      
       Chur­chill advocated several political reforms in order to counteract the defects
         of the ineffective (because newly democratized) Parliament of the 1930s. These included:
         an extra vote for householders in families of two or more (such persons “make the
         heaviest contribution to the nation’s well-being” and “bear the heaviest public burden”);
         proportional representation for the big cities (giving each of them a “collective
         voice” instead of a cacophony of voices in Parliament); compulsory voting (to end
         the problem of low voter turnout); and the establishment of an “economic parliament”
         of experts (subordinated to Parliament itself but insulated from public opinion and
         therefore, Chur­chill hoped, capable of arriving at a consensus on policy).[91]  
      

      
       Relatively minor reforms of the British politeia might ameliorate “the mass effects of modern life.” But they would not eliminate
         those effects. “What is the answer? There is no answer.” The few, not the many, achieve
         greatness because greatness requires independence, whereas modern life, with its salaried
         office workers and factory wage-earners, generates prosperity at the cost of such
         independence. Modern men “have lost in forethought, in initiative, in contrivance,
         in freedom and in effective civic status.” Life has become much easier, but “personal
         stress and mental effort” produce greatness; commodious self-preservation does not.[92] 
      

      
         [T]he whole tendency of the age is against the personal element. Perhaps no man’s
            individuality is strong enough to stand the glare of modern life. . . . I believe
            in personality. But the tragedy of the twentieth century is that the development of
            human beings lags far behind the growth of their undertakings. We live in an age of
            great events and little men; and if we are not to become the slaves of our own systems
            or sink oppressed among the mechanism we have ourselves created, it will only be by
            the bold efforts of originality, by repeated experiment, by free and continuous discussion
            of all things, and by the dispassionate consideration of the results of sustained
            and unflinching thought.[93] 
         

      

      This “massified,” mechanized, and impersonal way of life magnifies the character traits
         of the British people, that unwise but adaptable Queen Anne nation, resolute in adversity
         but fickle in peace. In 1933, Chur­chill recalled the year 1914, when “the old life
         of England suddenly ceased and a new life, strange, terrible, but also wonderful began”—“a
         life far more intense, more purposeful, more strenuous, more tragical, and at the
         same time more spacious than [the British] had known before.” The Great War brought
         out the greatness of the British nation because for the first time the people themselves,
         men and women, participated in the effort of war, a thing once reserved for the few.
         Only the Napoleonic Wars, generations earlier, had rivaled this. The civil wars, too,
         had involved the people but had set them against one another. The Great War united
         them, “uplifted by the greatness of [the nation’s] task and of its resolve.” The many
         peoples of the Empire united in defense of civil self-government.[94] 
      

      
       “Mankind would not have come through the endless sufferings and perils of the Stone
         Age if human nature was not capable of enduring almost anything.”[95]  The Great War brought out the greatness not only of the Britons as Britons but of
         the Britons as human beings simply.
      

      
         In truth the great mass of the nation was raised to a glorious moral height of comradeship
            and sacrifice by the war. Pain and death, everywhere familiar, lost many of their
            old terrors before a new iron fortitude which seemed, both in the soldiers at the
            front and in the women at home, to rise superior to the worst their fate could threaten.[96] 
         

      

      That is, the people of Great Britain united to confront the fundamental dilemma of
         human life, the fear of violent death, a dilemma that gave rise to the fundamental
         regime, monarchy, and proved that they could stand its test, a test hitherto withstood
         only by monarchs and warrior aristocrats. Under conditions of well-established popular
         civilization, the populace could defeat the enemy regimes of monarchs and warrior
         aristocrats.
      

      
       Reaching a prudent peace settlement presented a different kind of moral challenge,
         the challenge not of cour­age but of magnanimity. A lasting settlement must not leave
         the conquered with strong motives for revenge. The victor must settle in a way that
         will make peace more attractive than renewed war to both sides.
      

      
         It is extraordinary how rarely in history have victors been capable of turning in
            a flash to all those absolutely different processes of action to that utterly different
            mood, which lone can secure them for ever by generosity what they have gained by force.
            In the hour of success, policy is blinded by the passion of the struggle. Yet the
            struggle with the enemy is over. There is only then the struggle with oneself. That
            is the hardest of all.[97] 
         

      

      But could the people now withstand peace? “Peace, when after long years it was regained,
         was a greater surprise and involved a greater psychological disturbance than the outbreak
         of general war.” Exhausted, the victors sank into “disillusionment, lassitude, [and]
         infirmity of purpose.” Republicans, even or especially commercial republicans, not
         really fitted for war, sometimes behave better during war than they do during the
         times of peace and prosperity their regimes were designed to obtain. Republics therefore
         face the same problem of political succession Chur­chill identifies as the problem
         of monarchies, although in a different way. The difficulty of continuing the republican
         regime becomes the problem of a whole generation, not of the education of the next
         prince.
      

      
         The new generation of young Britons come knocking at the door. They ask about their
            burdens and their inheritance. But those men and women who rose up against German
            domination in 1914 need not fear any interrogation. Through the greatest storm that
            has beaten upon the earth the British Empire was carried intact, undiminished, into
            the most undisputed victory ever gained in arms. . . . [A]t this moment the youth
            of Britain are the heirs of victory, freedom, and Imperial power. The whole estate
            has been conveyed to them with perfect fidelity. They have it still. They have it
            NOW to hold—or to cast away.[98] 
         

      

      That being so, the task of the Chur­chill of this generation, generations after the
         lives of Queen Anne and the Duke of Marlborough, must be to find a way to enlarge
         the minds and hearts of British citizens, who now comprise all of the British people.
         He could do this the hard way, in another war, and he did, after trying to prevent
         that war. But statesmanship in peacetime is the real challenge. In peacetime, in times
         of lassitude, of wishful thinking, what can a Chur­chill do?
      

      
       He can help his fellow citizens to think and feel a bit more like monarchs and aristocrats
         have thought and felt. He can ask them to consider their own long history, re-written
         by Chur­chill to show that men are not lost and powerless in the flood of historical
         events. Chur­chill’s British histories never lose themselves in historical determinism.
         He always shows how statecraft decides things, for good or ill. Human liberty remains,
         stubborn as old Queen Anne. So do prudence and folly (“unwisdom,” as he usually called
         it), 
courage and cowardice. Chur­chill deploys history to teach his readers about politics,
         and therefore about human nature itself as it persists throughout “history.”[99]  Aristocrats think in the long term; democrats live for the moment. In his writing
         and speaking before and between the world wars, Chur­chill attempted to make democrats
         more aristocratic by getting them interested in the longer view.
      

      
       A Chur­chill can also induce the people of a democracy to think not only “longer”
         but also “bigger,” by showing them the importance of foreign politics to their own
         lives on their own island. The history Chur­chill tells shows how geopolitics affected
         British regime politics and indeed British nationhood, as Romans conquered Gauls and
         introduced not so much Romanness as Christianity; as Anglo-Saxons defeated the Romans
         and then the Vikings, establishing the Common Law in a united nation; as the Normans
         conquered the Anglo-Saxons, permanently reinforcing the link between the British Isles
         and the wider Continent while also introducing jury trial and providing the economic
         basis of an independent aristocracy. Jury trials and landed aristocracy provided the
         moral and material foundations for citizens who could extract a mixed regime from
         a powerful king. Chur­chill shows Britons how their statesmen gave them a genuinely
         civilized or political society before they established the modern state. This gave them the character needed to stand up
         to nations unfortunate enough to have gained those things in the reverse order. Genuinely
         magnanimous men and women are rare, but that does not mean the people need to be small-souled,
         even in conditions of peace and comfort, even in conditions of peace and exhaustion.
         The greatness of Great Britain can engage the greatness of Chur­chill and also the
         goodness of Britons.
      

      
       Chur­chill therefore unfolded his geopolitical strategy in public, for his people—politically, in the
         reciprocal give-and-take of public debate. In Chur­chill’s judgment, the person in
         whom magnanimity and geopolitics met at their highest level was the Duke of Marlborough.
         But before turning to Chur­chill’s account of his ancestor, we need an account of
         France, Marlbor­ough’s adversary but Winston Chur­chill’s ally. What was the character
         of the greatest Continental nation of early modern Europe?
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      Chapter 2

      The Grandeur of France

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      As Adolf Hitler coiled to strike Czechoslovakia in 1938, Charles de Gaulle published
         his fourth book, France and Her Army. For years the protégé of Marshall Henri Philippe Pétain, de Gaulle had broken with
         his mentor and with mainstream French military strategists a few years earlier by
         advocating an army of professional, not citizen, soldiers and by urging the deployment
         of tank units as a means of adding flexibility and mobility to French defenses, dependent
         as they had been on the mass fortifications called the Maginot Line. The two proposals
         meshed; in de Gaulle’s judgment, the level of training needed for the coordination
         of tank units required professionals, not conscripts. The two proposals met opposition
         not only because they contradicted a strategy designed and implemented by the most
         honored military officers in the country but because they stirred political passions.
         The mass army of conscripts matched the regime of republicanism, beginning with the
         First Republic of 1789, whose citizen-soldiers had defended the regime of the Rights
         of Man against the armies of monarchic and aristocratic Europe. To many republicans,
         a professional military recalled Bonapartism. The politicians active during the last
         decade of the Third Republic also worried that Hitler might view such reforms as provocative.
      

      
       In his new book, de Gaulle showed that no such simple correlations existed, that
         the relationship between politics and militaries, regimes and strategies, while real,
         eluded such simple equations. France and Her Army is a political history—political above all in taking regimes seriously—as seen through
         the prism of France’s army, that institution above all others without which neither
         the French regime, nor the French state, nor the French people can withstand their
         enemies. Understood this way, de Gaulle had published one of the finest essays ever
         written on what social scientists now would call French political development—one
         that has the additional merit of showing the importance of the thoughts and actions
         of individual statesmen in guiding that development.
      
 
      
      De Gaulle concludes France and Her Army by evoking the character of the French: 
      

      
      
         Poor people, who in century after century carry, without bowing, the heaviest load
            of sorrows. Old people, in whom experience has not uprooted its vices, but who raise
            again and again the vigor of new hopes. Strong people, who, while trying to divert
            itself by caressing chimeras, becomes invincible as soon as it knows enough to expel
            them. Ah! Great people, taking for its examples enterprise and combat, always in the
            limelight of History, whether as tyrant, victim, or champion by turns negligent or
            indeed terrifying, faithfully reflecting itself in the mirror of its army. [1] 
         

      

      Here de Gaulle begins by invoking sentiments shared by both sides in the French Revolution:
         compassion for the sorrowful, the poor in spirit, a sentiment familiar to Christianity
         and therefore to the Catholic Church during and after the Old Regime; sympathy for
         suffering, central to the moral philosophy of Rousseau, cynosure of philosophes and revolutionaries. Having made his reader feel, he then makes him think. In carrying
         their sorrows for so long, the French remain French in their vices but also strive
         to overcome those vices; they practice self-deception but also undeceive themselves.
         In this, de Gaulle silently rejects the utopianism of the revolutionary Enlightenment
         without succumbing to pessimism—to a “conservatism” of passivity. Combining sentiment
         and thought, he makes his judgment. The greatness of the French “in history” derives
         from their spiritedness, seen in their “enterprise and combat”—moral qualities that
         themselves may be directed to evil or good purposes.
      

      
       The greatness of the French goes with but differs from the greatness of France. In
         one of its dimensions, France is the great dream of this great people. The most celebrated
         passage in de Gaulle’s writings, the opening of his War Memoirs (beginning with his most-quoted sentence, “All my life I have had a certain idea
         of France”), again invokes both sentiment and reason. Sentiment tells de Gaulle “that
         Providence created [France] for consummate success or exemplary disasters”; for de
         Gaulle’s France “mediocrity” in France’s actions seems “an absurd anomaly, imputable
         to the faults of the French, not to the genius of la patrie.”[2]  This introduces a refinement to de Gaulle’s earlier formulation, the distinction
         of France as a fatherland from the French as a nation. As a nation or people, the
         French may or may not be great, depending upon whether they live up to the eminence
         of France. The eminence of France inheres in both the consummation of success, when
         it succeeds, or the exemplariness of its disasters, when it fails; the eminence of
         France exists as a providential reminder to the other nations of how to be as a country, and how not to be. When mediocre—even, clearly, when successfully so, i.e., when enjoying economic
         prosperity, peace, and so on—France is no longer “herself,” no longer sufficiently
         eminent to arrest the attention of all others, in effect to teach them by good and
         bad example.
      

      
       De Gaulle’s reason tells him something complementary to these moral sentiments. “France
         is really herself only at the first rank” because “only vast enterprises are capable
         of compensating for the ferments of dispersion that her people carries in itself;
         that our country, as it is, among others, as they are, must, under pain of mortal
         danger, aim high and stand straight.”[3]  French politics has consisted of factionalism, by which de Gaulle means not merely a congeries of “interest groups” contending
         for influence within a stable regime, but rather the clash, often verbal, sometimes
         physical, among groups adhering to different regimes. Since the eighteenth century, and very much until the founding of the Gaullist
         regime, the Fifth Republic, in 1958, this bitter regime-centered factionalism had
         divided the French in principle and therefore in ways not amenable to the usual give-and-take of political life.
         What is more, foreigners readily exploit such factions, and on continental Europe,
         foreigners are always next door. De Gaulle describes himself as a youth, considering
         the debates in the French Assembly, “carried away as I was by the intelligence, the
         ardor, the eloquence” of the people’s representatives, but equally “wounded to see
         such gifts wasted in political confusion and national divisions.”[4]  This, in the years just prior to the Great War. Wars against foreign enemies could
         unite the French, but after victory they typically lapse back into regime struggles
         against one another.
      

      
       The insight of sentiment and the insight of reason combine to form the foundation
         of a political strategy for France, a strategy de Gaulle formulated as early as 1934:
      

      
         It will be necessary to think, in fact, if some great national dream is not necessary
            to a people for sustaining its activity and conserving its cohesion. The collision
            of ideas and of passions, the opposition of interests, in all respecting the existence
            of a State, risk becoming intolerable, if the citizens lack a common hope which lessens
            the divergences and gathers together their devotions. . . . If the masses in our country
            seem to have lost today the sentiment of the general interest, the lack of exterior
            ambitions does not count for nothing in this debility.[5] 
         

      

      That is, in addition to a settlement of the regime issue, and as a complement to that
         settlement, French statesmen can turn foreign policy into an instrument of political
         union, although preferably without war. The “negative” way to do this would be to
         turn the machinations of foreigners to good account—make them a rallying point for
         political unity instead of a source of weakening disunity. As a statesman de Gaulle
         himself would do that, often enough. But more than that, statesmen might frame a foreign
         policy on “a common hope”—liberation from the Nazi regime in the 1940s, champion of
         national independence in the 1960s—the commonality of which, elevated in the minds
         of the French by statesmanlike rhetoric and actions, will counteract factionalism,
         unite the nation in support of one regime, and a good one.
      

      
       This explains the opening passage of de Gaulle’s account of his founding of the Fifth
         Republic, and also the title of that account, Memoirs of Hope.

      
         France comes from the depth of the ages. She lives. The centuries call to her. But
            she remains herself through time. Her limits can be modified without changing the
            relief, the climate, the rivers, the seas which mark her indefinitely. There live
            the peoples which embrace, in the course of History, the most diverse trials, but
            which the nature of things, utilized by politics, mold unceasingly into one single
            nation.[6] 
         

      

      France as fatherland, as country, consists actually of more than one people; de Gaulle
         knows that “the French” spoke many languages for centuries, that Napoleon was the
         first to require instruction in French in the public schools, officially making French
         the official national language, in order more effectively to unite them. Each of these
         peoples has contributed to the “genius” of France—its character of mind and heart.
         So has the geography of France, inasmuch as climate, terrain, rivers, and seas lend
         themselves to some ways of life and not to others. And so have the genii of the nations
         around France—most notably, the Germans and the British (the latter, in part at least,
         themselves Germans from Saxony). The “constant character” of the French, shaped by
         these natural conditions, also links French generations together in time. Each generation
         “depend[s] on its fathers” and “pledges themselves to their descendents.”[7]  That is, each generation of the French needs its fathers to teach them what France
         is and to transmit that teaching, and the hopes it inspires, to their sons and daughters.
         This is why de Gaulle writes memoirs, memoirs not of his personal life but “of war”
         and “of hope”—that is, memoirs of a statesman, morally responsible for his people,
         both contending with the always-nearby enemies of France and showing why France is
         worth that contention.
      

      
       The statesman takes the nature of France “as it is” and utilizes that nature, gets the most out of it, consummates it. As a statesman de Gaulle saw two elements of political organization as indispensable to the defense
         of France and to the continuity of France, the patrimony of the French, through the
         generations of the French. The question of the political regime of France was the
         first; the question of the French state was the second. “[T]he State, which answers
         for France, is in charge, all at once, for its heritage of yesterday, its interests
         of today and its hopes for tomorrow.”[8]  Whereas under pre-state conditions, the French aristocracy and also the relatively
         weak French kings took charge of the French patrimony and its transmission to each
         generation of the French, under modern conditions, the State takes this responsibility:
      

      
         Vital necessity, which in case of public peril is indispensable, sooner or later,
            to the collectivity! Since then, for a power, legitimacy proceeds from the sentiment
            that it inspires and that it has incorporated national unity and continuity when la patrie is in danger.[9] 
         

      

      The State must inspire the moral sentiment of hope, of greatness, and it must actually
         defend France from her enemies, thus ensuring that the moral purposes of France remain
         high enough to be seen by the other nations. The State might have one regime or another,
         but it was upon the success or failure of the preservation, transmission, and adaptation
         of the French patrimony—de Gaulle thinks in particular of the monarchic families that
         first established the State in France—that French regimes “received and lost this
         supreme authority.”[10]  As a French republican, de Gaulle himself received authority under circumstances
         of most extreme danger to la patrie in 1940, after the German invasion and regime change; and, in a different way, in
         1958, when France might have succumbed to civil war and regime change incited by the
         ambitions of her colonists in Algeria, and of certain elements in her army. The existence
         of a state that can defend France, and the founding of a regime for that state, preoccupied
         de Gaulle from first to last.
      

      
       The triumphs and disasters of France are easy enough to identify, as they are for
         any country. But what makes the genius of France a great genius, one that deserves
         a place in history’s limelight? What consummates her success, what makes her disasters
         exemplary? De Gaulle explained this at the beginning of his career as a writer, in
         the introduction to his first book, The Enemy’s House Divided. In this book (well described as “the proper introduction to de Gaulle’s statesmanship”)[11]  he contrasts the moral, military, and political extremism of the German military
         leaders and statesmen of the Great War, men imbued with the teachings of Nietzsche
         on the Superman, men so-to-speak produced by a profound crisis of modern, which is
         to say Machiavellian, moral and political philosophy, with the spirit of the French
         military leaders. De Gaulle draws this contrast precisely to transmit a certain idea
         of France from one generation of French military officers to the next. He urges the
         new generation “to mold their spirit and their character after the rules of the classical
         order,” and thereby to “imbibe this sense of equilibrium, of what is possible, of
         la mesure, which alone render durable and fruitful the works of energy.”[12]  The would-be Supermen of Germany had energy to spare, but they lacked equilibrium
         and measure. France at her best does better:
      

      
         In the garden in the French style, no tree seeks to choke the others in its shade,
            the flower beds accommodate themselves to being delineated geometrically, the pond
            does not aspire to be a waterfall, the statues do not pretend to assert themselves
            alone for admiration. A noble melancholy is liberated sometimes. Perhaps it comes
            from the sentiment that each element, isolated, would have been able to shine more.
            But that would have been to the detriment of the whole, and the stroller is pleased
            with the rule which imprints on the garden its magnificent harmony.[13] 
         

      

      The magnificent harmony of the garden delights the observer intellectually—in its
         esprit de géométrie—morally—in its nobility, a nobility that engages the humility rather than the pride
         of the elements—and esthetically—in its magnificence. Against the overreaching Supermen
         of German Machiavellianism French statesmen have proven themselves capable of defending
         themselves and of defending France. Insofar as the French embody France, they can
         face down the enemies of the French (in this case the Germans) and the enemies of
         France—ambition not noble but overweening, boundless, injurious to others and to those
         intoxicated by it.[14]  The esprit de géométrie of the French, along with their moral sentiments, prepare their minds for the exercise
         of prudential wisdom, the esprit de finesse, a spirit that knows how to defend France, in part because it knows that “the sword
         is the axis of the world and greatness is not divided.”[15] 
      

      
       In the next generation of Germans, the Nazis embodied the extremist “Superman” mentality
         to the last degree. And so in 1940, as his mentor, Marshall Pétain, founded the regime
         in Vichy, the regime animated by capitulation to the Nazi regime that now ruled northern
         France, de Gaulle blamed the debacle on France’s bitter regime factionalism, leading
         to a crime against France, the French state, the French regime, and the French people.[16]  His first response was refusal: “I saw treason before my eyes, and my heart refused
         in disgust to recognize it as victorious.”[17]  He had told Paul Reynaud, the last prime minister of the Third Republic, “a statesman
         is needed,” perhaps hoping that Reynaud had it in him to be that man.[18]  A few years earlier he had described the virtues of the statesman who could defend
         French greatness in the struggle for army reform, a struggle that encompassed far
         more than army reform.
      

      
         It is necessary that a master appear, independent in his judgments, irrecusable in
            his orders, credited in [public] opinion. Servant of the State alone, divested of
            prejudices, disdainful of connection; committed firmly to his task, imbued with long-range
            designs regarding both the people and things to be dealt with; leader at one with
            the army, devoted to those he commands, avid to be responsible; a man strong enough
            to impose himself, skillful enough to persuade, great enough for great work, such
            would be the [cabinet] minister, soldier or politician to whom la patrie owes the next great economy of its force.[19] 
         

      

      By “the next great economy” of France’s “force” de Gaulle means nothing less than
         a “national re-founding.”[20]  While “the conditions in which the State functions today allow no one the authority
         or the time to carry out an enterprise like that,” those conditions might change.[21]  When they did, in 1940, de Gaulle was serving “the State alone” as a minor cabinet
         official in Reynaud’s administration. No one else proved great enough for the great
         work.[22] 
      

      
       Unlike Chur­chill, who as an aristocrat and the son of a former party leader had
         plenty of connections, de Gaulle had no strong social foundation for his career. He
         had severed his professional connection with Pétain, thereby making himself a sort
         of outsider within the strictly hierarchical French military. As mentioned, the military
         itself raised suspicions in the resolutely civilian and parliamentary-republican regime
         of the Third Republic, then committed to policies of peace, of passive military defense,
         and of internationalist diplomacy. This made de Gaulle a marginal and suspect figure
         in a marginal and suspect political organization. De Gaulle made his way by means
         of his writings (the pace of his publications accelerated sharply as the crisis of
         the regime did, in the decade of the 1930s) and also by establishing connections in
         the civilian political world, among those few parliamentarians who saw the renewed
         danger from Germany and proposed to prepare for it without relying on fortifications
         alone. As such a man, and as a soldier loyal to the French state, de Gaulle needed
         to establish a good reputation without tying himself to one political faction or another.
         In establishing that reputation, he needed to show that his character was not a tyrant’s
         character, that he could be as strong as the “Supermen” without being one. As a would-be
         statesman, he could only prove his greatness once given a chance, but before that
         chance he could at least describe the character of the kind of statesman he admired,
         thus making it more likely that the chance might be offered.
      

      
      If the sword is the axis of the world, what kind of man should wield it? De Gaulle
         takes the title of his book on the character of the statesman, and particularly the
         military statesman, from the Old Testament: The Edge of the Sword. Repeatedly, the Israelites are said to have put their enemies, God’s enemies, to
         the edge of the sword. The Israelites (or, perhaps more accurately, their prophets
         and their best kings) knew the right and defended it without hesitation. France in
         the 1930s was another matter.
      

      
       “Incertitude marks our epoch” of postwar disillusionment and economic depression:
         The smart set dismisses conventions, expectations, and doctrines. Having endured “the
         cruelties of force” in the war, the people “react with passion” against war, not only
         cursing it but “believ[ing] it out of date to that degree as they wish it was.” Fear
         and hatred of war turns the people against the military; the very dependence upon
         passive defenses and suspicion of de Gaulle’s strategy of counter-offensive epitomizes
         the mood. De Gaulle expresses no contempt for the people—on the contrary, “the spectacle
         of a sick man who shakes his fist at death can leave no person unfeeling.” But he
         does want to resist their sentiments. Unlike Woodrow Wilson, who seems to have taken
         the Great War for the Kantian apocalypse—the war whose horrors would finally bring
         humanity to turn decisively against war—de Gaulle does not believe human nature has
         changed in the two decades since the war’s end, that historical forces or Providence
         have fundamentally transformed the world. “Without disavowing any hope, where do we
         see that the passions and the interests from which armed conflict emerge have silenced
         their exigencies, that any one renounces willing what he has and what he desires,
         that men, finally cease to be men?” Even a world somehow truly governed by international
         law would require the effective enforcement of that law.[23] 
      

      
       Force itself constitutes a necessary element of life, an element not only of survival
         but of grandeur. “Shield of masters, bulwark of thrones, battering-ram of revolutions,
         one owes to [force], turn by turn, both order and liberty.”[24]  Order and liberty contrast with anarchy and tyranny, making it matter who wields
         force and in what spirit. “Arms have tortured but also have fashioned the world”—eliciting
         from men “the best and the worst,” grandeur and infamy. “Shameful and glorious, their
         history is the history of men.”[25]  Therefore, soldiers are not to be despised; on the contrary, “with what virtues
         they have enriched the moral capital of men!” These include courage, devotion, and
         “greatness of soul.”[26] 
      

      
         In truth, the military spirit, the art of soldiers, their virtues are an integral
            part of the capital of humans. One sees them incorporated in all the phases of History.
            . . . For, finally, can one understand Greece without Salamis, Rome without the legions,
            Christianity without the sword, Islam without the scimitar, the Revolution without
            Valmy, the League of Nations without the victory of France? And, then, the abnegation
            of individuals for the benefit of the group, this glorified suffering—of which elements
            one makes troops—correspond par excellence to our esthetic and moral concepts: the
            highest philosophical and religious doctrines have not chosen another ideal.[27] 
         

      

      There is “a curious but incontestable rapport between the renunciation of individuals and the splendor of all,” a relation seen
         most clearly in military life.[28]  While the regnant anti-militarism is understandable, and even good inasmuch as men
         should not want to destroy one another, simply to detest force imperils not only la patrie but also “the general harmony” among nations and states. “If power escapes the wise,
         what madmen [or fools: fous] will seize it, or what madmen [furieux]?”[29]  Within a year of when de Gaulle wrote this, Hitler won election in the nation-state
         next door; as he wrote it, Mussolini had been strutting about in Rome for a decade,
         on France’s southern border.
      

      
       Times of peace make military careers unattractive to the most ambitious men. After
         Napoleon’s defeat in 1815, the greatest Frenchmen turned to careers in politics, law,
         the sciences, the arts—not in the army. Today, money is “the apparent sign of power,”
         and so attracts the smartest strivers, who then quite understandably hope that their
         activities can proceed under the protection of international laws and treaties such
         as the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928, which solemnly outlawed war. In the military itself,
         leaders cull their successors from those who excel in field exercises, which de Gaulle
         regards as tests of superficial cleverness and of strategy and tactics culled from
         the classroom alone. Finally, the “ordinary life” of peace makes us prefer personalities
         that please, not the “powerful personalities” who lack “superficial seductiveness.”[30]  The combination of the inclinations of peacetime with the social and political fact
         of democracy, of equality, in turn causes the decline of respect for excellence, and
         of authority, “the decline of the moral, social political order which, throughout
         the centuries, prevailed in our old nations.” Social and political leveling causes
         human beings to reject all hierarchy along with the conventions of the old, aristocratic hierarchy, which lost
         its authority when it began to defend its privileges more ardently than it defended
         France. “Our gods are decrepit and miserable in the grave.”[31] 
      

      
       In the face of the “massification” of modern life—the unionization of tradesmen,
         the professionalization of politics and even of sports, the increased reliance on
         organizations modeled on machinery, the standardization of housing, education, fashions—despite
         all the features of modern life sati­rized in the works of Maurice Maeterlinck, de
         Gaulle looks to the military as “one of the most solid” repositories of those virtues
         that characterized the old aristocracies, and that should not be allowed to fall in
         the wake of their capsize.[32]  From the habits of mind and heart of these conditions the older virtues can be revived. If the military can make use of its
         recruits’ passion for competition and for technical mastery, draw upon their love
         of initiative and of self-reliance, “the taste for being responsible and the courage
         to speak plainly” will reawaken. Military leaders can do this by so arranging military
         exercises as to develop and reward the soldiers’ “capacity to act” independently,
         not “by the book.”[33]  If civilians are allowed to watch some of these exercises, this may “give to l’esprit de corps a national resonance.”[34] 
      

      
       However this may play out, the anti-military and a-political character of French
         life in the 1930s cannot last because human nature will assert itself. Human beings
         are “political animals.” If the old forms of authority disappear, “the natural equilibrium
         of things will procure others, sooner or later, better or less good, proper in all
         cases to the establishment of a new discipline.”[35]  Against the incertitude of these times the founders of new regimes—again, better
         or less good, in de Gaulle’s understatement—will exhibit the esprit de finesse, the intuition of souls in “direct contact with nature.” What Caesar called “fortune”
         was “simply the certitude of a particular gift” that put him in such close relationship
         with “realities” that he could “dominate them,” a gift that gave onlookers “the impression
         of a natural force which will command events.” That is, Caesar’s fortune was really
         Caesar’s virtue; it resembles Machiavellian virtù with one crucial difference: At its core, it regards nature not as a Lucretian chaos
         to be mastered, reshaped in accordance with human ambitions, but a good order to be
         reflected in political regimes and respected in their actions. That is, the intuitional
         intelligence of the great statesman or soldier seeks to conform actions to the underlying
         reality of nature, not the other way around. At the center of this effort is the soul
         of the man. “All the great men of action have been meditative,” with “the faculty
         to retreat into themselves, to deliberate inwardly.”[36]  At the center of greatness, reason is; reason is not passion’s handmaid.[37]  
      

      
       Under the conditions of rule that prevail in the military, the authority of the commander
         goes beyond the authority of the regulations and also beyond the authority of prudence—of
         both geometry and of finesse, as it were. The commander leaves “his living mark” in
         the souls of his soldiers. He “multipl[ies] the effects of discipline”—of habituation
         to the rules—“by a moral suggestion which surpasses reasoning, crystallizing around
         himself all that there is in their souls of faith, of hope, of latent devotion.”[38]  Because “the intervention of the human will in the chain of events has something
         irrevocable about it” and because the will of the commander pervades the souls of
         his soldiers, the weight of his moral responsibility would break most men. “This is
         why the highest qualities of mind do not suffice. Without doubt, the intelligence
         aids, without doubt, instinct [intuition] pushes, but, in the last resort, the decision
         is of the moral order,” one that hits the center between the extremes of irresponsible
         inaction “excused” by inordinate attention to details or the claim that one had no
         orders and of irresponsible exaggeration of initiative “to the point of violating
         discipline.”[39]  This kind of rule, whether assumed by soldiers, prophets, or statesmen, typifies
         men who “personify purpose, incarnate aspiration,” men who leave “the mark of grandeur”
         on subordinates who, themselves imperfect, “accept collective action with a view that
         it tends toward something great.”[40]  Such rulers live their lives by virtue of grandeur not of interest; “they are renowned
         less for the utility than the extent of their work.” The sort of reason seen in calculating
         self-interest may blame them, but moral sentiment “glorifies them.”[41]  Their meditative solitude requires them to reject familiarity, even friendship;
         in their solitude they suffer what Émile Faguet called “the misery of superior men.”
         “Yes, it is sad, like grandeur,” Napoleon said while looking at “an ancient and noble
         monument.”[42]  “The man of character,” with his “passion to will, his jealousy to decide,” “confers
         nobility to action” because he takes the responsibility upon himself. “Difficulty
         attracts the man of character, for it is in gripping [that difficulty] that he realizes
         himself”; in failure as in success he savors, in his solitude, “the austere joy of
         being responsible.”[43]  The man of character, “a born protector,” feels himself exalted by the confidence
         of his subordinates in him and in the grandeur of their shared enterprise. To this
         guardianship the man of character adds justice and liberality: “If the affair succeeds,
         he distributes advantage generously and, in the case of a reverse, he does not allow
         reproach to descend on any but himself.”[44] 
      

      
       De Gaulle carefully distinguishes the man of character as soldier from the man of
         character as statesman, and especially the republican statesman. The politician-statesman
         above all must account for public opinion; he exhibits the “ineluctable traits of
         the citizen who holds authority by favor of the people.” Indirect and long-sighted,
         the politician-statesman cannot afford the directness and simplicity of the soldierly
         mind-set.[45]  To mitigate the unavoidable tensions between two such greatly ambitious but sharply
         differing kinds of soul, and to do so especially in wartime when the regime, nation,
         and state all depend upon their coordination, soldiers should focus their efforts
         on fighting the war, statesmen toward maintaining the “national will” to keep on fighting.[46]  This can succeed only because both kinds of men feel “the secret esteem of the strong
         for the strong.”[47]  Because soldier and statesman both must consider the political and military strategy
         that guides their fighting, that will give direction to the national will, they must
         know how to deliberate together. For this, de Gaulle proposes “studies done in common,”
         studies animated by the understanding that “there is not in arms an illustrious career
         which did not serve a vast policy, or a statesman of great glory who did not further
         engolden the brilliance of national defense.”[48] 
      

      
       De Gaulle shows this in the course of telling the military and political history
         of France. De Gaulle takes full account of Hobbesian “realism” in acknowledging the
         importance of sheer force in the making of France. No Burkean incrementalism or German
         organicism, here:
      

      
         France has been made by sword-blows. Our fathers entered into History with the glaive
            of Brennus. It was the Roman armies which brought civilization. By the grace of the
            hatchet of Clovis, la patrie recaptured consciousness after the fall of the Empire. The fleur de lys, symbol of national unity, is but the image of a javelin with three lances.[49] 
         

      

      Our fathers, the Gauls, entered “History”—that is, the story of the course of events—with
         the story of their chieftain Brennus, who won the Battle of Allia in 387 BC and took
         Rome. As every French schoolboy knows (de Gaulle would have learned it by reading
         Plutarch’s account in Latin), the Gauls agreed to ransom the city; as the Romans counted
         out the gold on the scales, Brennus decided to up the ante, throwing his sword on
         one scale and saying, “Vae victus!”—“Woe to the vanquished!”[50]  The ensuing controversy gave the Roman general time to mount a successful counter-attack,
         making this a story about the folly of overconfidence in force, a reminder that rule
         by force may lose to a reassertion of force by the other side if prudence does not
         guide force. Hence the need for civilization, brought to Gaul by Julius Caesar, but
         at the cost of perhaps one-fourth of the Gallic population and the enslavement of
         many survivors. Vae victus. Not Gaul but France expelled the Romans. Clovis was a Frankish king, not a Gaul,
         who converted to Roman Catholicism around AD 500 and united the various tribes under
         himself, the founder of the Merovingian Dynasty. The phrase “by the grace of the hatchet”
         may strike Christians, including Catholic Christians, as jarring, but once again de
         Gaulle takes full account of Hobbesian realism—which is not to say that he endorses
         it, much less that it constitutes the entirety of his thought. De Gaulle knows that
         Clovis’s victory over the Romans at Soissons in 486 came years before his conversion.
      

      
       As for the fleur-de-lys, de Gaulle here takes some liberties with traditional iconography. In the heraldic
         symbolism of the twelfth-century Capetian Dynasty, the fleur-de-lys was a lily, not a stack of weapons. The lily was the flower of the Virgin Mary; the
         Capetians traced their legitimacy to King Clovis I and specifically to his conversion.
         Thus the arms of Clovis, and his policy of unifying the tribes of “France,” received
         divine sanction; French monarchs ruled by that divine right. By the fourteenth century,
         King Louis IX—Saint Louis in the eyes of the Church—would say that the three petals
         of the flower (surely not three javelins) represented faith, wisdom, and chivalry—all
         gifts of God to France.
      

      
       De Gaulle makes something of the same point in his next sentence. “But, if it necessitated
         force for building a State, reciprocally the war effort has value only in virtue of
         a politique.”[51]  When French statesmen wedded military force with political authority, “France stood
         up.”[52]  De Gaulle attributes the idea of this marriage to Rome—that is to say, to Julius
         Caesar. In both the introduction of civilization and the expulsion of the foreigner
         who introduced it, the force preceded implementation of the politique, but securing the politique made the achievements of force durable and good. In the event, the well-established
         civilized “state” made the establishment of Christianity possible.
      

      
       De Gaulle observes that the Merovingian and later Carolingian monarchs failed in
         their attempts to sustain political centralization. Regional, aristocratic rule then
         “imposed itself as an antidote to anarchy.” Feudalism’s consensual and law-governed
         way of life halted “the chaos of races, of passions, of interests” that had overcome
         the monarchy, and so amounted to “a sort of advance.” Aristocrats enforced their rule
         (a knight on horseback, de Gaulle writes, was a mobile fortress), “physically inured
         to war, morally raised for acts of prowess.” “Individual audacity and address, good
         if badly coordinated, often untimely, frequently absurd, gave to the military enterprises
         of the time a strain of heroism which adorned their confusion.” Without much capacity
         for coordinated, large-scale action, political societies and their militaries could
         undertake nothing more than raids and skirmishes. The idea of “France” faded, reviving
         only when “great peril” threatened, as with the Norman invasion or the Crusades. “These
         wars of national defense, of conquest or of proselytism took a very different character
         than the habitual escapades” but could not be sustained; “self-sacrifice in bad times
         is possible only for well-trained troops,” but “the feudal moeurs and institutions blurred the art of calculation in war, formerly taken to the highest
         degree by certain ancient peoples.” Feudalism did resist the advance of Islam, conquered
         Britain, contained the German tribes, and founded French dynasties in Naples and Portugal,
         kingdoms in Asia, and an empire in Greece. But it had its limitations, as morale,
         military strategy, and politique all tended to evanesce, leaving de Gaulle to admire the courage and honor of “the
         chivalric spirit” while seeing the need for the firmer hand of monarchy, a hand that
         could unify and direct French energies.[53] 
      

      
       In these centuries “the royalty worked for unity” and “personified national consciousness.”
         Meanwhile, “the feudal regime” began to decline as knights died in crusades or picked
         up habits of decadence in Asian courts; their vassals grew disaffected in the absence
         of their lords. New authorities arose: towns, monasteries, industries, universities,
         commercial enterprises, regional parliaments. In some regions, these parliaments preferred
         “the justice of the king [to] that of the seigneurs.” The development of what Tocqueville
         would call civil-social institutions piqued the taste for collective enterprises ruled
         by the new organizations. After several defeats in battle in the fourteenth century
         (notably the losses to the British at Crécy, Poitiers, and Agincourt) the aristocrats
         saw that their rule no longer worked. They saw the need for a “permanent army,” directed
         by the monarch, as the only remedy for the disease of institutionalized factionalism
         that feudalism was. But it took the mission of Joan of Arc, who, a century later,
         roused popular enthusiasm for unity behind “la cause national” and, finally, the establishment of such an army by Charles VII to protect France.
         “In place of the episodic heroism of paladins, the avid guile of the mercenaries,
         the short-lived élan of the militia, the constancy of professional troops would be, for three and a half
         centuries, the rampart of France.”[54] 
      

      
       Not that the aristocrats went quietly. Aristocratic holdings coalesced into a few
         hands, and this caused problems for the monarchy. As late as the Fronde in 1648, great
         nobles fought private wars, as the feudal political societies and their aristocratic
         regimes entered their “death-agony.” In this contest for rule, the monarchy gradually
         asserted its advantages: an infantry that could move according to a common battle
         plan and coordinate archery attacks and well-trained artillerymen (a craft that comported
         well with the French attraction to geometry, de Gaulle observes), each directed by
         a professional officer corps. Between the Hundred Years’ War, ending in 1453, and
         the beginning of the Thirty Years’ War in 1618 “France had at her service the finest
         army in the world.” That army, led by officers from the aristocracy and the monarchs
         ruling it, conjoined “the old spirit of chivalry”—the best part of the feudal regime—with
         “the new discipline,” generating “a brilliant efflorescence of leaders.”[55] 
      

      
       Thus by the seventeenth century the internal political and military struggles of
         the French during the late Middle Ages and the Renaissance had entwined with geopolitical
         struggles to “prepare the classic epoch,” that is to say, the regime of the Bourbons,
         the Ancien Régime.[56]  The grandness of le Grand Siècle, the grandeur of the Old Regime and of its ethos (now usually called French neo-classicism
         in recognition of its mixture of Roman-classical, Catholic-Christian, and modern-philosophic
         motifs) rested most notably on a politics of prudence.
      

      
         The politique of the Old Regime was that of circumstance: in foregoing abstractions but delighting
            in realities, preferring the useful to the sublime, the opportune to the resounding—searching,
            in each particular problem, the solution not ideal but practical, little scrupulous
            as to the means but great, nevertheless in its observation of a just proportion between
            the end pursued and the forces of the State.[57] 
         

      

      Consistent with the image of the French garden described in The Enemy’s House Divided, the Old Regime esteemed “good sense,” sought guidance from experience, and acted
         according to the limits and opportunities afforded by existing circumstances, as those
         changed. “It is true that the wars of this time rarely excited the surge of national
         passions.” Most men lived at peace, even during wars, and many foreign mercenaries
         fought under the French flag. But although this was not the French army, it was the
         army of France, led by aristocratic French officers whom the French kings gladly directed
         to the borders, against the enemies of France instead of the regime of France. When
         fighting enemies, the aristocrats could do supremely well, having “the taste and tradition
         of war” along with “the habit of command.”[58] 
      

      
       To consolidate this regime militarily, Louis XIV availed himself of François-Michel
         le Tellier, Marquis de Louvois, whom he made Secretary of State for War. De Gaulle
         praises Louvois beyond any other Frenchman 
of any time. This aristocrat in the court of the monarch, a civil officer, a man of
         “will and discernment,” “disdainful of theories” and “amorous for the real,” “severe
         with men without holding them in contempt, lucid but not skeptical, without illusions
         but not without faith, hard toward the incapable, unpitying toward the pretentious,
         but generous in recognizing the aptitudes that he upholds and encourages,” “calling
         forth counsel but jealous of decisions”—this man “realized all of the possible while
         taking his part in the inevitable.” Louvois “fit, par excellence, the Old Regime.”
         Louvois turned the virtues of aristocracy—honor, self-love, comradery, devotion—toward
         the regime, the king, and toward the country. He made chivalry patriotic.[59]  “At no other period in History was war effectively made more obedient to la politique.” The king indulged no “hegemonic dreams.” The regime limited the objectives pursued,
         never exciting popular passions for war, “those inexpiable hatreds that poison relations
         between nations and menace the order of the world.”[60] 
      

      
       Louvois left his post and died in 1691, years before Louis XIV’s war with the Great
         Britain of Queen Anne and the Duke of Marlborough. By that time, in de Gaulle’s estimation,
         “signs of disorganization” had appeared in the army. A spirit of corruption, plunder,
         disloyalty, and maladministration began to take hold. De Gaulle attributes this to
         the army’s failure to require officers to oversee the same troops in both peacetime
         and wartime, thereby undermining discipline and the sense of responsibility. In the
         field of military strategy, as the intellectual propensities of the Enlightenment
         gathered, “good sense ceded its place to dogmatism [and] discipline became formalism”—the
         desire for systems replaced respect for the intuition and prudence of the leader at
         war. Prussia’s Frederick the Great, but no Frenchman, had brought “to its perfection
         the martial art of the Old Regime.”[61]  De Gaulle remains silent on the monarch himself, but it is more than obvious from
         his account that Louis XIV began to go wrong when he lost the guidance of ministers
         such as Louvois, when the sense of mesure departed from the royal court. Being a human virtue, mesure—moderation combined with prudence—knows no national boundaries or time-bound limits.
         The Prussian regime had it when it had Frederick; it lost it by the First World War;
         the French had it with Louvois, lost it without him.
      

      
       The Old Regime rose and fell with the Bourbon Dynasty, which de Gaulle judges to
         have achieved durable benefits for France: stable and more extensive borders, largely
         successful alliances and wars, the last of which resulted in the “emancipation of
         the United States.” In defeating its old enemy, Great Britain, truncating the British
         Empire in North America, “the Monarchy, in its decline, regained its military power
         along with its foreign policy,” leaving to the nation, “which it had gathered together
         through the centuries,” “all the means to defend and increase its patrimony.”[62]  But now internal ferments, long stirring, boiled up to destroy the regime.
      

      
       The French Revolution was a real revolution, no mere disturbance but “a new order
         that claimed to impose itself on ideas, moeurs, and laws.” This regime change mattered beyond France because France had been great
         for so long; “our vast projects” and “our power” had aroused European suspicion and
         jealousy for 400 years. The moral and political ideas behind the revolution had “influenced
         the voices of intellect” in all European countries, causing the rulers thereof to
         worry, “Can this happen here? “ Thus “an elementary force threw Europe into war,”
         a war France seemed unable to fight. When the war began in April 1792, the new, republican
         regime could not know if its troops would fight. Many officers had resigned; the soldiers
         were rebellious and poorly disciplined; no recruitments had occurred for the past
         two years; during “the general turmoil” of the revolution, regiments had been mixed
         together, threatening cohesion. The regime therefore needed to find troops in its
         own politeuma. Fortunately, this now encompassed the whole French people; unfortunately, “there
         arrived in the armies many good dispositions but of very unequal value.” Because la patrie understood that it must defend itself against the enemies surrounding it, many of
         these new soldiers submitted to discipline with the cry “Vive la Nation!”[63] 
      

      
       Liberty, equality, fraternity: the most celebrated of the regime’s slogans held up
         during training, but as the war intensified, liberty succumbed. Recruitment for a
         desperate, mass war required conscription, and the task of integrating draftees needed
         into the existing regiments proved difficult. But by 1794 “the Revolution had at its
         disposal the instrument it needed” in a war against most of Europe: Austria, Prussia,
         Great Britain, Russia. Inasmuch as this amounted to a war of different kinds of regimes—the
         one republic against the many monarchies—“it was necessary to save la patrie” but also “to spread, throughout Europe, like an Evangelist, its principles.” This
         war of regime change, with the monarchies seeking to restore the French monarchy and
         the French republicans seeking to implant republicanism in their neighbors, became
         as uncompromising as the religious wars of the Reformation.[64] 
      

      
       The First Republic did not lack good generals. But the factionalism of the republicans
         themselves, reflected in the regime’s politeia, and particularly its centerpiece, the National Assembly, produced “political frenzy”
         that undermined the good work of the military officers, whom the parliamentarians
         treated with suspicion. The Assembly put commissioners with “unlimited powers” on
         all fronts, in all the French armies, as “representatives of the nation”; their presence
         sometimes energized the officers, but as often interfered with their professional
         judgment.[65] 
      

      
       France needed a new Louvois, a republican Louvois. It found him in Lazare Nicolas
         Marguerite, Comte Carnot, a military engineer who had joined the National Assembly,
         won membership to the Committee of Public Safety (later helping to depose the organizer
         of the Terror, Maximilien Robespierre). As a member of the Committee, he became a
         Minister of War and in this capacity found a military strategy compatible with the
         mass armies of the republican regime. This strategy consisted of “ardent and precipitous
         blows, permitting us to exploit our advantages of number and of élan.”[66]  In the words of one of Carnot’s generals, Louis Lazare Hoche, “Prepare with consideration;
         execute like a thunderbolt.” Its army and its strategy thus reconceived, France could
         remain great while changing its regime to republicanism. Carnot embodied the reason
         this could happen. Aristocrats such as himself, men of genuine abilities and virtues,
         not mere heirs to titles and lands, “remnants” of “the old army,” guided the militarily
         inexperienced citizens of the republic, taking the advantages of mass, energy, and
         enthusiasm and governing them with prudence, defeating the monarchic and aristocratic
         regimes that enjoyed no such advantages and indeed assumed them to be signs of the
         inherent weakness of republican regimes as such.[67]  
      

      
       The weakness of republicanism in France remained internal: the problem of faction
         that would bedevil all French regimes for the next century and a half. A member of
         the Directory, established after the fall of Robespierre and the end of the Reign
         of Terror, Carnot was ousted by General Napoleon Bonaparte in the 1797 coup d’état. Carnot returned as Minister of War under Bonaparte three years later but opposed the
         founding of the Bonapartist monarchy in 1802 and resigned. Bonaparte, France’s great
         anti-Marlbor­ough, would exceed even the elderly Louis XIV in his overreaching, leaving
         France “without an army” thirteen years later.[68]  
      

      
       With the restoration of the Bourbons, “it was necessary to find, between the ancient
         traditions and the recent principles, painful compromises.”[69]  With respect to the army, the Bourbons initially rejected the republican principle
         of the mass army but met opposition from the many remaining republicans, who retained
         the power to be heard. Compromise resulted, with the army becoming a combination of
         recruits and draftees; the middle class, now dominant, could avoid conscription altogether,
         so the army drew its troops from the peasants and urban workers—the majority of the
         population, in any case. De Gaulle regards the peasants as excellent soldiers; vigorous,
         deferential, adaptable to circumstances, eager for adventure. “In all climates, in
         all circumstances, [the peasant] accepted destiny armed with a certain slightly forced
         liveliness, a philosophy mixed with irony heard in his pungent songs and in the melancholy
         words that went with his bugle calls.”[70]  The officers of the monarchy impress de Gaulle much less. “[S]trongly attached to
         order, to discipline, to military stability”—and more so because the “agitation of
         the parties” repelled them, they tended to be hidebound and rule-bound.[71]  They ruled “a solid but routine army,” one that earned the respect of the rest of
         Europe without dangerously alarming it.[72]  The replacement of the Bourbons with the Orléanist Dynasty in 1830 and the subsequent,
         brief return to republicanism in the Second Republic of 1848–1851 did little to help
         either the political or the military circumstances of France. Many of the French continued
         to regard the Treaty of Vienna, ending the Napoleonic Wars, as “the consecration of
         an abasement.”[73] 
      

      
       Meanwhile, the Prussian regime and its army consolidated the many German states and
         prepared for war, defeating the rival German monarchy, Austria, in 1866. Napoleon
         III’s 1851 coup d’état brought France a ruler who was Napoleonic in name only. “In 1870, France threw herself
         into a war of peoples, armed for a local war.”[74]  The military reverses of the Second Empire provoked the French into another regime
         change, attended by “the deplorable inconveniences of a revolution accomplished in
         the presence of the enemy”—including the replacement of experienced administrators
         with partisans.[75]  In these final months of a by-then unwinnable war, the statesmen and military officers
         of the Third Republic prolonged the war, made a respectable showing, harvesting thereby
         some “moral benefit” for France. Prime Minister Léon Gambetta “personified before
         History the revival of la patrie.” His “powerful personality,” “passionate more than clear, active more than laborious,”
         had a good influence initially; Gambetta “pretended to make up for his superficial
         understanding of affairs with eloquence, ardor, will.” But those were the gifts France
         needed at that moment. General Antoine Eugène Alfred Chanzy impresses de Gaulle more—strong-souled,
         “mingl[ing] with the war-instinct a general intelligence for broader events.” Chanzy
         played for time, reinforcing Paris and preventing its loss. This saved the capital
         at the cost of preventing the French army from undertaking a counter-offensive.[76] 
      

      
       In the longer term, this defeat embittered the French, now stripped of the provinces
         of Alsace and Lorraine and dreaming of revenge.
      

      
         An immense disaster, a peace of despair, bereavement without recompense, the State
            without foundations, no army except remnants returning from the enemy’s prison camps,
            two provinces occupied, millions in war debt, the capital dripping with the blood
            of civil war, Europe icy or indifferent.[77] 
         

      

      The French began to imitate their victorious enemy, not so much in its regime—on the
         contrary, the French founded the Third Republic, which survived for seven decades—but
         in its military practices and, more tellingly, in its intellectual life. Universal
         conscription, a standing army with much more substantial officer training in expanded
         schools, permanent cadres of reservists ready for mobilization in times of danger:
         these included the lessons learned by the French military from the Germans. In the
         realm of the intellect, Kantianism—German philosophy’s republican dimension—animated
         the intellectuals. “[T]he French mind submitted for a long time to the influence of
         German thought.”[78]  
      

      
       The result was not greatness but a certain dreary self-contradiction. “[D]emocracy
         had not yet sufficiently penetrated French moeurs so that the law could realize a true equality of burdens,” as the middle classes
         retained their advantages in wealth, education, and local influence. As for conscription,
         its firm establishment weighed on the French, “whose individualism suffered profoundly
         from military constraint” in terms of service typically lasting five years until it
         was reduced to three in 1889.[79]  France’s geopolitical strategy similarly featured an inner tension. “[F]or better
         or for worse” France “took the first rank in the race to new lands.” Imperialism proved
         “an excellent school of initiative and energy” for the army, providing it with experience
         of fighting in diverse terrains against diverse dangers.[80]  But it also tended to point the army away from the real national threat, which remained
         Germany. By the 1890s, when de Gaulle was born, France had clearly fallen behind its
         rival in population—38 million to 50 million.[81] 
      

      
       The regime, as much racked by factionalism as its predecessors, could not solve these
         problems because it could not set coherent policies with which to address them. “To
         establish the Republic, to form a government of republicans in a country in which
         one great party remained attached to the past, did not happen without battles that
         absorbed the best of ardors and ambitions.” Humiliated by defeat, enervated by polemics,
         the French doubted themselves. “French thought turned away from national sources”
         towards the Germans; along with the republican Kant, philosophers including Fichte,
         Hegel, and Nietzsche exerted their anti-republican influence. Even the socialists
         made this turn to the foreign, preferring Marx to Fourier, Proudhon, Le Play, and
         Blanqui. Regime struggle, lack of national self-confidence, and anti-militarism all
         combined in the Dreyfus Affair, which further damaged the reputation of the military
         among republicans. While technological progress might have compensated the military
         for demographic decline, the army, intimidated by hostility in the Chamber of Deputies,
         failed to reform and also failed to obtain the needed funds. In the ranks, discipline
         suffered because the officers attempted to prove their loyalty to the regime by imposing
         arbitrary and overly strict regulations on the men.[82]  It took men such as Foch and Pétain in the army and Clemenceau in the Chamber to
         reform the French army, enabling it to fight well and valiantly in the Great War.
      

      
       During the period of military and political exhaustion following that war, de Gaulle
         continued to insist that French grandeur would revive and, characteristically, recommended
         military reforms that would draw the best out of existing circumstances. “Whatever
         the times and places, there is a sort of philosophy of command, immutable as human
         nature, which is the true lesson of military History”; “to rise above oneself in order
         to dominate the others and, thereby, events, is an effort which does not vary in its
         essence.” Self-government remains the essence of grandeur. In the 1930s he argued
         that the same mechanized warfare that seemed to necessitate the cruel slog of the
         “bureaucracy of combat” seen in the last war might be turned in a new moral direction.[83]  Machines first seen in the Great War—as an army man he emphasizes tanks but mentions
         airplanes as well—will “cause to reappear in the exercise of command certain conditions
         of speed and audacity which will restore to personality all of its luster.” With improved
         mobility will come fewer set-piece battles, consequently the urgent need for commanders’
         intuition; “personal and instantaneous action will be raised in principle in all echelons
         of command,” and “initiative will again become sovereign.” “Character, venerated at
         the bottom [i.e., among the troops], dreaded at the top, will re-ascend in all its
         glory on the field of battles.” With smaller, more maneuverable units in play, “the
         familiar relations which pulsated in ancient armies will reappear,” and “that comradeship
         of arms, which, more than stars and braids, remains the most noble jewel of the military
         crown” will reunify and reanimate the profession.[84] 
      

      
       To ready the army for the wars of the future de Gaulle urges change in the “way of
         instructing leaders.” Too much military doctrine is a bad idea. “It is striking to
         declare that the periods of History where command made proof, on the whole, of the
         highest qualities, were also those where the purely didactic order exercised the least
         influence on them.” In their writings Caesar and Xenophon never refer to military
         doctrines; they concentrated their minds on the circumstances they were given and
         made practical decisions accordingly. In the Great War, the most capable leaders exhibited
         “a notorious independence” from “official doctrines.” Military education and training
         should emphasize not doctrine but “the development of personalities”—disciplining
         minds to study realities not abstraction, to respect the means at hand, and to maintain
         loyalty to the assigned mission. “To exercise imagination, judgment, decision” will
         require an education that lifts the minds and hearts of officers beyond not only military
         doctrines but beyond exclusively military matters. “The true school of Command is
         general culture.” Properly cultivated according to the principles of classical, balanced
         order, the young soul learns to distinguish essential from secondary things. “There
         is not an illustrious captain who had not the taste and the sentiment for the patrimony
         of the human spirit. Behind the victories of Alexander, one always finds Aristotle.”[85] 
      

      
       Given this kind of education in moderation, the State would be “supremely impolitic not
         to feed in the army the thought of a great task and the taste for vast designs.”[86]  The classical harmony of France can support such designs, which can, if measured,
         in their turn help to keep France in balance. Both the harmony and the designs make
         France great.
      

       

      The grandeur of France according to de Gaulle has many affinities with the greatness
         of Great Britain according to Chur­chill. Both see the obvious connection between
         greatness and sheer physical size and power, but neither considers greatness to be
         as simple as that. Both consider greatness to encompass exemplariness, a thing to
         be emulated by others and not the exclusive possession of his own country. Chur­chill
         advocates regime change in other countries; foreign statesmen and peoples can and
         should adapt British regime forms to their own circumstances. De Gaulle tends toward
         more parsimony in that regard, although he clearly shows that the First Republic needed
         to attempt regime change in at least some of its neighbors in order to preserve its
         own new regime from hostile monarchs and aristocrats.
      

      
       In the moral domain, Chur­chill and de Gaulle commend a more or less coherent amalgamation
         of classical magnanimity and Christian self-sacrifice and compassion. Neither is unaware
         of Machiavellianism. Each considers the ethos of his nation to combine many peoples and their traditions: Rome, Christianity, Denmark,
         Norman France, and Germany for Great Britain; Rome, Christianity, and many nations
         (Gauls, Franks, and Normans most prominently) for France.
      

      
       Politically, both statesmen insist on political union as the indispensable foundation
         of greatness. Although Chur­chill chronicles the conquests and civil wars of his country,
         he emphasizes a series of political settlements as the principal unifying bonds of
         Great Britain. He has no illusions about Britain being the result of some quasi-organic
         process of social and political evolution, noticing that it took the hard work of
         generations of politicians to achieve this union, but much of that work was accomplished
         indoors, at council tables and in the halls of Parliament. De Gaulle, by contrast,
         inclines to see France as the product of sword blows and sees continued political
         union partly as the result of pressures from foreigners who force and will continue
         to force the French to overcome their factionalism in order to defend themselves.
         Consonant with this, Chur­chill makes more of empire as a crucial element in that
         union. Many foreigners can be integrated into Great Britain, adding to its greatness
         and to their own. In contrast, de Gaulle evinces ambivalence about empire more or
         less from the start (although he found the French colonies quite useful when in exile
         during the Second World War). For France, the two most substantial imperial projects—those
         of Louis XIV and of Napoleon—ended badly. De Gaulle would later make much not of empire-building
         but of empire-dissolution as an instrument proving French grandeur. What peacemaking
         is for Chur­chill—an exercise in magnanimity—the voluntary dissolution of empire becomes
         for de Gaulle.
      

      
       Chur­chill centers the political greatness of Great Britain in the institution of
         Parliament. The political life, the life of ruling and of being ruled, the development
         of practical wisdom and other civic virtues, the balance of aristocrats and commoners
         along with an increasingly ceremonial constitutional monarchy, all capable of forming
         a firm national will: These make Great Britain great. Outside of Parliament and royal
         court, but influencing both, he sees the English common law as still another example
         of the influence of prudence on British life. In Great Britain, civil liberty preceded
         the modern state, and continues to temper it.
      

      
       De Gaulle first centers the political grandeur of France on the institutions of the
         monarchy, and then the institution of the presidency, under his new republic. For
         France, parliamentarism alone has yielded not union but faction and consequent paralysis.
         Because France has been made by sword blows, it has had little chance to accustom
         itself to solid government headed by a legislature. If France needs executive rule
         above all, the character of the executive becomes paramount. De Gaulle writes much
         more about the personal character of the ruler than Chur­chill does, although Chur­chill
         by no means neglects this. The Gaullist ruler must take moral responsibility for his
         actions, for his country. The Gaullist ruler must uphold the idea of France in order to unify and elevate Frenchmen. Not so much civil liberty as civil
         disorder and foreign threats preceded the formation of the French state. De Gaulle
         therefore praises the modern state more than Chur­chill does. But his modern state
         is not altogether Machiavelli’s. The Gaullist state and nation exhibit moderation,
         harmony, a mixture of nobility and humility, and also a balance of l’esprit de géométrie with l’esprit de finesse. Part of these differences derives from the careers of the statesmen. Chur­chill studied
         and fought in wars as a young man, though always with the ambition to continue in
         his father’s path as a politician. De Gaulle began as a soldier and under different
         circumstances might have remained one. The great parliamentarian Chur­chill talked
         more than he acted; the great executive de Gaulle acted more than he talked and meditated
         in silence, alone. Their differences also derive from geopolitics. Great Britain,
         as an island nation, plied the seas, more easily acquired and held territories overseas,
         enjoyed a certain distance from its enemies that enabled it to engage in a politics
         of deliberation. France, a continental nation, needed a politics of decision. The
         French love to talk, perhaps too much, in de Gaulle’s considered judgment. It is to
         the geopolitics of Great Britain and of France that I now turn, first of all as practiced
         by two of their most prominent statesmen, the Duke of Marlborough and Napoleon Bonaparte.
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      Chapter 3

      The Geopolitics of Great Britain

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      “It is very accessible to the invader”—Britain is—“whether he comes in peace or war,
         as pirate or merchant, conqueror or missionary.” As an island just off the coast of
         a continent, Britain has always been in easy reach, but not so easily held. By the
         thirteenth century its civilization and speech were neither “quite Latin nor quite
         Germanic,” and diverse sets of customs had been worked into a coherency by generations
         of Common Law judges—a process epitomized by the Magna Carta.[1]  Although this island served as a natural home for a commercial and seafaring people,
         it lacked the distance from continents that might have allowed it to neglect military
         prowess. What came to be called isolationism was at times the policy of its statesmen
         but could never be the condition of the island or its people. British statesmen must
         find a balance between the peaceful, commercial, law-governed character of the regime—in
         part a product of its island geography—and the need for military defense—a result
         of the proximity of that island to dangerous military powers.
      

      
       Because “the prime duty of every Government is the defense of its citizens from foreign
         aggression,” and because British geography leaves Britons vulnerable to foreign aggression,
         Chur­chill insisted on both a strong connection and a careful distinction between
         politics and military strategy.[2] 
      

      
         A political fact is not less real, and is sometimes even more important than a military
            fact. A military policy which is dictated solely by political necessity must be wrong.
            On the other hand, a military policy which does not thoroughly comprehend the essential
            political facts cannot be right. All reasoning which assumes an inherent antagonism
            between politics and strategy is fallacious. . . . The true dichotomy is not between
            strategy and politics, but between war-motives and all other motives. The integrity
            of war-thought is vital. War-motives include every factor and consideration, strategic,
            political, moral, economic, that make for certain and decisive victory.[3] 
         

      

      The commercial ethos of Britons must not be permitted to fog their minds during war
         or when they need to prepare for war. But that commercial ethos will not change, and
         it brings considerable advantages. “No empire in human records has owed less to military
         strength” than the British Empire, an empire “essentially commercial and marine.”
         Chur­chill cites Thomas Babington Macaulay’s description of how Britain’s relative isolation from European states allowed parliamentary institutions to develop there
         before the institutions of modern states did. Isolation allowed Britons to eschew
         the standing armies that “curb[ed] and finally . . . crush[ed] legislatures in Continental
         regimes.”[4] 
      

      
       Given the unique geopolitical circumstance of every country, “nations must think
         out their own style of warfare for themselves.”[5]  What enabled British statesmen both to foster British liberties and to protect them
         militarily was the navy. “Sea-power preserve[ed] us from Continental tumult” while
         “stimulat[ing] manufacture” and “enabling vast but distant possessions to be conquered
         and kept by comparatively little armies.” Trade within and without the empire found
         both transportation and security in ships. Ergo, navy first, army second.[6]  The Great War demonstrated the sense of this policy:
      

      
         We have fed and supplied ourselves in this island with all that was needed to maintain
            the life of the people and the war-making energies of the state. We have transported
            our armies by water wherever we chose. We have maintained and supplied them continuously
            overseas in the highest state of efficiency. We have carried on an active export trade.
            We have guarded ourselves, our dominions, and our allies from all forms of oversea
            attack. We have prevented the enemy from carrying on any oversea trade, either export,
            or import, except through neutral countries.[7] 
         

      

      These facts “constitute the foundation of our whole existence and power to wage the
         war to a victorious conclusion.”[8] 
      

      
       That very war of course saw substantial numbers of Britons fighting in the army.
         Although secondary to the navy, the army would at times be indispensable. In order
         to avoid the political danger of a large standing army, Chur­chill proposed, first,
         that the peacetime army form “a nucleus of the forces which Great Britain will require
         in times of emergency.” This nucleus should consist of professionals, usually unmarried
         men ready to devote their careers to continual training and to postings far away from
         home, supplemented by citizen soldiers—members of local militias who establish homes
         and work civilian jobs.[9] 
      

      
       During a major war, volunteer and sometimes conscript troops could meet Great Britain’s
         substantial additional needs. Chur­chill regarded it as foolish to attempt to imitate
         Continental armies; “we must recognize that in land operations we may be very easily
         the weaker Power.” On the contrary, “the certain road to ruin is to play exactly the
         same game as your enemy, only not to play it quite so well, or with quite so many
         men.”[10]  On an island, the regime of liberty can rely on voluntary land troops at most times,
         protected as Britain is by a substantial navy. Such will suffice for homeland and
         imperial defense. Only when land forces are needed in a Continental war must the army
         be expanded. Crucially, if Britain fights a Continental war, that will mean a major
         power seeks empire on the Continent; as a consequence the British army will see other
         armies on its side, whose nations are equally eager to contain and defeat the imperialist.
         Great Britain will not need to fight a land war alone.
      

      
       Chur­chill found all of these geopolitical lessons in the career of the Duke of Marlborough,
         who defended the British regime of his time against the great Continental monarch
         and empire-builder, Louis XIV.
      

      
      Marlborough the Statesman

      
      Of all statesmen, including his father, Chur­chill most honored his ancestor John
         Chur­chill, Duke of Marlborough. But Marlborough differed from many British statesmen,
         distinguishing himself as a man of action, not as a man of parliamentary debate. Marlborough,
         openly, and Chur­chill, less obviously, by upholding Marlborough as his model, show
         how the regime of deliberation need not lack decision. Although Chur­chill surely
         doesn’t, one might call Marlborough an English Gaullist, “a monument of practical
         sagacity” who also could fight.[11] 
      

      
      Regime conflict built itself into Marlborough’s soul. “[H]is education was founded”
         on Shakespeare, the master of those who know the regimes of England, and the struggles
         of those regimes both with one another and with foreign regimes.[12]  Marlborough’s early life introduced him to such struggles. His father was a Royalist,
         and so inclined his son, but his mother’s people were with the Roundheads and Parliament.
         “To have one set of opinions for one part of the family, and to use a different language
         to the other, may have been inculcated from John’s earliest years.” He learned to
         hate “poverty and dependence”; the patronage upon which the family’s livelihood dangled
         came from his grandmother’s support of the Parliamentary cause, but he likely preferred
         his father’s Royalism. In this discipline of self-government he had the foundation
         of the virtue of magnanimity in Aristotle’s sense. But he also experienced “the need
         of hiding thoughts and feelings from those to whom their expression would be repugnant”—the
         opposite of the great-souled man’s freedom of speech. He also learned “the importance
         of having friends and connections on both sides of a public quarrel,” a lesson that
         does require a certain magnanimity, if even more a reservoir of prudence. “That impenetrable
         reserve under graceful and courteous manners; those unceasing contacts and correspondences
         with opponents; that iron parsimony and personal frugality, never relaxed in the blaze
         of fortune and abundance; that hatred of waste and improvidence in all their forms”:
         these are not quite the marks of the magnanimous soul, but they do bespeak a soul
         that has taken the best out of insecurity—one suited for geopolitical reflection and
         animated by “that ruthless fixity of purpose and tenacious mother-wit without which
         great actions are seldom accomplished.”[13] 
      

      
       Marlborough’s father, the earlier Winston Chur­chill, benefited from the 1661 restoration
         of the monarchy, the ascension of Charles II to the throne. The later Winston Chur­chill
         pauses to notice that this monarchic regime, with its aristocratic social structure,
         “produced for many generations a succession of greater captains and abler statesmen
         than all our widely extended education, competitive examinations, and democratic system
         have put forth,” drawing from a restricted circle of several thousand families of
         “rank, wealth, and landed property.” Aristocracy produced better statesmen than democracy
         does for the same reason that the “little place,” the House of Commons, produces them:
         “Men were known and judged by their equals with intimate knowledge and a high degree
         of comprehension.” They read few books, but the ones they all read, the Bible and
         the Book of Common Prayer, they knew, and these books were not inconsiderable objects
         of thought for men who needed to understand human beings and citizens. Undistracted
         by “speed, sport, luxury, and money-making,” they “pondered deeply and resolved valiantly
         upon the religious and political issues of the times.” They were not “as careless
         and ignorant about international politics as are the immense political democracies
         of the present age.” Distraction had not become an industry. “Above all, they were
         not in a hurry.” They took solace “in companionship rather than motion.”[14]  In this regime Marlborough was a great man but also a representative man.
      

      
       After making peace with Britain’s naval challengers, the Dutch, in 1667, King Charles
         II watched Louis XIV bring France to eminence on the Continent, overshadowing Spain
         and Austria. France had four times the population of England. Louis “sought to revive
         on a scale more vast the empire of Charlemagne,” including the crown of the Holy Roman
         Empire and possession of Spain’s empire in the New World. Three years later, Charles
         formed a secret alliance with Louis in exchange for money and a promise to convert
         to Roman Catholicism; “he made no attempt to do so, and spent most of the cash on
         the Fleet.” Charles also agreed to use the refurbished fleet to attack Holland in
         league with Louis, perhaps to buy time for organizing British resistance to French
         ambitions. But the Dutch prince William of Orange, a Stuart, directed his countrymen
         to open the dikes, drowning the invading French army; his supporters overthrew the
         Dutch oligarchic party led by John Dewitt.[15]  Whereas de Gaulle passes over this period of Louis’s life largely in silence, Chur­chill
         feels no need to withhold judgment:
      

      
         During the whole of his life Louis XIV was the curse and pest of Europe. No worse
            enemy of human freedom has ever appeared in the trappings of polite civilization.
            Insatiable appetite, cold, calculating ruthlessness, monumental conceit, presented
            themselves armed with fire and sword. The veneer of culture and good manners, of brilliant
            ceremonies and elaborate etiquette, only adds a heightening effect to the villainy
            of his life’s story. . . . Petty and mediocre in all except his lusts and power, the
            Sun King disturbed and harried mankind during more than fifty years of arrogant pomp.[16] 
         

      

      By bringing the French aristocracy into his court and corrupting them in that “teeming
         hotbed of subservience, scandal, and intrigue,” he caused them to lose “all contact
         with their peasantry and all influence upon political affairs,” destroying a link
         that had united the ruling classes with the people.[17]  This regime of monarchist state centralization thus engendered the conditions that
         would destroy it a century later.[18]  But for the time it threatened the Continent, and Great Britain as well.
      

      
       Having failed in the war and alienated Anglican Protestants, Charles now faced an
         angered established Church at home. His brother and heir, James II, an avowed Catholic
         who succeeded him on the throne in 1685, and aspired to duplicate Louis XIV’s absolutist
         type of monarchy in England, counted as his allies English Catholics and Protestants
         from the dissenting churches—a “hideous, fraudulent, damnable hotch-potch of anti-national
         designs.”[19]  For his part, John Chur­chill broke with the king and sought the alliance not of
         Louis and Roman Catholicism but of William of Orange. English cities rose up against
         James II, William of Orange accepted the alliance with Chur­chill, and James abdicated.
         The men who won the Glorious Revolution guaranteed that “the English Constitution
         should not sink to a despotism upon the French model.[20]  In this enterprise Chur­chill also won the friendship of James’s daughter, Princess
         Anne, who had defected from her father’s cause and would succeed William of Orange,
         now William III, as the British monarch. Louis turned away from his western front
         and pursued designs of expansion against the Germans. “The alliance of England and
         Holland formed the nucleus of the resistance to France,” aided by the threatened Holy
         Roman Empire.[21]  “Europe drew swords in a quarrel which, with one uneasy interlude, was to last for
         a quarter of a century,” a war unprecedented in duration and scope since the Punic
         Wars.[22]  Both in terms of the regime principles at stake and with respect to the geopolitical
         strategy of flanking and containing a despotic Continental power of imperial ambition,
         Winston Chur­chill does not hesitate to remark the “remarkable similarities between
         this period and the beginning of the twentieth century.” “The triumph of the France
         of Louis XIV would have warped and restricted the development of the freedom we now
         enjoy, even more than the domination of Napoleon or of the German Kaiser.”[23]  
      

      
      In this war, John Chur­chill stood as “a virtuous and benevolent being, eminently
         serviceable to his age and country, capable of drawing harmony and design from chaos,
         and one who only needed an earlier and still wider authority to have made a more ordered
         and a more tolerant civilization for his own time, and to help the future.”[24]  He undertook three broad policies: preserving Britain’s “political foundation,”
         including the management of the two parties in Parliament, without which he could
         have conducted no coherent foreign policy; coordinating military campaigns with British
         allies—“discordant, jealous, and often incompetent or lukewarm”; and defeating the
         French militarily (“the easiest part”). As the British Captain-General and also, “with
         [Sidney] Godolphin, as virtual Prime Minister,” Marlborough possessed more authority
         than “any man not possessing a kingly title.”[25] 
      

      
      Marlborough’s statesmanship engaged a fundamental question concerning the geopolitics
         of Britain, given its position as an island (later two islands) off continental Europe.
         War raises this question in its starkest form. “[E]ven down to our own day, there
         have been two sets of opinions about the kind of wars that England should wage: the
         first for playing a great and direct part on the Continent; the second for using our
         island position and naval power to gather trade and possessions overseas.” In Marlborough’s
         times the Tories held the second position: “If we were drawn into a war we should
         go as little to the Continent, send as few troops, fight as near to the coast as possible,
         and endeavor to secure territory and traffic across the oceans.” In contrast, the
         Whigs aimed at the enemy’s heart, seeking, “with the largest army that could be maintained,
         to bring the war to an end by a thrust at the heart of France, the supreme military
         antagonist.”[26] 
      

      
      But first, a dangerous lull: the 1692 destruction of the French navy at La Hogue,
         ending the threat of an invasion of Britain, followed five years later by the Treaty
         of Ryswick, in which Louis XIV recognized William III as Britain’s legitimate monarch,
         caused British politicians to return factional disputations, rendered irresistible
         to them by apparent external security.
      

      
         Groaning under taxation, impatient of every restraint, the Commons plunged into a
            career of economy, disarmament, and constitutional assertiveness which was speedily
            followed by the greatest of the wars England had ever waged and the heaviest expenditures
            she had ever borne. In fact, it has been an invariable rule that England, so steadfast
            in war, so indomitable in peril, should at the moment when the dire pressures are
            relaxed and victory has been won cast away its fruits.[27] 
         

      

      Whigs, the party of liberalism, “descant[ed] upon the menace to freedom inherent in
         a standing army,” despite their real suspicions of the profoundly illiberal designs
         of Louis XIV. Tories, the party of tradition, voiced that tradition—“the traditional
         isolationism of the people”—and equally resented the tax burden falling primarily
         on the landed gentry. Among Marlborough’s conspicuous merits Chur­chill numbers his
         ability to deploy those Whig suspicions, which Louis so regularly confirmed with his
         bellicosity, against Whig anti-militarism, while being “most careful to keep a hold
         upon the Tory Party, because he knew that in spite of its many vices it was the strongest
         force in England and representative of some of the deepest traits in the English character”—a
         force without which “no effective foreign policy could be maintained.”[28]  Marlborough “understood with his deep sagacity that only a peace party can make
         or wage a war with united national strength.”[29]  Marlborough held the Tories by appealing to their patriotism and their reli­gion;
         in addition to being illiberal, something Tories didn’t mind, Louis XIV was also French
         and Catholic, things they very much minded.
      

      
       Louis XIV saw his opportunity to renew hostilities in 1701. The sickly Charles II
         of Spain, last of a sadly inbred Hapsburg line in that country, had died the previous
         year, and Louis intended to control the succession. He and William III at first agreed
         on a Bavarian prince as the successor, but he too died, and Louis overplayed his hand,
         backing his grandson Philip, the Duke of Anjou, upon whom the dying Charles was said
         to have bestowed his crown; this effectively withdrew Spain from the Grand Alliance
         (Britain, the Dutch Republic, the Holy Roman Empire, Spain) that had frustrated the
         king’s imperial designs on the Continent.[30]  Put another way, with the Hapsburgs’ loss of Spain (including its extensive holdings
         in Italy, the Netherlands, and the Americas) and its attachment to France, French
         Catholicism, largely controlled by the French state and its monarch, would dominate
         both Europe and the Church. Louis made his intentions clear even to the most isolationist
         Englishmen by occupying a line of Belgian fortresses which had “constituted the main
         barrier of the Netherlands against a French invasion,” thus effectively reversing
         a crucial result of the previous conflict and cracking a geopolitical barrier reef
         upon which the British island had relied. Louis then delivered an extravagant, literally
         crowning insult by recognizing the late Catholic James II’s son as King of England.
         These last two acts sufficed to unite hesitant Whig and reluctant Tory against France
         and behind their king and his minister.[31] 
      

      
       Soon it was their queen and her minister, as William died in 1702, replaced by Anne,
         who enjoyed three conspicuous advantages: unlike her late brother-in-law, she was
         English; unlike her father, James II, and her brother, she was Anglican; unlike any
         of those men, she gave her consistent support to Marlborough, “the wise, great, and
         good man who had always stood by her” and “never made a mistake.”[32]  Two years later, her captain, her troops, and their allies won the Battle of Blenheim.
         This “changed the political axis of the world.” From then on Louis XIV could only
         attempt “to find a dignified exit from the arena in which he had so long stalked triumphant.”
         England had avoided both a profound regime change—what would have been “a disintegration
         of English political society”—and the loss of its independence (“perhaps a century
         at least vassalage under a French-imposed king might well have been our fate”).[33] 
      

      
       Louis turned now to diplomacy, attempting to split the remains of the Grand Alliance
         by offering to divide the fortresses of Belgium with the Dutch Republic in exchange
         for a separate peace.[34]  This led to the Battle of Ramillies in May 1706, another victory for Marlborough,
         followed by his conquest of Belgium. But these very successes weakened the Alliance,
         as each Continental member looked to its own interests and inclined not really to
         break French military power.[35]  As before, Louis himself concentrated their minds in the following year as he continued
         his military and diplomatic probing. But with Marlborough again allying with the Hapsburgs
         and their great general, Prince Eugene of Savoy, the Alliance won their third major
         victory of the war at Oudenarde in July 1708 and occupied parts of France. Although
         Louis had now “become a suppliant” by agreeing to renounce his claims to Spain, the
         Whigs, having won majorities in both houses of Parliament, “lost the victorious peace
         which might have ended the struggle” by demanding that Louis use the French army to
         overthrow his grandson in Spain. This “roused the patriotism with which Frenchmen
         have always defended their soil.” The last of Marlborough’s great battles, at Malplaquet,
         resulted in victory at near-Pyrrhic cost; a political backlash expelled the Whigs.
         The Tory ministers then abominated Marlborough “though he served the Tories faithfully
         in the field”—a practice that earned the country the sobriquet “Perfidious Albion.”[36] 
      

      
       Before this, in June 1709, Marlborough wrote a letter to his Cabinet ally Godolphin,
         stating his recommendation for a lasting peace settlement. Looking to the heart of
         the matter, Marlborough recommended requiring a regime change in France. The despotism
         or absolute monarchy of Louis would be replaced by “putting the French Government
         upon their being again governed by the three Estates, which I think is more likely
         to give quiet to Christendom, than the tearing [of] provinces from them for the enriching
         of others.”[37]  Chur­chill notes this well.
      

      
         This is one of the most revealing insights which we have into Marlborough’s statecraft.
            The idea of substituting for the despotic rule of France a Parliamentary regime had
            long commended itself to him. It is a strange speculation how the course of history
            would have been changed if he had been able to enforce his policy upon France. The
            French Revolution might have accomplished itself gradually and the whole world have
            moved on to broader foundations without paying the awful price in war and horror.
            There might have been no Napoleon![38] 
         

      

      Marlborough did not think of regime change as a change from one monarch to another
         but as a revolution, a change in the enemy’s rulers, ruling institutions, and way
         of life. He lacked the opportunity to do that in France; as a result, France remained
         a long-term threat.
      

      
      Nonetheless, by the time Queen Anne died in August 1714, “the Union and greatness
         of the Island had been established” and “the power of France to dominate Europe was
         broken, and only Napoleon could revive it.”[39]  George I, her successor, justly restored Marlborough to his place in the Cabinet.
         “We may claim this period as on the whole the greatest in our history,” a decade in
         which England united with Scotland, becoming Great Britain, “rose to the leadership
         of Europe” in a war against a formidable imperial despotism. Britain now “gained mastery
         of the seas,” controlling the Mediterranean and securing ocean trade routes to the
         Americas—this, at the same time that its army won its enemies’ respect as “the best
         in Europe.”[40]  
      

      
      Enmeshed in the domestic and international politics of the 1930s, Chur­chill also
         points to Marlborough’s life as a lesson in the weakness of alliances not in war but
         in peace, a weakness deriving from the inclination of sovereigns to choose immediate
         over long-term interest, given partisan competition within their regimes. Chur­chill
         takes from this a geopolitical lesson: Achieving decisive military victory over the
         enemy, even containing the loser militarily (by, for example, reducing his territory)
         may not suffice. In the case of a dangerous state ruled by a bad regime, changing
         that regime in order to make its long-term interests compatible with those of the
         regimes of the victors can prove indispensable to their security.
      

      
      The Geopolitics of Britain before It Became Great

      
      With the union of England and Scotland during the reign of Anne, the British began
         calling their country “Great,” and, as Chur­chill observes, this union inaugurated
         the centuries of Britain’s worldwide influence and provided a solid foundation for
         empire. The preparations for that geopolitical greatness—along with the moral-political
         greatness discussed in chapter 1—preceded Marlborough’s triumph by centuries. As a
         geopolitical entity, Britain went from conquest and assimilation by the greatest empire
         of the ancient West to being the greatest empire of the modern West.
      

      
       The defeat of the British tribes by Julius Caesar in his second expedition of 54
         BC amounted to a moderate form of the Marlborough strategy against Louis XIV, but
         was directed at Britain not France. Imanuentis, king of a Celtic tribe, the Trinovantes—the
         most powerful of the island’s tribes—had lost his crown to Cassivellanus. Imanuentis’s
         son, Mandubracius, fled to Gaul and the protection of Julius Caesar, then a general
         under the Republic. Claiming that the Britons had repeatedly raided Gaul, Caesar solved
         the problem with a regime change, overthrowing Cassivellanus and installing his new
         ally, Mandubracius. But the Empire changed its own regime not long thereafter, and
         moved to rule Britain directly in AD 43, during the reign of the Emperor Claudius.
         After the “ferocious uprising of the native tribes” led by Queen Boadicea in the year
         61, monarchic Rome stood poised to exterminate the Britons entirely, holding back
         only because German tribes on the Continent were harrying its forces in territories
         more geopolitically important to Rome than Britain. Rome turned instead to a strategy
         of “liberal education” laced (as liberal education so often is) with a dose of corruption
         for the sons of the British chiefs, who soon acquired a taste for “the lounge, the
         bath, the elegant banquet,” and with it an aversion to the camp and the battlefield.[41]  By AD 85 Rome ruled the southern portion of the island, while “in the North and
         West freedom found refuge among the mountains.”[42]  These forces of freedom, if not liberty, would fight the Romans for centuries, in
         the end driving them away, as their counterparts would do throughout northern Europe.
      

      
       Chur­chill describes the imperial system of rule, proclaimed by Augustus. The emperors
         divided Britannia into forty-five provinces, “a commonwealth of self-governing cantons.”
         Imperial garrisons, “under the direct supervision of the Emperor,” occupied provinces
         subject to barbarian invasion or rebellion.[43] 
      

      
         The more sheltered were controlled, at least in form, through the medium of the Senate,
            but in all provinces the principle was followed of adapting the form of government
            to local conditions. No prejudice of race, language, or religion obstructed the universal
            character of the Roman system. The only divisions were those of class; and these ran
            unchallenged throughout the ordered world. There were Roman citizens, there was an
            enormous mass of non-Roman citizens, and there were slaves, but movement to full citizenship
            was possible to fortunate members of the servile class. On this basis therefore the
            life of Britain now developed.[44] 
         

      

      This regime gave Britain a way of life more prosperous than any for centuries thereafter—“in
         many respects the happiest, most comfortable and most enlightened times its inhabitants
         have ever had,” when “well-to-do persons in Britain lived better than they ever did
         until late Victorian times.” “Free from barbarism without being sunk in sloth or luxury,”
         Britons “were entirely reconciled to the Roman idea,” a “civic and political order”
         of largely self-governing local communities linked by the famous system of Roman roads,
         which facilitated trade.[45]  The Romans enhanced security against incursions from the northern tribes with the
         construction of Hadrian’s Wall in the second century and its reinforcement under the
         Emperor Severus in 208. Eight fortified coastal fortresses served as bases for the
         imperial fleet, protecting the island from sea raiders.
      

      
       The Empire began to decline in Britain because faction within the regime—at its geographical
         heart in Rome—left it “politically in a state of chaos and financially ruined” by
         the mid-200s; Christianity challenged the religious toleration that had helped to
         keep the peace.[46]  Britons themselves participated militarily in some of the bids for control of the
         Empire, leaving their homes weakly defended against the northern tribes and the seafarers.
         In 367 the Picts, Scots, and Saxons “fell together upon Britannia,” and in a half
         century the Romans had retreated.[47]  Among the invaders, the Anglo-Saxons dominated the former Roman territories, as
         the Celtic peoples went into Wales, Cornwall, and over the water to Brittany. The
         final defense of Britain by the Britons gave rise to the legend of King Arthur, a
         noble and Christian Boadicea, but “of all the tribes of the Germanic race none was
         more cruel than the Saxons” (they were even named for the seax, their sword, Chur­chill
         exclaims). The Saxons overwhelmed British resistance and “introduced a whole scheme
         of society which was fundamentally sordid and vicious,” founded on “blood and kin”
         not civic equality, animated by war and ruled by “the bold chieftains” who ruled British
         farmlands “over the corpses of their former owners.”[48]  The Anglo-Saxons eventually coalesced into seven kingdoms and converted to Roman
         Catholicism; in the seventh century Rome sent “the earliest of the statesmen of England,”
         Theodore of Tarsus, “who gave the Church a new cohesion” there, a cohesion that indirectly
         and partially re-civilized Britain.[49]  These seven kingdoms, “of varying strength, all profess[ed] the Gospel of Christ,
         and [strove] over each other for mastery by force and fraud.”[50]  Such internecine conflict in effect reproduced the condition of the late Roman Empire
         on a smaller scale; at the hands of the Vikings the former Anglo-Saxon pirates received
         the same treatment they had inflicted upon the Britons. The Vikings brought regimes
         of military encampments, but the localized aristocratic rule resulting from their
         mixture with the Anglo-Saxons left Britain vulnerable in the eleventh century to a
         much better organized set of invaders, the Normans, bearers of the feudal regime of
         Continental Europe, whereby men “could not only conquer but rule.”[51] 
      

      
       Initially that rule was harsh. Conquering the Afghanistan of its age proved difficult,
         but William the Conqueror “was a prime exponent of the doctrine, so well known in
         this civilized age as ‘frightfulness’—of mass terrorism through the spectacle of bloody
         and merciless examples.”[52]  It worked, as it had done for the Romans a millennium earlier. Monarchs again ruled
         Britain. Britons learned French, as their ancestors had learned Latin. In doing so,
         they also intermarried with the conquerors, who for their part “married” many English
         customs. A geopolitical marriage went with this, as the new king of Britain, the line
         of succession no longer challenged, ruled lands “on both sides of the Channel.”[53] 
      

      
       Having settled the geopolitical problem for a time, the Norman kings would consolidate
         the regime’s institutions, which consisted of a combination of the “Roman conception
         of sovereignty,” as seen in the old emperors, with the Christian idea of the king
         as God’s “anointed Vicegerent” on earth. This in turn “reviv[ed], whether consciously
         or not, the English conception of the King as the keeper of the peace and the guardian
         of the people.” Henry I designed the key institutional foundation for such a kingship
         by co-opting minor aristocrats for his court, using them as a counterbalance to the
         major aristocrats who stood aloof, some of them waiting for a chance to move against
         him. “Here were the first beginnings, tentative, modest, but insinuating, of a civil
         administrative machinery, which within its limits was more efficient and persistent
         than anything yet known.” Henry needed finances to support the regime, but under feudalism
         the king had been “only the greatest of the landowners” in the realm. He established
         the Exchequer or royal treasury, and with it “gained a surer grip over the finances
         of the realm.” Similarly, he took control of county courts, rivaling the courts controlled
         by the aristocrats. “Through his control of the sheriffs he bound together the monarchy
         and the old Saxon system of local justice”—effectively making something new of things
         that were old, and so making the new thing seem traditional. With these elements in
         place, the king could collect a portion of his subjects’ income, but in return offered
         them a regular and reliable court unfettered to their local lord and his interests.[54] 
      

      
       By the twelfth century, however, a new geopolitical threat appeared. Louis VI of
         France had also consolidated his power, and he claimed the Duke of Normandy as his
         subject, even as the British kings claimed him. Norman dukes might then play one king
         against the other. The struggle for rule over the west coast of Europe set Britain
         against France for the next four hundred years, with France the victor in the end.
      

      
         Throughout the medieval history of England war with France is the interminable and
            often the dominant theme. It groped and scraped into every reach of English life,
            molding and fretting the shape of English society and institutions.[55] 
         

      

      The war had two fronts, as the French monarch made alliance with Scotland. This alliance
         made sense; “if England was stronger than Scotland, France was in armed power superior
         to England,” and in the long run the English monarchy could not meet the financial
         and military pressures its rivals brought to bear. The British kings solved this problem
         for more than a century by playing upon Scottish factions—specifically, the feudal
         magnates of the Lowlands and the pre-feudal clan federations of the Highlands. But
         Britain’s northern flank would only be secured against alliance with Continental powers
         with the union established under the Anne/Marlborough regime.
      

      
       Thrown back from Henry V’s overreaching attempt to found a British empire on the
         Continent, the victim of Joan of Arc’s impassioned mixture of nationalism and religiosity
         and the French artillery, the British succumbed to aristocratic faction-fighting under
         a weak successor king. The French and the Scots found that they too could divide and
         defeat an enemy. France’s Louis XI used the very harvest of his country’s defeats
         to fashion an army:
      

      
         Amid the ruins, the weeds and brushwood . . . of what were formerly cultivated and
            fertile fields there dwelt a race of peasants reduced to the conditions and roused
            to the ferocity of wolves. All this was the result of the English invasion. Therefore
            it was a prime aim of Scottish and French policy, always moving hand-in-hand, to foster
            the internal strife of England and to sustain the weaker party there.[56] 
         

      

      Controversies over whether to ally with France or with Burgundy further embittered
         British factions. The dilemma resolved itself only after the Tudor family emerged
         as the winner of the civil War of the Roses and reconstituted the monarchy on the
         financial basis of Crown lands that had been alienated during the previous centuries
         and also of lands seized from defeated rival aristocrats. Having enriched the monarchy,
         Henry VII then prudently set down legal protection for all property in Britain, satisfying the remaining owners while asserting the legitimacy
         of his new and renewed holdings.[57] 
      

      
       Henry also moved to eliminate the causes of British factionalism. In southern England,
         where merchant classes predominated, he established law and order in the countryside
         and made sure that merchants had representation in Parliament, an institution to which
         Henry paid “careful attention”; Chur­chill jokes, “If this was despotism, it was despotism
         by consent.” Henry also negotiated a favorable trade agreement with the Netherlands.
         In the north, where aristocratic classes predominated and border wars with Scotland
         often flared, Henry did not enjoy the advantage of a modern state apparatus; “it was
         impossible to govern England from London in the fifteenth century.” Instead, he delegated
         powers to councils whose members he selected, competent lawyers who could bring the
         king’s justice to the North without need for any unfeasible direct supervision.[58]  Within his court he established the King’s Council, whose members served at his
         pleasure. Effectively a combination of an executive body and supreme court the Council
         “could stop any action in any court in England and transfer it to themselves, arrest
         anyone, torture anyone.” Chur­chill does not say “Machiavelli” in describing Henry
         VII, but he most likely means him: “Henry VII as a statesman was imbued with the new,
         ruthless political ideas of Renaissance Europe.”[59]  A portion of the King’s Council, an inner circle within the inner circle, deliberated
         with Henry on foreign policy. Having secured his country internally, Henry could then
         use the rising Continental monarchy, Spain, as a diplomatic counterweight against
         France, while carefully keeping British troops off the Continent.
      

      
       By Henry VIII’s time the Continent saw “the creation of the modern European state
         system.” France led the way; its kings “were no longer mere heads of a loosely integrated
         group of feudal principalities” but “ruled a united and populous France from the Channel
         to the Mediterranean.” But although his father had bequeathed him the nucleus of a
         modern, that is to say, Machiavellian state, Henry had “smaller revenues, no standing
         army, no state apparatus answerable only to the foreign will.” But he did have France,
         whose monarch had all of those things, permanently nearby. Under those circumstances,
         he saw that “the old politics, the old tried recipes of war and victory that had stood
         English kings in good stead for so long, were of little avail.” He made and kept this
         reasonable resolution: “I will not allow anyone to have it in his power to govern
         me.”[60]  To this end, he reversed his father’s isolationist policy, overseeing the extensive
         network of diplomacy and intelligence gathering designed by Lord Chancellor and Cardinal
         Thomas Wolsey.[61]  Until his removal from office in 1529, Wolsey oversaw Henry’s Continental alliance
         system, a system that surrounded France with Britain in the north, Spain in the south,
         the Holy Roman Empire in the west, and the Pa­pacy.
      

      
       Chur­chill ascribes Henry’s severance of Britain’s ties with the Roman Church to
         his felt need for a male heir, given the living memory of the War of the Roses and
         the consequent desirability of a strong monarchy; England had not yet seen a woman
         of strength on its throne. Famously, this led to his intention to divorce Catherine
         of Aragon, the British royal household’s link to Spain and to the Church, and her
         replacement with Anne Boleyn, whose religious views may have inclined toward Protestantism
         even before Henry’s policy had been set. After Wolsey’s failure to obtain an annulment
         from the Pope, Henry replaced him with Thomas Cromwell in 1532 and proclaimed Britain
         free from the authority of any foreign potentates and thus independent of the Church.
         His new Anglican Church became the established church of a true nation-state along
         Machiavellian lines. “An opportunist King measured his steps as he went, until England
         was wholly independent of administration from Rome.”[62]  With all formal ties to the Continent now severed, Britain had fully positioned
         itself for its subsequent geopolitical role, seen in Marlborough’s day and beyond,
         as a state that could choose the terms and conditions of its involvement with Continental
         politics, except of course at those times when the Continent came calling—whether
         in the form of the Spanish Armada in 1588 or the Luftwaffe in 1940.
      

      
       Britain had also fully positioned itself for a resumption of religio-political faction,
         beginning with Henry’s death in 1547 and the accession of his sister Mary, an ardent
         Catholic who wanted to renew the alliance with the Holy Roman Empire. But her death
         in 1558 brought a much stronger woman to the throne, who, with her able adviser William
         Cecil, would suppress both Catholicism and the new Protestant sect, Puritanism, in
         England, defeat Spain (“the mightiest empire that had been seen since Roman times”),[63]  and use the possibility of her marriage into one of the Continental royal families
         as a device for dividing “any European combination against her.”[64]  Under Elizabeth I, “the policy of the English Government was to distract the enemy
         in every quarter of the world, and by subsidizing the Protestant elements in the Low
         Countries and in France to prevent any concentration of force against themselves.”[65]  This worked, at the price of the termination of the Tudor line and the accession
         of the Stuart family. Bad for the Tudors but good for Britain, this accession: A convert
         to Protestantism, acceptable therefore to people and Parliament, James I brought Britain
         and his native Scotland under one rule, if not formal union—a large step toward the
         establishment of Great Britain under Anne, a century later.
      

      
      Although James could not wield the unusual weapon of personal virginity, as Elizabeth
         had done, prudent marriages of his offspring worked just as well, enabling him to
         renew the old alliance with Spain (against the now-more-powerful Holy Roman Empire)
         and to win a new alliance with the Protestant Frederick, the Elector Palatine of the
         Rhine and rebel against the Hapsburgs.[66]  Having thus contained the Austrians, James could avoid too much dependence on Parliament,
         which reflected the popular clamor for a war against the great Catholic power. The
         alienation of Crown from Parliament, and the consequent civil war and revolution led
         by Oliver Cromwell’s Puritan forces in 1649, narrowed Britain’s geopolitical scope
         because the Protestant Dutch seemed the only fit Continental ally. Such a slender
         alliance structure might have caused Britain much pain, had the Catholic powers of
         France and Spain not been at war; Cromwell finally chose the side of France, given
         British interests in Spain’s Caribbean holdings and Gibraltar. But the Cromwell regime
         proved to be short-lived, leading to the final struggle between Protestants and Catholics
         in Britain that ended with the Glorious Revolution and the Act of Toleration in the
         1680s. Parliament achieved sov­ereignty, settling the regime question, and the religions
         made peace, unifying the state. Thus British politicians founded a form of government
         that would become a model for Europe. Unlike the United States, where the people are
         sovereign under a constitution written by their representatives, the British endorsed
         modern statism. Nonetheless, the regime of that modern state was parliamentary, which at that time meant what Aristotle would
         have identified as a mixed regime—that is, one that balanced the few who were rich and the many who were—if not
         poor, as in Aristotle’s model—merely prosperous. The political parties that formed
         under this regime behaved exactly as Aristot­le would have predicted, attempting to
         outbid one another for favor with the many who were middle class, and finally the
         many who were poor, in offers to widen the franchise and increase the size of the
         politeuma. This effectively eventuated in republicanism, with a largely formal monarch who would
         embody British unity, above partisan conflict within the confines of the regime of
         republican parliamentarism. As seen already in Marlborough’s never-attempted policy
         of regime change in France, this regime change and statist consolidation re-channeled
         the geopolitics of Europe away from wars of religion—regime-wars of a spiritual kind—toward
         wars of a more down-to-earth sort. For a time, such wars would be less bloody.
      

      
      The Geopolitics of Britain after It Became Great

      
      After Marlborough’s victory and the union with Scotland, the eighteenth century saw
         two more world wars in which Great Britain sought to achieve a favorable, or at least
         not-unfavorable, balance of power on the Continent and did achieve a distinct advantage
         over France in North America and India. In the War of the Austrian Succession France
         and Prussia allied against the Hapsburgs, hoping to exploit the expectedly weak (because
         womanly) monarchy of Maria Theresa. Prussia’s King Frederick II succeeded in wresting
         Silesia from Austria, but Maria Theresa proved more capable than anticipated and won
         Britain as her ally in the war, along with Holland and Saxony. Hapsburg rule of Austria
         survived, although by war’s end “Austria and Holland were no longer great powers on
         the Continent,” Britain had retreated under pressure of factionalism at home, and
         “the Grand Alliance was dead”; “nothing was settled between Britain and France” at
         war’s end, and “the only gainer was Frederick the Great.”[67] 
      

      
       Unsurprisingly, war returned eight years afterwards. The Seven Years’ War again pitted
         Great Britain against France, but this time the British backed Prussia against Austria,
         now allied with France against Frederick, who successfully invaded Saxony after securing
         the British alliance. British and French troops had already clashed in western Pennsylvania,
         as Britain tested the strength of France’s containment strategy in North America.
         The new alliance proved fortunate for Great Britain; thanks to the military genius
         of Frederick, France and its allies (which at one point in the war included not only
         Austria but Russia and Sweden) could not reverse Prussia’s territorial gains, while
         the British broke French imperial designs in both North America and India. While tying
         up their main rival in a war on the Continent with minimal deployment of their own
         troops, British statesmen gained substantial territories for their worldwide empire.
         The major risk to Great Britain, a planned French invasion of the island itself, failed
         with two critical French defeats at sea in 1759. The major risk to ally Prussia, after
         six years nearly crushed in a four-front war, fortuitously disappeared when the new
         czar, Peter III, changed his alliance to Prussia, withdrew Russian troops from the
         war, and assisted Frederick in obtaining a truce with Sweden.[68]  This reconfiguration of European politics suited Great Britain well, and lasted
         for a generation, until the French Revolution and Napoleon.
      

      
       French regime change led indirectly to the return of Great Britain to Continental
         warfare. Between 1789 and 1792 the French founded a constitutional monarchy with a
         strong national legislature. But the king, whose partisans had seats in the legislature,
         determined that a war with Austria might unify the nation against a foreign enemy,
         and the liberal-republican party in the Legislative Assembly concurred, intending
         also to provoke republican regime changes throughout Europe, whose peoples, they supposed,
         were ready to overthrow kings and aristocrats. France declared war on Austria in April
         1792, and Prussia allied with Austria against the republican threat. Britain intended
         not to intervene but as always could not ignore any threat to the cross-Channel buffer
         state, Holland, where the French army pursued retreating Austrians that November.
         Chur­chill quotes Lord Grenville’s note to the French ambassador at the end of the
         year, in which the Foreign Secretary rejected French dominance of the Continent “under
         the pretence of a pretended natural right” to establish itself as the “general arbiter
         of the rights and liberties of Europe”; in particular, Grenville warned against any
         attempt by France to secure sovereignty over the Low Countries. The French Republic
         replied with a declaration of war, “firm in the belief that an internal revolution
         in England was imminent.” Although a social-political revolution was not at all imminent,
         Ireland soon came to “the verge of open rebellion.” “[W]ith the Southern Netherlands
         in French hands and with world revolution in view, the threat was direct and inescapable,”
         and by March 1793 Prime Minister William Pitt announced, “We are at war with those
         who would destroy the whole fabric of our Constitution.”[69] 
      

      
       The war continued and accelerated through the brief course of the First Republic
         to the new monarchy of Napoleon Bonaparte, later in the decade. The regimes of Great
         Britain and France—one a commercial mixed regime, the other a military tyranny—exhibited
         the characteristic military strengths and weaknesses of those regimes, as filtered
         through their respective geographies. Although the British navy curtailed his actions
         in the Mediterranean, Napoleon surpassed his enemies on land; his “taunt of ‘a nation
         of shopkeepers’ had some foundation.”[70] 
      

      
       Like Louis XIV, Napoleon aimed at a Continental empire. His navy defeated at Trafalgar
         in 1805, Napoleon simply “changed the subject”—turned to the east, back on land. By
         June 1807, France had defeated Austria and made alliance with an intimidated Czar
         Alexander. Britain stood in isolation. Its regime proved crucial to continued resistance.
         As a commercial society, it had maintained its navy. As an aristocratic society, its
         Tory politicians could resist the complaints by commercial interests (represented
         by the Whigs) to negotiate a settlement; to the contrary, they blocked shipments of
         merchandise to France, a policy that soon led to a smaller war with the United States.
         “But the Government was founded on land, not trade, and turned a deaf ear” to merchants’
         complaints. They turned a deaf ear to Napoleon, too, who “had believed that the marshalling
         of all Europe under his hands would force England to make terms.” But the aristocrats
         pretended to ignore him, confident in the security of the Channel, the navy, and the
         maritime trade. Mutually reinforcing regime and geography gave British politicians
         toughness, deliberation, and time.[71] 
      

      
       As usual, Napoleon forced matters, attempting “to turn the weapon of blockade against
         the Island” by closing all European ports to British goods. The “weakest link” in
         the chain of Continental ports was the Spanish peninsula, where Britain’s “traditional
         ally,” Portugal, would not cooperate with Napoleon’s edict. Napoleon moved on to Spain,
         underestimating Spaniards’ dislike of foreign rule and their readiness to fight—as
         guerrillas if need be, and they were needed. Against the popular forces animated by
         the egalitarian and secularist ethos of the French Revolution, “which Napoleon had
         disciplined and directed,” Spain opposed equally popular but Catholic forces, not
         the monarchic and aristocratic regimes Napoleon had fought elsewhere.[72] 
      

      
         The Emperor was very slow to measure the force of the Spanish revolt. He had been
            warring in Europe for fifteen years, and he thought he understood the sort of things
            that happened and their values. He conceived himself a liberator, as indeed he was
            in many parts of the continent. He could not understand a people who preferred misgovernment
            of their own making to rational rule imposed from without.[73] 
         

      

      Chur­chill had written of the primary right of men to kill and die for the land they
         live in; the Spanish exercised that right. Napoleon underestimated their mettle, and
         in a way had to, given the nature of the regime he had founded. Faced with the defeat
         of one of his principal commanders, Pierre-Antoine, comte Dupont de l’Étang, in the
         Battle of Bailén, Napoleon could have retreated; “his power would still have been
         enormous.” He feared to do so because “he must move, like all dictators, from one
         triumph to another.” Tyrants by definition cannot find authority in legitimacy, morality,
         society, tradition; they can only appeal to success and to the prospect of future
         success. For their regime, retreat will not suffice.[74]  He increased his troops in Spain to a quarter of a million; he recaptured Madrid.
         But “all around the caps of the victorious invaders flickered a horrible guerrilla.”[75] 
      

      
       At this point, in 1810, the British regime made its move. Having inserted its army
         into Portugal two years earlier, it ordered Field Marshall Arthur Wellesley, Duke
         of Wellington, to cross the Spanish border. “We can only speculate what further triumphs
         the Emperor might have enjoyed, even perhaps in Russia, but for the steady drain on
         his resources caused by Wellington’s presence in the Peninsula.”[76]  Because now Napoleon’s Russian ally became restive. “The Czar had gradually become
         convinced that no general European settlement could be made so long as the French
         Emperor dominated the scene.” Mired in Spain, Napoleon needed a much grander move,
         a move befitting a man who founded his regime on Machiavellian virtù alone, “a campaign larger than any yet conceived, more daring than the deeds of Alexander
         the Great, which might lead to the conquest of all Asia”: the conquest of Russia with
         a force of five hundred thousand “under the Emperor’s direct command.”[77]  The destruction of his invading army, its retreat, and his subsequent failure to
         fight off the combined armies of Europe that then encircled him led to several geopolitical
         results.
      

      
       First, “Germany rose in the hour of [Napoleon’s] downfall.”[78]  The unification of the many German states under Prussia, and all the consequences
         of the rise of the Bismarck regime and the Hohenzollern dynasty founded, could not
         have occurred if France had retained anything like the power Napoleon had won for
         it by 1807. At the peace conference at Vienna in 1814, “the supple Talleyrand,” survivor
         of two French revolutions, now arranged a third—the restoration of the Bourbons, a
         return to the principle of monarchic legitimacy; if Louis XVIII could enjoy neither
         prestige nor popularity among the French, at least “he represented peace,” and peace
         was not the least worthy thing to have, by then. France retained the egalitarian social
         changes wrought before and during the two previous revolutions; Napoleonic administrative
         centralization remained; with these things and the new and milder monarchy, political
         liberalization could begin. For their part, the victors took care not to reduce the
         size of France, a needed counterweight to other European regimes in the future.[79]  The British delegate, Robert Stewart, Viscount Castlereagh, “foresaw the day when
         France would be as necessary to the balance of Europe and to the interests of Britain
         as Prussia, Austria, and Russia”—whose negotiators, “unrestrained,” would have “imposed
         a harsh peace upon France, and fought each other over the partition of Poland.” This
         “moderating influence of Britain was the foundation of the peace of Europe.”[80]  At the same time and for the same reason the British, French, and Austrian negotiators
         joined to resist Russian demands for all of Poland and Prussian demands for all of
         Saxony.
      

      
       Chur­chill contrasts the policy of the regimes at the Congress of Vienna with that
         seen at the Versailles Peace Conference a century later. The monarchic and aristocratic
         regimes of 1814 settled things without regard to national, much less nationalist,
         sentiments. The “well-being of Europe was to be secured not by compliance with the
         assumed wishes of the peoples concerned, but only by punctual obedience to legitimate
         authority.” Even Castlereagh preferred the “reactionary authority” of Russia, Prussia,
         and Austria—the Holy Alliance—to “all popular movements for nationality and freedom,”
         even as he deplored the purpose of the Alliance, which “was to intervene in any part
         of Europe where revolution appeared and in the name of legitimacy instantly suppress
         it.” And the great powers ignored legitimacy itself when adjusting borders to suit
         their country’s interests; Poland, for example, found itself divided quite without
         regard to the wishes of royals, aristocrats, or the people. “Such was the price that
         Europe paid for the overthrow of Napoleon.”[81] 
      

      
       The old regimes paid a different price. “If France was defeated and her Emperor fallen,
         the principles which had inspired her lived on.” Tyrant though he was, Napoleon imported
         “ideals of liberty and nationalism” to all the lands he invaded. He had conquered
         in the name of those ideals, if hardly fulfilling them by that conquest or his rule.[82]  The Holy Alliance might uphold absolute monarchy, but consent to that regime eroded
         steadily for the rest of the century. With a parliamentary government already in place,
         representing, “however imperfectly, a nation,” Britain continued to cultivate its
         navy and its commerce, asking only peace from the Continent; the one necessary regime
         change occurred with Napoleon’s overthrow and replacement by a legitimist.[83]  Napoleon even changed the British regime. The aristocrats owed their victory in
         part to the decidedly non-aristocratic class of manufacturers, who spurred Britain’s
         “growing industrial supremacy.” Under the guns of Napoleon, British entrepreneurs
         turned out more and better guns and ships. “The seeds were now sown for a crop of
         post-war troubles in which industry was to demand a greater share in the councils
         of the nation.”[84]  Gradual extension of voting rights would bring something much more like political
         democracy to Britain in the ensuing hundred years, and the next big war would make
         the regime question a geopolitical question. Britain would need to fight that war
         in large measure without the old aristocracy’s guidance; Chur­chill implies that this
         showed more in the peace settlement than it did in the war itself.
      

      
       Nationalism began to threaten the weaker empires and to empower the boldest states.
         Nationalist appeals gave Prussia its chance to build Germany as a state, not a nation
         with many states; Prussia did this while edging Austria out of the German Confederation,
         leaving the Hapsburgs with an empire consisting of a congeries of increasingly restive
         southern European nations. Nationalist appeals also weakened the Ottoman Empire, beginning
         in Greece, which declared independence in 1822. The Holy Alliance had been founded
         to stop such uprisings, but Austria sided with Greece, Russia with the Turks—another
         example of national interests overturning international associations. Neither empires
         nor alliances withstood nationalism. In this struggle Great Britain sided with Turkey,
         fearing Russian encroachment into the Middle East, where it could interfere with communications
         between London and India.[85]  As the Ottomans weakened in the decades to come, and as the Holy Alliance effectively
         suppressed the “liberal revolutions of 1848,” British statesmen wavered between two
         policies: encouraging the founding of “a bloc of small independent states [that] would
         stand firm and if necessary fight” the Russians; or propping up the Turks who ruled
         the nations that aspired to sovereignty. An increasingly republican Great Britain
         turned more sharply against Russia as a regime, as well, with one prime minister calling
         it “the corner-stone of despotism in the world.”[86]  By the 1850s, Russia and France faced off over the question of whether Orthodox
         or Roman Catholic authorities would control shrines in Jerusalem, with Czar Nicholas
         I claiming a protectorate over Christians throughout the Ottoman Empire. An Anglo-French-Turkish
         alliance fought Russia in the Crimean War, starting in 1854; the Treaty of Paris in
         March 1856 ended the war but altered nothing fundamentally. “So long as Turkey was
         weak so long would her empire remain a temptation to Russian Imperialists and an embarrassment
         to Western Europe,” whose liberalizing regimes could only resist the stronger despotism
         by supporting the weaker.[87] 
      

      
       The 1860s saw the near collapse of the world’s largest commercial republic in civil
         war, raising once again the question of the viability of such regimes. But the aristocratic
         and monarchic regime of Prussia flourished. Upon assuming the throne of Prussia, William
         I appointed Otto von Bismarck as his Minister-President; “this singular genius presided
         with a cold passion over the unification and Prussianization of Germany, the elimination
         of Prussia’s nearest European rivals, and the elevation of William to the German Emperor’s
         throne in 1871.” The William-Bismarck regime anathematized liberalism and parliamentarism;
         “Prussia must be purged of weak and liberal elements so that she could fulfill her
         destiny of leading and controlling the German-speaking peoples,” very much at the
         expense of Austria, its only serious rival for that role.[88] 
      

      
       Bismarck proceeded with forceful deliberation, with three well-timed wars. In 1864,
         he took the duchies of Schleswig and Holstein from Denmark, completing the plan of
         Frederick the Great for those territories. Having declined to participate in the Crimean
         War against Russia and having encouraged Russia to quell the Polish rebellion against
         Russia in the previous year, Bismarck could count on the czar to allow him a free
         hand against the Danes. Great Britain had committed itself to the defense of Denmark
         by treaty twelve years earlier, but Queen Victoria held to the pro-German convictions
         of her beloved late husband. The Cabinet divided, and Prime Minister Palm­erston,
         who wanted to vindicate the British guarantee, hesitated, concerned about the intentions
         of France, now under the regime of the Second Empire. Palmerston’s assurances of support
         to the Danes gave them “a false sense of security,” over-emboldening them as they
         dealt with their dangerous enemy. “An ominous precedent was thus set for what the
         Germans politely called Realpolitik, while Britain and France looked on.”[89] 
      

      
       Two years later Bismarck made his next move. After hearing no objections from Napoleon
         III to a Prussian war against Austria (in exchange for Prussian sympathy for any future
         French conquest of Belgium), and then signing a secret treaty with King Victor Emmanuel
         of Italy, who coveted Austrian territories on the Italian peninsula, Bismarck ordered
         Prussian troops into Austria. In seven weeks he seized territories with five million
         in population and expelled Austria from the German Confederation. “Belatedly France
         came to realize her full danger.” Having retained his good relations with Russia and
         Italy, Bismarck could now turn to the defeat of France, taking the provinces of Alsace
         and Lorraine in 1871 and causing the fall of Napoleon, replaced by a furious but initially
         impotent Third Republic. With Prussia at its apex, Germany now had no superior among
         the Continental powers, and only Russia could be considered its equal.[90] 
      

      
       Perhaps alone among the great Continental conquerors of modern times, Bismarck and
         William I understood that a principal object of diplomacy must be to keep Great Britain
         out of any war. Imperial rivalry overseas kept the British away from alliance with
         France, so long as Germany did nothing to threaten their interests directly. Only
         when the Kaiser’s son, William II, rashly dismissed Bismarck “did Britain fully awake
         to the Teutonic menace.”[91]  But this did not occur until 1890. Indeed, in the late 1880s Lord Salisbury, the
         Foreign Secretary, could say, “British policy is to drift lazily downstream, occasionally
         putting out a boat-hook to avoid a collision.”[92]  One might add that by 1890 the re-united United States had concluded its great project
         of extending an empire (of liberty, to be sure, but no less an empire) from the Atlantic
         to the Pacific Ocean—all with consequences to come for itself, Great Britain, Germany,
         and Russia.
      

      
      Imperial Geopolitics

      
      For much of his career, Chur­chill considered Great Britain’s empire to be indispensable
         but vulnerable and perhaps even indefensible in the long run. That this was a dilemma
         did not escape his notice.
      

      
       In 1934, as the Great Depression gripped much of the world, he explained the indispensability
         of the empire. National, territorial, and dynastic rivalries had existed for centuries,
         but while the new, democratic regimes have left dynastic politics behind, they inflame
         national passions and territorial demands. “Never was nationalism more rampant in
         Christendom. Never was Asia more aggressive.” Modern economics and modern science
         empower the peoples animated by these passions and demands. In such a world, a country
         of forty-five million “ensconced in this small island and dependent for our daily
         bread on our trade and Imperial connections” would lose a substantial portion of its
         production if it lost its empire. The empire put Britain in command of some ten times
         the population of the home island. In addition to this massive loss of human and other
         economic resources, loss of the empire meant loss of strategic depth, of the ability
         to strike an enemy around the world. “It is too late for us to be a Holland or a Little
         Belgium. We must hold our own or lose our all.”[93] 
      

      
       But could Great Britain hold its own empire? Might the nationalism and territoriality
         of the subject peoples wear down British resolve, deplete British resources? In the
         decades before the Great War, Chur­chill worried particularly about the frontiers
         of the empire, a problem of “vast scope and extraordinary complexity.” At that time,
         he identified the point of greatest conflict, the area encompassing parts of Afghanistan
         and the Swat Valley in what was then northwestern India—Pakistan after the partition
         in 1947. Were Russia to gain control of these territories, all of India would be at
         risk. Were a coherent regime in a substantial part of Afghanistan to gain control,
         its ruler would “blackmail the Indian Government indefinitely.”[94]  The Indus River and its tributaries, once made easy of access to an invader, would
         have conveyed his hostility to the heart of what was then western India. Russia might
         have been able to do so, because the native Pathan tribes followed a perpetual rule
         of conduct: “The uncertainty and insecurity of their power has always led petty chiefs
         to seek the support of some powerful suzerain.” If the British backed the dominant
         tribes, the weaker tribes might well have sought Russian assistance. “As long as they
         fight, [they] do not mind much on which side they fight.” Therefore, those who advocated
         a policy of what was then called “advance defense” drew their conclusion: “as the
         friendship of these tribes cannot be relied on, their submission must be insured.”[95]  British governments set the policy of securing command of the mountain passes of
         the Hindu Kush, gradually extending and consolidating British influence over the area,
         in the late 1870s—a policy intended to prevent Russian or Afghan influence on the
         Indian side of the mountains or within the Indus system.
      

      
       Could this be done? Chur­chill doubted it. Just as men of the land differ from men
         of the sea, just as Britain had differed from the Continent, so do the men of the
         plains differ from the men of the hills. “Each are supreme in their proper element.
         Neither can attack the other except at the greatest disadvantage.” Land armies that
         venture into the mountains get “harried and worried without rest or mercy by an impalpable
         cloud of active and well-armed skirmishers” as if they had “jump[ed] into the water
         to catch a fish.”[96]  And these mountains are vast; “the Himalyas are not a line, but a great country
         of mountains.”[97] 
      

      
       It was more than a matter of losing the possibility of military initiative on an
         alien and difficult terrain. The tribes of the mountains did not feel, think, or act
         like political men. They were not civilized, in Chur­chill’s sense of the term. They
         lived in what would have been a Hobbesian state of nature, except that they constituted
         small societies; their lives may have been nasty, brutish, and short, but they were
         not solitary.[98]  Supported materially by produce from the fertile valleys, the tribesmen lived in
         a condition of “warlike leisure”; “a continual state of feud and strife prevails throughout
         the land” as “tribe wars with tribe.” Nor were the Pathans mere primitives. They had
         modern weapons and knew how to use them. “To the ferocity of the Zulu are added the
         craft of the Redskin and the marksmanship of the Boer.” Not only did the Pathans exhibit
         “the strong aboriginal propensity to kill, inherent in all human beings,” they adhered
         to Islam—“that religion, which above all others was founded and propagated by the
         sword.” When added to the natural love of plunder and the warrior’s code of honor,
         Islam results in “a wild and merciless fanaticism.”[99]  “The Mahommedan religion increases, instead of lessening, the fury of intolerance.”
         The “rapacity and tyranny of a numerous priesthood,” including “a host of wandering
         Talib-ul-ilms who correspond with the theological students in Turkey,” enjoyed the
         privileges of sanctity without emitting the sweetness of its odor.[100]  By destroying the old Buddhist regime, a monarchy, Islam re-barbarized the whole
         region but also gave that barbarism a sort of spiritual invulnerability. This guaranteed
         conflict with the neighboring British Empire.[101]  “Cemeteries are frequent and prominent features of Frontier landscapes.”[102] 
      

      
       How then to prevent it to become a graveyard of the indispensable empire? “Luckily,
         the religion of peace is usually the better armed,” Chur­chill remarks drily.[103]  Muslim tribesmen could not defeat the Britons unless the Britons exhausted themselves
         by fighting in the great country of mountains. It might have been “more agreeable
         to our self-respect” if Great Britain took these territories “with a strong hand,”
         but “nothing costs more to keep up than dignity, and it is perhaps because we have
         always been guided by sound commercial principles in this respect that we have attained
         our present proud position.”[104]  Notwithstanding this, Chur­chill did not advocate complete disengagement; life isn’t
         all commerce and parliaments; “the perpetual frontier wars” may prove to be “of the
         greatest value” if “our soldiers ever be brought into contact with some peace-trained,
         conscript army, in anything like equal numbers.”[105]  Not all British wars will pit its citizens against uncivilized peoples. “The philosopher
         may observe with pity, and the philanthropist deplore with pain, that the attention
         of so many minds should be directed to the scientific destruction of the human species;
         but practical people in a business-like age will remember that they live in a world
         of men—not angels—and regulate their conduct accordingly.”[106] 
      

      
       Having set down the “forward policy,” the British could only sustain it if they maintained
         a patient and measured pace. While military men advocated direct military rule of
         the tribes as “the rule best suited to [their] character and comprehension,” and while
         this policy “would be undoubtedly the most desirable,” there remained one real but
         “crushing” objection to it: “We have neither the troops nor the money to carry it
         out.” Gradual advance and “political intrigue among the tribes,” a policy of “subsidies
         and small expeditions,” would be “slow, painful and somewhat undignified,” but it
         could work if “consistently pursued.”[107]  British army officers would therefore need to put up with civil officers who negotiate
         with the tribal rulers and gather intelligence. Knowledge of language and of local
         customs and history can only be obtained by specialists, and these must be civilians;
         given the complexity of the modern military profession, one man cannot do both jobs.
         For gathering specifically military intelligence, however, civil officers are equally
         incompetent; military intelligence officers and the cavalry must take on that work.
         “The political officers must be under the control of the General directing the operations.
         There must be no ‘Imperium in imperio.’”[108]  A few strong forts and a network of roads and railways should be the only British
         footprint in the region, and these in settled areas. “The fewer forts the better.”[109]  This policy alone could strike a balance between exhausting direct rule and retreat,
         either of which would ruin the empire.
      

      
       Chur­chill takes pains to make his readers understand both the benefits and dangers
         of empire. These began with the first piece of the empire, Ireland, subject to invasion
         by Britons in the eleventh century but with “no organized colonization and settlement”
         until the Tudors, who, having broken with Roman Catholicism, caused “the fateful divisions
         of religious belief” that have vexed both Ireland and the British from then on.[110]  Nationalism would do as much as religious faction to disturb relations between the
         metropole and its nearest imperial possession. Given the vast extension of the empire,
         by Chur­chill’s time, the question of Irish “home rule” took on literally worldwide
         significance. Chur­chill wanted to find a way of accommodating national sentiments
         without wrecking the empire; he found it in the American and German system of federalism,
         which by the beginning of the twentieth century had stabilized into a strong central
         government occupied primarily with national and international policies while leaving
         “perfectly formed subsidiary centers” to govern themselves in all matters affecting
         only themselves.[111]  Chur­chill understandably considers the American case more carefully.
      

      
       Britain’s seventeenth-century acquisition and colonization of substantial territories
         in the Caribbean and in North America made Britain a genuine transcontinental empire
         for the first time. African colonies established in the 1670s initiated a profitable
         slave trade between the Old- and New-World segments of that empire. The North American
         colonists “soon learned to govern themselves” under an imperial touch necessarily
         made light by the civil war of the 1640s. This began to change in the 1660s, and attempts
         by British monarchs really to administer the colonies strengthened in response to
         “the menace of French imperialism” directed by Louis XIV and his great finance minister,
         Jean-Baptiste Colbert. British statesmen saw “the steady building up of French colonial
         and commercial enterprise, backed by the centralized power of absolute government”
         and motivated by the prevalent theory of “economic nationalism” or mercantilism. They
         assumed that the colonies would best serve the empire as a whole if restricted to
         the production of raw materials and to intra-imperial trade. The modern state having
         yet to be perfected in practice, “no seventeenth-century Government could enforce
         such a code over thousands of miles,” but the American English, “many of them bred
         in a tradition hostile to the Crown,” whose “fathers had preferred exile to tyranny,”
         resented the very principle of statism and dragged their heels insofar as it could
         be put into practice.[112] 
      

      
       The 1688 revolution put Parliament in control of the colonies, although for a generation
         European wars distracted its attention. The American colonists had previously “regarded
         the Parliament in England as their ally against the Crown” but could do so no longer
         when Parliament turned its attention to them after victory in the War of the Spanish
         Succession. Both Parliament and colonists adhered to the (largely Lockeian) ideas
         of the Glorious Revolution, but unhappily this meant that both sides wanted to exercise
         popular sov­ereignty for themselves and over themselves—the fundamental dilemma of
         imperialism under a regime of republicanism. An added irritant was the royal prerogative,
         bridled in England but still “flourish[ing] in the New World.” Nor did mercantilist
         opinion waver; “America was still regarded as existing for the economic benefit of
         England.”[113] 
      

      
       In North America, the Seven Years’ War pitted the French and several Amerindian tribes—worried
         about the growth of the English population—against a Great Britain whose leading statesmen
         had decided that “unless France were beaten in Europe as well as in the New World
         and in the East she would rise again.”[114]  In North America the French had adopted a containment strategy, seeking to limit
         the British to the Eastern Seaboard and to link their territories in Canada with those
         in Louisiana, controlling the continent west of the Allegheny Mountains, with the
         Mississippi River as the natural highway from north to south. The British had one
         major Amerindian ally, the Iroquois, whose territories near the Great Lakes were vulnerable
         to French designs.[115] 
      

      
       After winning the war on all fronts Great Britain signed the Treaty of Paris in 1763,
         pushing France off the North American mainland, “banish[ing] for ever the dream and
         danger of a French colonial empire stretching from Montreal to New Orleans.”[116]  With the death of George II in 1760 and the resignation of his prime minister, William
         Pitt the Younger, the following year, the administration of George III and the Duke
         of Bedford pursued a softer policy toward France than either Pitt or Winston Chur­chill
         thought wise (or than John Chur­chill would have thought wise). Instead of “demand[ing]
         the decisive weakening of the enemy,” placing France and Spain “at a lasting disadvantage,”
         the new administration “believed in the appeasement of France and Spain and the generous
         return of conquests.” The “strategic weakness” of the treaty “has been smoothly overlooked”
         by subsequent historians, Chur­chill writes, in allowing the French to retain their
         navy and their territories in the Gulf of Saint Lawrence and rich islands in the West
         Indies.[117] 
      

      
       More pertinently, in ending French imperial pretensions in North America the British
         set up conditions undermining their own. Now monarch over the most extensive empire
         in the world, George III wanted the colonists to defray the expenses of the war and
         of that empire; such revenue-raising measures as the Molasses Act and the Stamp Act
         followed. George “could not understand those who feared the consequences of a policy
         of coercion.” Such critics clustered in a faction of the Whig Party nominally headed
         by the Marquis of Rockingham but guided by his private secretary, Edmund Burke. Seeing
         that the removal of the French threat removed the Americans’ need for British military
         protection, inclining them to thoughts of self-government, Burke “stood, and brought
         his party to stand, for conciliation of the colonies.” He succeeded temporarily in
         halting and reversing George’s policies.[118]  By the early 1770s, however, the Rockingham Whigs were out and the old policies—in
         large measure attempts to rule the empire in accordance with the centralizing and
         bureaucratizing principles of modern statism—returned in augmented form; “in London
         all moderation was cast aside,” as Parliament and king alike disdained the colonists’
         petitions, sent foreign mercenaries to enforce the laws, and blockaded the American
         coast.[119]  The Americans’ victory in the ensuing war occurred in part because the French fleet,
         left intact by the Treaty of Paris, intervened against the British at Yorktown.
      

      
       This left the empire diminished but substantial, with the lucrative Caribbean islands
         intact and India as the crown jewel. The Indian part of the empire had begun in the
         previous century as the English East India Trading Company struggled with La Compagnie française des Indes orientales while the Mughal Empire, which had granted trading rights to both firms, declined,
         and the subcontinent fell into increasing turmoil. Chur­chill maintains that the trading
         companies more or less fell into their military activities by necessity; “to call
         this process ‘Imperialist expansion’ is nonsense.”[120]  It nonetheless led to imperialist expansion, as the British defeated the French
         at the Battle of Plassey in 1757 on the principal Asian front of the War of the Spanish
         Succession, taking control of Bengal, from which the British governed British India.
         The British government formally assumed political authority from the East India Company
         in 1784.
      

      
       The nineteenth century brought “a new generation of British administrators and soldiers”
         to India, “austere, upright, Bible-reading men, who dreamed of Christianizing and
         Europeanizing the sub-continent, and for a while gained a brief moment of success.”
         This policy of evangelism replaced the Roman-like “neutral policy” on religion. Such
         practices as the burning of widows and female infanticide diminished, and Indian elites
         sent their sons to schools where they learned the doctrines and methods of the modern
         West. Much of this found acceptance, but much was resented, and with the rebellion
         of a portion of Indian troops in 1857—the “Indian Mutiny,” as the British called it—the
         English scaled back their spiritual ambitions, contenting themselves with “detached,
         impartial, efficient administration” aimed at improving security and material prosperity.
         “Nevertheless the atrocities and reprisals of the blood-stained months of the Mutiny
         left an enduring and bitter mark in the memory of both countries.”[121] 
      

      
       Whereas the Americans undertook self-government early and exercised their right to
         it forcefully and well, the many peoples of India could not yet govern themselves,
         Chur­chill argued. The “adventurous experiment in grafting parliamentary institutions
         upon an immense Asiatic community” had failed. The “rigors of climate,” the “tyranny”
         of the caste system, superstition, the lack of a broad-based educational system and
         therefore of widespread literacy, and an extreme poverty that no time or energy beyond
         the struggle for subsistence: taken together, all these “afford no foundation for
         democratic government on Western lines.” An aristocracy, then? No: “Every administrative
         service which has been transferred”—like agriculture and education—“to Indian hands,
         has shown a swift and lamentable deterioration” into conditions of “inefficiency,
         impotence, corruption, and sheer incapacity.” Also, the Brahmin caste from which such
         an aristocracy would be drawn “deny the primary rights of existence to nearly sixty
         millions of their own fellow countrymen whom they call ‘untouchable,’ and whom they
         have by thousands of years of oppression actually taught to accept this sad condition.”
         Perhaps most tellingly, India itself does not consist of a nation but a congeries
         of nationalities, many of which hate the others.[122]  “India is a continent nearly as large as Europe and it is no more a political personality
         than Europe”; India “is a geographical term,” and “no more a united nation than the
         Equator.” In addition to caste divisions among the Hindus there is the schism between
         Hindus and India’s seventy million Muslims, “a race of far greater vigor and fierceness”
         than the Hindus and “armed with a religion which lends itself only too readily to
         war and conquest.” “While the Hindu elaborates his argument, the Moslem sharpens his
         sword.” Only a third-party ruler can prevent “ferocious civil wars.”[123] 
      

      
       Will Great Britain continue to rule there? India “came into our control because it
         was believed, and first of all believed by ourselves, that we had the power to rule
         and the wisdom to guide.” Only “high confidence in [our] mission to guide these Eastern
         peoples along the path of material, social, and moral advancement” could justify the
         continuation of imperial rule. Although the loss of India would ruin the cotton cloth
         industry in Lancashire, such “material self-interest” by itself could “never endure”
         as a foundation for empire.[124] 
      

      
       Chur­chill wrote and spoke this way precisely because he doubted that the British
         sense of high mission could survive the increasingly democratized and materialistic
         way of life of contemporary commercial republicanism. For a time, young men of the
         middle classes served in the imperial government, animated by Christian charity and
         shouldering the responsibilities of rule. By the 1930s, this spirit had declined in
         the face of the Indians’ restiveness and frustration at the magnitude of the tasks.
         Yet the empire was indispensable. If it were lost, Chur­chill had two strategic moves
         to make: the return to North America, not as emperor but as ally; the turn to Europe,
         not as conqueror or even necessarily as liberator but as federator.
      

      
      If Britain Could No Longer Be Great: Alliance with the United States and the United
         States of Europe
      

      
      A Britain greatly diminished in size, no longer great, might still undertake great
         things, refuse to sacrifice moral and political greatness even as it lost so much
         of its territory and wealth. Although Britain would continue to cultivate the British
         Commonwealth (consisting of some fifty-three countries as of this writing) politically,
         Chur­chill could not count on an entity of largely cultural affinities for many serious
         matters of international business.
      

      
       The Great War showed what the United States might do, if it abandoned its original
         policy of avoiding political alliances with European countries and put its considerable
         material weight on the scales of the balance of power. The war itself saw the destruction
         of several empires, a sobering fact for the consideration of the survivors. From 1917
         on, Chur­chill—himself of course the son of an English father and an American mother—worked
         assiduously to explain Americans to the British, and vice versa. This project culminated
         in his four-volume History of the English-Speaking Peoples, begun in 1937 and completed two decades later, a work that clearly amounts to an
         act of literary statecraft and that could not have been intended as a history in any
         academic sense of the word. His speeches and articles during this period conjure the
         same theme of Anglo-American alliance.
      

      
       Chur­chill prudently stipulated that Americans’ long-nursed grievances against Great
         Britain had real foundations. British soldiers fired “the first shots in the War of
         Independence,” a war “ended by a grudging peace.” To Britons, the War of 1812 amounted
         to “only a vexatious diversion” from the Napoleonic Wars, but to Americans “it was
         a life-and-death struggle” leaving “an indelible impress on the American mind”: “Indian
         tribes, fighting as allies of England, killed and ravaged,” and British troops burned
         the capital city.[125]  Fifty years later, during the Civil War, “it seemed to the North that we thought
         more of cotton than of principles,” as at one point the British government prepared
         to give diplomatic recognition to the Confederacy as a legitimate sovereignty and
         the United States and Great Britain “almost blundered into a war which would inevitably
         have established the independence of the South and perpetuated the shame of slavery.”
         At the beginning of the Great War, the British blockade of German ports “might have
         led to a grave crisis in Anglo-American relations,” and after the war, the issue of
         war debts led to bitterness on both sides. Because the United States had been the
         less powerful country during most of these times, the memories of them loomed in American
         memories even as the incidents were forgotten in Great Britain.[126] 
      

      
       The movements against the Spanish empire in Latin America began to lead the countries
         closer to one another as early as the 1820s, during the campaigns for “South American
         liberation.” British commerce in the region had tripled since the end of the Napoleonic
         Wars, but “if France or the Holy Alliance intervened in the New World” to stop the
         rebellions, “all this was lost, and much else besides.” British Foreign Secretary
         George Canning urged the Americans to join with Great Britain in opposing any such
         step. President James Monroe—an old American revolutionary—and Secretary of State
         John Quincy Adams—the son of one—were not about to re-tie America to the British ship
         of state, but they did issue the Monroe Doctrine, essentially adopting the British
         recommendation while adding Great Britain itself to the list of countries discouraged
         from intervention. Canning privately rejected the scope of the Doctrine but said “there
         is no use in contesting [it] in the abstract” and followed with a declaration recognizing
         the independence of the Latin American states.[127] 
      

      
       A more serious basis for rapprochement came a generation after the American Civil
         War, and by coincidence, the Spanish Empire again provided the occasion. The Spanish-American
         War “did much to heal the wounds remaining from the Civil War” that marked Americans
         themselves, as “in the wave of patriotism that swept the country Northerner and Southerner
         alike took pride in the achievements of their common country.” With the question of
         internal union more nearly settled in their hearts and not just on the battlefields,
         “the American people were now fully aware of their own strength as a world-Power”
         and more willing to exercise it. Britain, “alone of the European nations, sympathized
         with the United States in the conflict” (although, it might be noted in passing, the
         young Chur­chill favored the Spanish over the Cuban revolutionaries). “[G]rowing alarm
         at German naval expansion led [Great Britain] to make friendly overtures to which
         the United States were fully ready to respond.” Americans now had the confidence in
         themselves to find it possible to respond to such gestures from its old enemy.[128] 
      

      
       Chur­chill immediately understood the significance of the American intervention in
         the Great War. He titled the essay in which he addressed this event as “The Final
         Chapter of the Great War,” published in May 1917. “The greatest of all the facts [in
         this final chapter] is the entry of the United States into the war.” He did not ascribe
         idealism to the Americans. “If Europe and its Western democracies were beaten down
         by the Central Powers they would be left to face Leviathan alone.” That is, the United
         States in 1917 faced the same geopolitical circumstance as Britain had done when confronted
         with Louis XIV and Napoleon I; in effect, modern technology had made the Atlantic
         Ocean now what the English Channel had been: a significant but not impenetrable obstacle
         to invasion. And the Americans, commercial republicans though they were, had proven
         not only that they could produce but that they could also fight. “[E]verything that
         has been learned in history about the citizens of the North American Union and everything
         we feel in our own blood shows that among the nations there is none more earnest,
         more virile, more capable of material sacrifices for ends conceived to be sublime,
         or more unafraid of death and wounds and tribulation, if such must be.” That is, the
         Americans are of British descent, and we can expect from them much the same mettle
         as we Brits have shown; further, they proved that mettle in the 1860s in as brutal
         a war as had been fought between the wars against Napoleon and the war against the
         Kaiser. “German might and German tenacity will find in the United States of America
         a willpower as inflexible as their own, and one which disposes of unexhausted, nay,
         untouched and inexhaustible, resources.”[129]  With Great Britain, the United States would restore the balance of power on the
         Continent on the side of political liberty, as Britain had done in centuries past.
      

      
       Although the United States withdrew from Europe after the war, Chur­chill did not
         waver in his hope for a closer alliance. Understanding that excessive British complaints
         would do nothing to make this more likely, Chur­chill expostulated: “How many of us
         realize when we criticize America as selfishly holding aloof from the League of Nations,
         that for over a hundred years the United States has been the guarantor of the whole
         of the Western Hemisphere against aggression from without?”[130]  Americans had not been mere “isolationists” for a long time, if ever. “There is
         a new sense of reality in American politics,” he observed in 1938.[131]  Even a decade earlier, by the end of the 1920s, “the latent friendliness of the
         American people for the British Empire was awake and alert.”[132]  Similarity of language, laws, and culture draw the countries together, absent serious
         policy differences; “the great Republic of the West, no less than the British Empire,
         sprang from the loins of Shakespeare’s England.”[133]  Since 1917 at least four other circumstances had enhanced the rapport: “the associations
         of the Great War,” in which “all the English-speaking peoples found themselves in
         a common line of battle”; the founding of an independent Ireland, which removed the
         Irish question and its “slow, virulent poison distilled against Great Britain” from
         American politics; the Four-Power Pact of 1922, in which Great Britain, the United
         States, Japan, and France agreed to respect one another’s island possessions, thus
         “remov[ing] a potential source of suspicion” that prevailed in previous years when
         only Japan and Great Britain had signed such an agreement; and Great Britain had settled
         its war debt with the United States, in contrast to France and Italy.[134]  Underlying all these new circumstances there was the crucial affinity of regimes:
      

      
         Our political institutions, under the mask of outward difference, bear the marks of
            a common origin and a common aim. We are both democracies—and today our countries
            are, with France, the last great strongholds of Parliamentary government and individual
            liberty. It is the English-speaking nations who, almost alone, keep alight the torch
            of Freedom. These things are a powerful incentive to collaboration. With nations,
            as with individuals, if you care deeply for the same things, and these things are
            threatened, it is natural to work together to preserve them.[135] 
         

      

      The United States had founded a commercial republic on the basis of a broad franchise
         in the 1780s; France had done so in 1871; a commercial republic of the mixed-regime
         variety at least since Montesquieu’s time, Great Britain had widened the franchise
         by stages in the previous century and by the 1880s if not before had effectively achieved
         a genuinely popular voter base. They had vindicated this regime in the Great War and
         could do so again.
      

      
       “Collaboration of this kind does not imply any formal union of the English-speaking
         peoples,” or even a formal alliance. “It is a union of spirit, not of forms, that
         we seek,” a “willingness to consult together.” “Collaboration of the English-speaking
         peoples threatens no one. It might safeguard all.”[136] 
      

      
       At the same time, at the beginning of the 1930s and beyond, Chur­chill held out a
         second option for Great Britain: a United States of Europe, as he called it in a 1930
         article published in The Saturday Evening Post, then the leading monthly in America. Despite the high level of European civilization,
         never had peoples “done themselves so much harm by their quarrels and disunion as
         have the great nations of Europe during the present century.” Only slightly larger
         than Europe in size and much smaller in population, the United States “prosper at
         a speed and in a degree never before witnessed.” Why? Modern science and modern economic
         and social organization animate both continents. But the European states have imposed
         tariff barriers on each other, and in their competing nationalist passions they arm
         themselves against each other. In the United States the civil war was long over, but
         intra-European war still threatened. “The Treaty of Versailles represents the apotheosis
         of nationalism” with its “slogan of self-determination.” The empires of the Hohenzollerns,
         Hapsburgs, Romanovs, and Ottomans—all of them “despotisms”—had disappeared; but after
         a collective “gasp of relief and expansion” there had followed “a sense of weakness”
         and of bitterness. “Why should Europe fear unity?” Europe has seen unity in the past
         under the Romans and the Catholic Church. Among its nations, Germany and Italy had
         unified after centuries of division into petty kingdoms and republics. National pride
         need not contradict federalism, especially if federalism primarily means an economic
         agreement, perhaps a customs union.[137] 
      

      
       At the same time Chur­chill admitted a certain reservation. Great Britain had an
         empire, by far the most extensive in the world. “We are with Europe, but not of it.
         We are linked, but not comprised. We are interested and associated, but not absorbed.”
         Great Britain as an empire is not only a European power but an American, Asiatic,
         and African power—in fact “the leading African power.”[138]  Worldwide empire, founder of an alliance of English speakers, member of a European
         union: these geopolitical identities might cohere. But could they? The maintenance
         of all three would give British statesmen a range of strategic choices unrivaled in
         human experience, and if one or two collapsed, there would still be a third possible
         avenue for the continuation of British greatness.
      

       

      Any political society perennially confronts two conditions: material conditions, first
         of all geographic (including boundaries, topography, climate), and then economic;
         and what might be termed spiritual conditions—above all the question of regime but
         also the question of social-political union and faction. As in each individual human
         being, these conditions mingle in the body politic, although, crucially, the body
         politic lacks the organic unity of a human being.
      

      
       Britain’s geographic condition as an island near a continent has lent it to a maritime
         and commercial way of life. Politically, an island country typically needs a smaller
         standing army than a continental country does; this makes it more likely to enjoy
         liberty, perhaps even a regime of republicanism. Britain has seen tyranny but often
         exhibited republican tendencies, first as a mixed-regime republic accommodating monarchs,
         aristocrats, and commoners, then as what James Madison calls an unmixed republic,
         with a largely symbolic throne and toothless House of Lords. The proximity to the
         European continent has required Britons to attend to military preparedness, mostly
         as a naval power. It has needed the modern state, that instrument of war and conquest;
         the Romans, the Saxons, and the Normans all conquered it, and the French and Germans
         threatened to. But it has not needed so much of that state, or so monarchic of one,
         as many of its counterparts on the Continent.
      

      
       For purposes of self-defense, British statesmen have sought Continental alliances,
         not usually to divide and conquer but to divide and remain at liberty. The British
         respond to imperial threats from Europe by flanking and containing the would-be emperor.
         In extreme cases (in wish, Louis XIV; in reality, Napoleon, Wilhelmine Germany, Nazi
         Germany), they have sought regime change. Typically, would-be emperors of Europe have
         been tyrants (Rome the exception, when republican), and in modern times, statists.
         When Britain aims at regime change, it aims at regimes of liberty, which in the twentieth
         century came to mean commercial republicanism. This proves dangerous, however, because
         aristocracy generally produces better statesmen than republicanism (to say nothing
         of democracy). Aristocrats enjoy the leisure to study political questions and do not
         shrink from policies that impinge on profits and risk lives. Left to rule without
         challenge, they may make war too readily, and their wars may include wars upon one
         another. But to exclude aristocrats will be to give the country over to shopkeepers
         and laborers, neither of whom breed themselves for statecraft.
      

      
       An island of seafarers provides a fine nucleus for an empire, particularly one of
         the Roman sort—one that allows for a good degree of self-government by colonists and
         even the colonized. The experience of colonial rule can give sons of the middle classes
         much-needed experience in governing instead of money-making. What a good degree of
         self-government might amount to in given circumstances can be exquisitely difficult
         to calibrate, as seen in Britain’s governance of North America and India. Those who
         learn to do it will return home with valuable skills and virtues, but, given the worldwide
         tendencies toward democracy, and therefore nationalism, in the modern world, the young
         colonizers might fail. Nations now want states of their own. An island basis for empire
         seems better for founding than it is for maintaining that empire.
      

      
       Chur­chill faced these dangers of democracy and tyranny, embourgeoisement and nationalism
         with the bulldog tenacity and courage for which he remains celebrated. But in examining
         his thought more carefully, one is equally struck by his flexibility, his prudential
         readiness to adapt himself and his country to changing circumstances, to temper several
         irons in the fire in preparation for quick use. Empire, yes, but a federal empire
         that gives imperial subjects room for substantial self-government. But if not an empire,
         then a strong alliance with a former colony, the commercial-republican geopolitical
         heavyweight. And if not empire and if not the American alliance, then the United States
         of Europe, another federal republic. Chur­chill stood ready to fight to the death,
         but he kept a steady eye on not needing to die, on governing a nation of free men.
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      Chapter 4

      The Geopolitics of France

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      France, too, is very accessible to the invader—indeed far more so than Britain. De
         Gaulle thinks of geography as political physiognomy: “As the viewing of a portrait
         suggests to the observer the impression of a destiny, so the map of France reveals
         our fortune.” The Pyrenees Mountains guard the southwestern border with Spain; the
         Alps and the Jura Mountains stand against Italy and Switzerland in the east; the English
         Channel offers some protection in the northwest. This leaves coastal vulnerabilities
         along the Atlantic west coast and in the southeast along the Mediterranean Sea. But
         the most menacing geographic weakness lies to the northeast, “a terrible breach, joining
         the German lands with the essential basins of the Seine and the Loire” rivers. “The
         Rhine, which nature designed for the Gauls as limit and as protection,” veers north
         into Germany, “scarcely touch[ing] France before it discards her and exposes her”
         to invasion. The configuration of the northeast border permits not only attack but
         convergent attacks on the capital city from Alsace and Lorraine, due west, to Flanders,
         due north. Victorious at even one point along this line, the enemy “causes the collapse
         of the whole system of French defense” by seizing Paris. This had been true most particularly
         in the nineteenth century; “each time in the last century Paris was taken, the resistance
         of France was not prolonged an hour.” “Our national defense is, in essence, that of
         Paris”—not only the political capital but also a principal industrial center of the
         country, surrounded by valuable farmland and mining country.[1] 
      

      
       A disadvantage, this, in war, obviously, but also in other less noticeable ways.
         If French statesmen and military commanders must concentrate their attention and resources
         on the German border, they cannot take full advantage of the naval opportunities provided
         by the two coasts; they must buy protection from potential invaders with alliances
         “for which one pays too dearly”; they are vulnerable to extortion from allies and
         enemies alike, at times “sacrificing rich and strategic territories in order to defend
         themselves against the perpetual threat.” All of this affects the French people, “ceaselessly
         obsessed by the same menace, trouble, divisions, disgust.”[2]  Fear and influence of foreigners alike feed domestic factionalism, rendering the
         country still less defensible, still less governable. Given the many peoples melded
         together by modern nationalists as “the French,” given France’s much-
contended regime question, France’s geopolitical weakness can threaten the state,
         itself.
      

      
       France’s lack of geographic “covering” has caused its statesmen to seek political
         covering in diplomacy. “To establish a political system which would prevent our neighbors
         from harming us—this sums up, for a thousand years, the projects conceived and the
         treaties concluded by France.”[3]  For centuries the French “limited the dangers of the East by a traditional policy
         that divided our neighbors.”[4]  The existence of nearly forty German principalities and republics made this feasible,
         even as the Austrian Germans worked for unity on their side of the Rhine. After German
         unification under Prussia in the nineteenth century, France looked for “a new international
         order” to protect her; by the 1930s, “the French dream, par excellence, [was] that of an organized world, in which the rigor of laws, the moderation of
         desires, and the ubiquity of police guaranteed peace to all and to each his own domain.”
         Under the League of Nations system, France had become “the Penelope of international
         work,” patiently weaving and unweaving treaties and proclamations in an attempt to
         delay the unwanted suitors to the east. But without Odysseus, how long can Penelope
         hold out? “[N]othing legal or efficacious opposes violence,” as “interests remain
         intractable and pretensions vigilant.” Even as France proclaimed international law,
         the Germans and Italians acclaimed force and “the nostalgia of danger.” International
         law and its tribunals had in no way diluted “the egoism of states.”[5]  And which such state would defend France, other than France itself? Belgium—small,
         divided among French and German populations, a “recent and suspect state”—hardly served
         as an adequate geopolitical shield under such circumstances.[6] 
      

      
       What is more, while the French may have Penelope’s savvy, they lack her steadiness;
         they have “plenty of passion but little constancy.” Enthusiasts, inclined to prefer
         beguiling doctrines to the realities in front of them, temperamentally unsuited to
         preparation, the French love their individual independence too much to undertake sustained
         action in common.[7]  Although “the substitution of the war of peoples for that of armies is becoming
         almost an axiom” in democratic modernity, de Gaulle considered the mass army a more
         prudent instrument for the vast United States than for France.[8]  De Gaulle knows that France—particularly after the losses suffered in the Great
         War—cannot match Germany citizen for citizen, soldier for soldier.
      

      
       This puts the defense of France on its soldiers. “All that is vexatious in the territory,
         absurd in politics, infirm in character, [France] has, for compensating in the last
         resort, only the warlike art, the ability of the troops, the sorrow of soldiers.”[9]  Whether a monarchy or a republic, France must cultivate the military spirit. While
         that military spirit need not be aggressive, neither can it fall into defensiveness.
         Although de Gaulle endorsed the Maginot Line in the mid-1920s, arguing that France
         must “fortify its frontiers,”[10]  in his overall view, France lacks the geographic depth for a passive strategy anchored
         in fortifications. The danger of German attacks from multiple angles requires a professional
         army trained to maneuver rapidly and characterized by the experienced man’s “habit
         of not being astonished.” Such an elite force—a sort of aristocracy within egalitarian
         modern society—could resist “the chimeras of politics,” “the straying of opinion”
         endemic to democracies, the illusions “that mark most of our encounters with reality.”[11] 
      

      
       The reality of war having “the character of contingency” above all, the French military
         must prepare its mind and heart in the spirit of Heraclitus and Henri Bergson, the
         philosophers of flux. Officers must know the enemy’s strength and intentions, the
         terrain on which the war will occur, the events leading up to the war, the direction,
         speed, and manner of both attack and counter-attack, weather conditions; they must
         also have a feel for the morale of their men and the availability, quality, and quantity
         of their materiel. All of these things will change throughout the war, with every
         day “a new situation.”[12]  As Bergson teaches, the human mind consists of intelligence, the domain of logic
         and of planning, and intuition, which establishes “direct contact with the realities.”
         Intelligence perceives the permanent, or at least lasting things; it “elaborate[es]
         in advance the givens of the conception, it clarifies them, makes them precise, and
         reduces the chance of error” by eliminating contingencies that cannot occur and providing
         a limited set of plans to meet the more likely possibilities. Intelligence is theoretical,
         general, abstract. Intuition—practical, particular, concrete—sees which plan to choose
         as events cascade around us, adapts to new circumstances. Intuition improvises on
         the spot.[13]  As a teacher in the French army and as a military writer, de Gaulle practiced and
         advocated a program of training that would develop these qualities in the officers.
         A statesman, too, must “discern the character of his times,” the circumstances in
         which he acts; in both planning and in improvising, he will fail if he lacks both
         long- and short-term practical judgment, a judgment no mere political doctrine can
         provide.[14]  French thought of the seventeenth century struck the right balance of intelligence
         and intuition, whether in philosophy (Descartes, the Discourse on Method), in history (Bossuet, the Discourse on Universal History), in politics (Richelieu’s state-building at home, supplemented by a balance-of-power
         foreign policy), in administration (the finance minister Colbert), or in the military
         (Turenne, who encapsulated the policy of the war of maneuver with his axiom “Few sieges
         and many combats”). French thought then “constrained itself by the rule of mesure and of the concrete.”[15] 
      

      
       More often French soldiers and statesmen have succumbed to an ill-conceived system-building,
         attempting to find formulas or general laws of conduct applicable to all circumstances.
         The results of military men guided by the strategists of the eighteenth century and
         the mid-nineteenth century exposed the inadequacies of that approach. Not only the
         minds but the characters of such men suffered, as “a doctrine constructed in the abstract
         rendered blind and passive leaders who, in other times, had made proof of experience
         and audacity.”[16]  Nor does such dogmatism necessarily lead to excess passivity; it can also run to
         the opposite extreme. After the debacle of 1871 French military training manuals began
         to exhibit a sense of the changing circumstances of war and an appreciation for the
         need to give scope to the character of commanders. “Military thought turned toward
         the offensive,” a “salutary” move.[17]  “But the measure went too far,” working itself up into “an absolute metaphysic of
         action” seen in the “systematic audacity” of the Great War, when too many commanders
         insisted on the doctrine of “l’attaque, toujours l’attaque.”[18] 
      

      
       Of the great commanders, the one who partook of both mesure and overreaching was Napoleon Bonaparte. Napoleon occupies a central place among
         French statesmen, as does Marlborough among the British. But, as de Gaulle shows,
         Napoleon’s strategy, his actions, and his legacy remain far more vexed and rightly
         controversial, reflecting the geopolitical character of France itself.
      

      
      Napoleon the Conqueror

      
      A vulnerable border with dangerous neighbors invites geopolitical extremism: passivity
         and defensiveness or aggression, conquest, empire. Either policy might make sense;
         either might easily fail. After Napoleon, any statesman who dreamed of French grandeur
         would need another strategy to attain it. Napoleon’s defeat made it possible for Prussia
         and the Hohenzollerns, guided by Bismarck, to unify the many Germanys and reverse
         the balance of Continental geopolitics.
      

      
       The Germans had opposed French republicanism almost from the start, with both the
         Austrian emperor Leopold II and King William II of Prussia siding with Louis XVI in
         the regime struggle as early as 1791. The ensuing wars afforded the radical Jacobin
         faction to gain control of French republicanism over the moderate Girondists; at this
         point, the young military officer Bonaparte had backed the Jacobins. Bonaparte gained
         credit with the Jacobins for his defeat of Royalist forces at Toulon in 1793; although
         he fell out of favor after his ally Robespierre was overthrown and executed, he regained
         the trust of the republicans for his successful defense of the French National Convention
         against Royalists in October 1794. Under the new constitution of 1795, he gained appointment
         to the five-member executive body, the Directory, a body he came to dominate and to
         overthrow four years later, in large measure because he proved indispensable as a
         military commander in the wars against the military coalition formed by the Royalists
         and their foreign allies. Desperate geopolitical circumstances brought on increasingly
         extreme measures, of which Napoleon was the most extreme.
      

      
       “The advent of Napoleon was acclaimed unanimously by opinion,” de Gaulle observes.
         “France, weary of trouble, clung to the strong arm which offered to pull her out of
         it, and by natural reaction against disorder and the abuse of liberty, she abandoned
         herself to the master and shortly to obeisance.” France had a new experiment in “absolute
         power” on its hands; “the will of a man disposed, without counter-weights or limits,
         all the national forces.”[19]  Unlike the previous absolutist, Louis XIV, the new master had no legitimacy; unlike
         Robespierre, he aimed his weapons at Royalists and foreigners, not at republicans,
         to whose ideology he gave verbal support.
      

      
       Whether republican or despotic, the French regime continued to frighten and enrage
         the legitimist monarchies of Europe. In keeping with his undeniable military genius,
         France’s geopolitical vulnerability, and the unremitting hostility of his neighbors
         on all sides, Napoleon undertook to win an empire. Because his rule depended upon
         military prowess or virtù instead of legitimacy, and such military authority “only exists in virtue of glory,”
         which itself derives only from victory, Napoleon went on a conquering spree, the limits
         of which could never be rationally set. “The nature of imperial power pushed France
         into the infernal cycle of battles.”[20]  Napoleon had an experienced, battle-ready army at his disposal for this task, but
         he wore it out with multiple campaigns even as its victories fired his will to power,
         “exaggerating his projects, pushing them beyond the boundary of the possible.” Such
         imperialism neglects mesure. “There comes a day when the proportion between the end and the means breaks, and all
         the contrivances of genius are in vain.”[21] 
      

      
       Napoleon continued the republican policy of mass conscription, an unpopular policy
         “sufficiently extensive for the impatient ardor of the master to bleed France of her
         young blood without apparent abuse of power or legislative fracas.” Admittedly, once
         he had the young men in the army, “Napoleon did much to elevate the intellectual and
         social standard of the cadres.” But he did so in the characteristic way of the modern
         despot. In “training a generation impregnated with the taste for high actions,” he
         “imprinted the mark of grandeur” upon them. But it was his own grandeur—personal greatness,
         not the true classical, well-measured and balanced grandeur of France.[22] 
      

      
         Honor, discipline, recompenses and even justice, all proceeded from him, amounted
            to him, shown brightly of his glory. Duty like ambition, effort like merit, submitted
            to his sole arbitrage, no longer having any object than that of satisfying him.[23] 
         

      

      He tolerated no independence among his highest officers, but they and the men throughout
         the ranks followed, marveling that “a soldier like themselves had climbed onto the
         throne of the most powerful monarchy in the world.” In this he served as a culmination
         of the political power fantasies of the egalitarian revolution that preceded him.
         “The Revolution had broken the traditional barriers” and order not only of France
         but of all Europe.[24]  
      

      
      Although fired by egalitarian passion, the very ambition Napoleon exemplified and
         stirred immediately coalesced as a new aristocracy, now originating in the will of
         the Emperor of the Kingdom of Virtù. Out of these ambitious new men, Napoleon “formed a new nobility,” with titles bestowed
         by himself. He deployed “magnificence” to overawe the people. These “brilliant mirages
         of glory” united the French and, initially, brought the foreigners down; “his contrivances,
         vis-à-vis discordant and badly prepared adversaries, possessed, due to this fact, a terrible
         efficacy,” and he designed his battle plans to exploit exactly this disorganization,
         with “incessant attacks and counter-attacks” to keep them off-balance, attacks guided
         by his genius “to discern the opportune moment and the suitable form” for such attacks.
         At the critical time and place he would appear personally, galvanizing the courage
         of his troops who came to take this as a sign that victory was at hand.[25] 
      

      
       In his early years as emperor, Napoleon’s policy exhibited “a relative moderation.”[26]  After defeating Austria and Russia at Austerlitz in 1805, Prussia at Jena in 1806,
         and Russia again at Friedland, Napoleon imposed the Treaties of Tilsit, which placed
         Russia into alliance with France against Great Britain and reduced the territories
         of Prussia in half. After this, “the political projects of the Emperor surpassed all
         mesure” at just the moment they needed it.[27]  Years of battle had left his armies tired and his people even wearier of conscription.
         “[S]tupefied by so many sacrifices, of which it did not see the necessity,” yet still
         “constrained and dazzled” by the “imperial authority,” the French gradually began
         to entertain feelings of “secret revolt or resignation.”[28]  Simultaneously, the enemies of France united internally by invoking nationalism
         (Napoleon having shown how effective this could be); at the same time they united
         internationally against the common enemy. As Chur­chill describes, the campaign to
         secure the Spanish throne for his brother mired Napoleon in guerrilla war, and the
         troubled alliance with Russia disintegrated in 1812. De Gaulle writes that Napoleon
         foresaw disaster in Russia; “for, if his political projects surpassed all mesure, he never lost, in military execution, the sentiment of the real.”[29]  The great military despot failed because he did not understand politics.
      

      
       Napoleon did not understand politics because he did not understand human beings.
         After each “great effort” of arms he promised peace, then broke his promise—disappointing
         the hope he himself had raised.[30]  “Souls, like matter, have their limits”; having “always attempted to force fortune,”
         Napoleon discovered the limits of the Machiavellianism he had practiced with such
         brilliance.[31]  “Napoleon left France crushed, overrun, empty of blood and of courage, smaller than
         he had found her, condemned to bad borders, of which fault she was never redressed,
         exposed to the mistrust of Europe, which, after more than a century she still carries
         the weights.”[32]  To put it in shorthand, Napoleon left France with the German problem, which in turn
         led to its Soviet and American problems.
      

      
       Against these devastations, Napoleon did leave the French with a consciousness of
         their “incredible martial aptitudes” and “the incredible prestige with which he surrounded
         our arms.” The balance? “Tragic revenge of la mesure, just wrath of reason; but superhuman prestige of genius and marvelous virtue of
         arms!”[33]  Until the next conquest of France in 1940 de Gaulle could still hope to build on
         French pride in military prowess in the service of political renewal. After 1940,
         and perhaps before, he saw that a regime founding must come first. The superman is
         inhuman, anti-political, seemingly beyond good and evil—and that is the problem with
         him.
      

      
      The Geopolitics of the Old Regimes: 
Napoleon as Result
      

      
      France has struggled to coordinate politics and the military in a way Britain, the
         island country, has not. Land armies from without and from within challenge the statesmen
         of countries insufficiently surrounded by such natural borders as mountains, deserts,
         swamps, and wide rivers. Philosophers build their utopias with ideas, which need none
         but verbal defenses; statesmen most readily found and maintain stable, just, and moderate
         regimes in physical places that enjoy secure natural borders.
      

      
       As part of the Roman Empire, France experienced a five-hundred-year tutelage in military
         and political organization, after the ancient rule of Celtic and Aquitanian tribes.
         From the memory of this tutelage came “the ideal—or the nostalgia—of a centralized
         State and a regular army.”[34]  The armies of the feudal aristocrats centered on the armored and mounted knights,
         those mobile fortresses who needed such protection not only against declared enemies
         but against their own vassals, whose loyalty remained dubious. Infantry indiscipline
         abated only when the aristocrats’ insistence on reputation and titles—only to be enhanced
         in combat—overcame the endemic unsteadiness, or when foreign invaders forced the aristocrats
         to unite. A few towns had “solid militias,” but most of the ruling urban bourgeoisies
         hired mercenaries.[35]  And even when large armies could be organized, their maneuvers “could only be rudimentary,”
         given the lack of “well-trained troops.”[36]  Neither political unity nor military cohesion nor planning could develop; aristocrats
         had the spirit of war but not the reasoning of it; they could block the formation
         of any firm monarchy but could not think strategically, as a monarch might have done.
      

      
       If the decline of aristocracy and the strengthening of the monarchy began to solve
         the political problem, advances in military technology accelerated the change. Firearms,
         cannon, and longbows helped to extinguish knighthood, as horses and body armor ill
         withstood high-velocity projectiles. The new weapons required more, and better-trained,
         soldiers; therefore, monarchs needed a new, professional, at least partly non-aristocratic
         army that submitted to uniform discipline.
      

      
      In the Hundred Years’ War, rival dynastic claimants to the French throne vied for
         the authority vacated by the Capetians, whose last direct inheritor had died in 1328.
         The British king, Edward III, his mother a Capetian, was put forward as the rightful
         heir, as against the claimant advanced by the French aristocrats, Philip of Valois,
         another member of the extended Capetian family, crowned as Philip VI. Remembering
         their former rule over Normandy and other territories along the west coast of the
         Continent, the British ruling classes backed Edward’s declaration of war against the
         Valois line in 1337. For the next ninety years the British enjoyed the advantage in
         the several campaigns, as de Gaulle readily acknowledges. “Throughout the Hundred
         Years’ War, the adversary dominated the battlefield” due to his superior organization;
         it was not until 1439 that the French monarchy could command the much-needed standing
         army.[37]  France survived its military defeats only because it was to Britain what Russia
         would be to France in the Napoleonic Wars: weak enough to defeat but too big and populous
         for the foreigner to hold. Also, on the northern border Scotland distracted the British
         as much as Spain did Napoleonic France in the south, forcing them into a two-front
         war, drawing needed forces from the main conflict. Equally crucial was the alliance
         of Burgundy, which changed from the British to the French side in the 1430s.
      

      
      De Gaulle regards the Hundred Years’ War as the harsh father of political coherence
         in France. “The force of circumstances had little by little constrained France to
         create a national and professional infantry.”[38]  As infantry superseded cavalry knights, and the officer corps professionalized in
         firm subordination to the king, more of the French people did battle; as a consequence,
         the peasants’ “misery, ignorance and servility” were pulled back, and continued to
         be pulled back in subsequent centuries.[39]  With the aristocracy now subordinated to the monarchy—a regime to which Joan of
         Arc had rallied the peasants, hitherto ruled by the local lords of the manor—and the
         monarchy backed by a professional standing army, France entered modernity as a unified
         country no longer much harried on its northwest coastal border. “To the measure that
         national unity was bound together, the country turned toward the outside ambitions
         which, just before, had consumed it in internecine quarrels.” Europe saw this new
         orientation in the French wars with Italy that preoccupied the monarchy from the late
         fifteenth century past the middle of the sixteenth.[40]  By the end of that century France had become a major Continental power, capable
         of rivaling the Spanish and the Holy Roman empires in Europe, Spain and Britain in
         North America.
      

      
      The Reformation, of course, wracked France internally, setting back French statism,
         but it did so in most countries in Europe, thus leaving the French monarchs at no
         relative disadvantage. France delayed entry into the Thirty Years’ War; only after
         Louis XIV determined to weaken the Hapsburgs to his south in Spain and to southwest,
         west, and north in the Holy Roman Empire and the Low Countries. After the war, the
         Peace of Westphalia settled the religio-political question that had fueled it by solemnizing
         the legitimacy of the modern and sovereign state throughout Europe, establishing the principle of non-interference by all states in
         the internal government of the others. Crucial to this settlement was the effective
         breakup of the Holy Roman Empire into numerous German sovereign states, each entitled
         to determine its own religio-political settlement. This settlement also effectively
         reinforced the monarchic regime in France by allowing Louis to muffle the divisions that had caused the civil war
         between Protestant aristocrats and the Catholic monarchy by firmly establishing the
         French Catholic Church as an arm of the state—a role such great politiques as the cardinals Richelieu and Mazarin were more than happy to undertake. With them,
         Machiavellian statecraft and the French Catholic Church reconciled, rather to the
         advantage of Machiavelli. De Gaulle prefers not to dwell on that point, emphasizing
         rather the classical/Roman mesure and prudence of the regime of Louis XIV, a regime that fought effectively without
         stirring dangerous religious or nationalist passions.[41]  To notice his emphasis is only to notice that de Gaulle’s history of France is no
         less an act of literary statecraft than Chur­chill’s history of English speakers.
      

      
      Arguably, the regime and the state it ruled then attained its zenith. France successfully
         led the League of the Rhine against the Ottoman Empire in 1664 and defeated Spain
         in the War of Devolution in 1667. Louis won more territory in subsequent wars against
         the Dutch Republic and Spain. For more than half a century, Louis and his state dominated
         the Continent. De Gaulle describes the French army of the time as a combination of
         two elements. Still bred to rule, the aristocrats retained their long-standing war
         readiness. At the same time, young officers of less high birth proved themselves by
         earning an officer’s commission and purchasing a company of soldiers to serve in the
         king’s army: “After that, their future depended upon themselves and upon destiny.”[42]  By means of this reorganization of the army, “Richelieu and Mazarin had cut the
         last branches of the tree of feudal independence,” even if “the roots remained deeply
         embedded.”[43]  French statesmen required the soldiers “to live in conditions which favored subordination”:
         each man wore “the uniform of the king”; uniform armaments were required in every
         unit; regular promotion lists and standardized punishments for refractory officers
         were instituted; troops were required to sit through instruction in the military arts;
         troops received payments on a set schedule; inspectors of all branches of the army
         were appointed; the men were assigned to new garrisons according to a pre-established
         plan, thus allowing no long-standing personal rule to be established within any unit.[44] 
      

      
      These beginnings of modern-rationalist organization by the strongest arm of the French
         state enabled it to pursue the geopolitics of mesure and of balance that de Gaulle prizes. Those more or less sovereign German states within
         the now skeletonic Holy Roman Empire were not pushed so far as to provoke a nationalist
         reaction. Carefully limited wars ensured this. “Above all, it was necessary to live
         and not to unchain among the peoples those furious ambitions, those inexpiable hatreds,
         which poison the relations between nations and menace the order of the world.”[45]  Like the artistic masterpieces of the time, these efforts endured by virtue of their
         “noble and regular proportions.”[46]  This policy prevailed until the last decade or so of Louis’s rule, when his absolutism
         became too absolute and he lacked capable advisers. The regime’s classical moderation
         began to falter; defeat at the hands of the great Marlborough punished Louis’s moral
         and political error.
      

      
      De Gaulle’s analysis of French geopolitics and the French army in the eighteenth century
         shows the reason for his downplaying of the Machiavellian element of the Bourbon monarchy
         in the seventeenth. With the Enlightenment, whereby the modern project threw off its
         mask and openly despised the spirits both of classicism and of Christianity, Europe,
         with France still in the lead, careened toward disaster. Skepticism and moral corruption
         “dissolved loyalty and paralyzed authority”; the French army experienced the consequences
         of this crisis. During the War of the Austrian Succession “signs of disorganization”
         appeared as troops wasted too much time pillaging. The Seven Years’ War revealed severe
         problems of military rule, as traitorous behavior, bad administration, plundering
         officers and soldiers all evinced a rising spirit of indiscipline. This in turn affected
         French strategy and tactics. Military officers attempted to restore order by means
         of Enlightenment-style formalism or systematization; they replaced the discipline
         of souls according to the spirit of morality derived from classical and Christian
         models with what later would be called scientific management. Assuming that men would
         remain irredeemably selfish, essentially immune to moral improvement, officers devised
         systems of discipline intended to channel these selfish impulses toward good order.[47] 
      

      
      This hollowing out of moral authority in the monarchic regime, its tilt toward a more
         exclusively Machiavellian or “modern” way of life, prepared the ground for the French
         Revolution, which “burst like a tempest” with its “unrivalled fever for change, boiling
         passions, scandal at such bloody furies,” a revolution that “alarmed the conscience [conscience, also consciousness] of the masses and the prudence of governments.”[48]  After decades of moral weakening, the old policy of mesure gave way to terrifying policies of seemingly immeasurable extent and intensity. This
         vast democratization of Machiavellianism provoked every monarchic and aristocratic
         regime in Europe to ally against France.
      

      
      Against the universal combination of monarchies and aristocracies, revolutionary-republican
         France retained many of the advantages so carefully gathered by the Old Regime. France
         remained more populous than Austria, Prussia, and England together; France had the
         same fertile soil and expert, hardworking artisans; “national unity was a fait accompli”; France’s borders were defended by peoples linked to France by ideas, moeurs, and interests. And there was geopolitical merit to ardor, at least in the short
         run; “the impassioned ardor of the Revolution had put this capital to work.” Unfortunately,
         “in breaking the limits wherein so much reserve power had been contained, [France]
         rendered her action disorderly,” resulting in a military effort of both “grandeur
         and confusion.”[49] 
      

      
      When hostilities with Austria began in the spring of 1792, the army was in “a pitiable
         condition.” “Where would the soldiers come from? The Declaration of Rights had proclaimed
         the French to be free; the good will of individuals must therefore suffice to provide
         France with defenders.”[50]  But the excess of energy, and perhaps of freedom collided with the extreme necessity
         of defending the country against the foreign enemies who reacted so sharply to those
         excesses; “the very excess of the disease imposed its remedy.” Seeing the danger,
         the troops accepted discipline with the same passion with which they had rebelled
         against it. Predictably, however, “this generous ardor diminished in proportion as
         the test became harder.” The harsh winter of 1792–1793 and factional disputes among
         the moderate and left wings of the regime in Paris (leftists circulated polemical
         pamphlets among the troops at the front) left France “in mortal peril.” “The principle
         of liberty could not, by itself, assure recruitment,” and the Committee of Public
         Safety imposed conscription along with a reorganization of the army, integrating the
         draftees with professional troops in existing regiments.[51]  By 1794, this began to work. Against the press-gangs of Austria, the armed adventurers
         of Prussia, the mercenaries of Great Britain, and the serfs of Russia, the French
         army, having “renounced illusions,” having achieved “order and discipline,” took on
         a formidable coalition of European powers and started to defeat them.[52] 
      

      
      As professional troops from Prussia and Austria advanced on Paris, General Charles
         François Dumouriez and General François Christophe Kellerman, under Dumouriez’s direction,
         won a surprise victory at the village of Valmy. De Gaulle praises Dumouriez’s “largeness
         of views, firmness of design, vigor and appropriateness in execution” in the battle,
         which he won with well-disciplined artillery assaults and the patriotic enthusiasm
         of Kellerman, who rallied the troops at a crucial moment with the cry of “Vive la Nation!”[53]  Dumouriez repeated his success against the Austrians at Jemmapes. But Dumouriez,
         a Girondist, fell victim to Jacobin suspicions; they ousted him, crushing “his liberty
         of spirit and the confidence of his troops.”[54]  Perhaps more fortunate than they were good, the Jacobins then turned to the equally
         capable and more politically acceptable Comte Carnot, who, in the winter of 1794,
         showed Europe how to wage the mass warfare consonant with the regime of modern republicanism.
         Under Carnot, the youthful General Hoche defeated the Austrians outside of Frankfurt
         three years later. By then a mass, revolutionary army had learned the necessity of
         “the eternal laws of action”—of hierarchy and discipline.[55]  It was not military incapacity that destroyed the regime but its own continued “weakness,
         license and vices” at home. “The anarchy of the State” prepared the way for another
         “young ambition,” that of Napoleon.[56]  
      

      
      In de Gaulle’s judgment, pre-Napoleonic France, ancient or modern (and, within the
         modern project, “old”-regime or ”new”-regime), raised the question of regimes in relation
         to the issue of political centralization. The centralized “state” of Rome ruled France
         in a way that differed fundamentally from the state centered in Paris, ensconced by
         the middle of the seventeenth century. The Romans ruled according to the classical
         spirit of mesure. The modern state rules according to the Machiavellian spirit of acquisitiveness, whether
         military, political, or economic—and often all three. Napoleon embodied the grandeur
         and the misery of the extremism that animates modernity itself, infecting all regimes
         founded in its spirit.
      

      
      The Geopolitics of Exhaustion: Napoleon as Cause

      
      In the months after Napoleon, not only did France lack an army; all of its other political
         institutions needed reconstruction. But the French could not unite their efforts.
         The revolutionary violence of the previous two decades had embittered “the mutual
         relations of the citizens,” broken as they were into factions opposed not merely in
         their material interests but in their avowed regime principles—as if, for example,
         substantial numbers of contemporary Americans today thought of themselves not merely
         as Republicans or Democrats, “conservatives” or “progressives,” but as monarchists,
         socialists, and aristocrats as well. Even more profoundly, the project of modernity,
         itself, aroused political controversy, as long-despised traditions, including those
         animated by such principles as mesure and balance, returned to claim their rights.[57] 
      

      
       Throughout the middle half of the century, France needed above all to preserve the
         balance of power in Europe and to keep Germany divided. It did well in pursuing the
         first of these policies. Despite internecine roils, which included a couple of regime
         changes, France slowly rebuilt itself militarily and did a passable job in defending
         and extending its modest geopolitical interests between 1820 and 1869, albeit at the
         cost of some 300,000 soldiers. A respectable if unspectacular army won Algeria as
         a colony in 1830, successfully allied with Great Britain in 1854 to defeat Russia
         in the Crimean War, and allied with Italy in 1859 as it gained independence from Austria.
         But Germany was another matter. The likes of Napoleon III could scarcely match the
         determined and intelligent statesmanship of Bismarck, who slowly but relentlessly
         pieced together a German nation-state at the expense of Austria first, and then of
         France.
      

      
       “To enlarge one’s force to the measure of one’s designs, neither reliance on chance,
         nor ready-made formulas, can substitute for preparation proportioning the means to
         the stakes; the nation of peoples, like that of individuals, submits to these cold
         rules.”[58]  Napoleon tried to imitate the Prussian army but lacked the political support for
         it, as the French would not tolerate conscription. Instead, he instituted a “national
         guard,” “instructed summarily” in the military arts; numerically inferior to the meticulously
         drilled Prussian soldiers and deployed in accordance with a passive, defensive strategy
         from military officers who had experience and courage but lacked “largeness of views”
         and “amplitude of vision,” French soldiers stood no chance in the war of 1870–1871,
         losing the provinces of Alsace and Lorraine as a consequence.[59]  For the next fifty years the capital of the centralized (if now republican) state
         would sit that much closer to the German lines. “In allowing its government and the
         better part of its resources to be locked up in the great city, France had fixed the
         meaning and limits of her resistance,” whatever its regime might be.[60] 
      

      
       And there remained the problem of modernity. “The lessons of 1870 showed that modern
         war exacts of command a science and a method without which one saves nothing, not
         even honor.”[61]  To redeem the ancient and aristocratic principle of honor, one needed in this case
         to partake of the modern and non-aristocratic principle of experimental science. Instituted
         soon after the war, the Ėcole de Guerre institutionalized the attempt to combine the love of honor with technical expertise.
         French republicanism posed an additional problem: The spirited love of honor seldom
         animates the mass of people as a whole for very long, preoccupied as they must be
         by making a living, getting by. The decade of the 1890s thus saw a decline in revanchisme among the general population, a decline matching the relative decline of the French
         population to that of Germany. A smaller and increasingly “bourgeoisified” population
         required statesmen to rethink French strategy; specifically, it required them to abandon
         a military designed for mass warfare. De Gaulle argues that only through technological
         progress could France regain “the superiority she lost in the domain of mass.”[62]  But with the weakening of public support for the military, the revenues needed to
         fund such progress would not be there.
      

      
       By the end of the century, the Germans seemed satisfied with their enviable geopolitical
         status. But with them, de Gaulle charges, “moderation does not endure.” As the older
         men like Bismarck and Hindenburg disappeared or declined in influence, the new generation—Wilhelm
         II, Ludendorff—prepared again for war. The “inclination of History always brings the
         Germans back to the struggle against the Gauls.”[63]  By “History” de Gaulle means, primarily, geography—the very opposite of what Hegel
         means. Neither imperial adventures—which de Gaulle clearly regards as distractions—nor
         alliances—de Gaulle does not even mention the 1894 alliance with Russia or the 1904
         Entente Cordiale with Great Britain—could elide the fact of the German presence at
         the border, or the ever-increasing material advantages the Germans enjoyed. Although
         he downplays the French alliance structure, he does not overlook Germany’s ties with
         Austria and Italy—the Triple Alliance.
      

      
       Faced with potential enemies to the west and to the east, German rulers looked for
         a strategy to fit their own geopolitical circumstances and ambitions. The Germans
         feared Russia more than France; Kaiser Wilhelm II commissioned the Schlieffen Plan,
         issued in 1905, which called for a quick “knockout blow” to France followed by a massive
         transfer of troops to the eastern front, if Russia attempted to come to the aid of
         its alliance partner. De Gaulle also cites General Friedrich von Bernhardi’s 1911
         book, The Next War, which argued that the Germans could shorten French resistance by making war as devastating
         and terrifying as possible. Bernhardi (even more sanguinary than the Kaiser), the
         Kaiser himself, Schlieffen, and the younger General Helmuth von Moltke—who modified
         and implemented the Plan at the outset of the Great War—all exemplified the German
         rulers’ departure from the older generation’s ethos; von Moltke’s father, commander
         of the German army in the previous war with France, had found the destructiveness
         of modern weaponry quite sobering and entertained no thoughts of what would later
         become known as Blitzkrieg.[64]  The new turn in German strategy effected a “change of the public spirit” in France;
         “solicitude replaced the indifference, if not the disaffection, which the State evinced
         toward the military element.”[65]  But things moved too quickly for the subsequent military regeneration to deter the
         Germans, who would soon seek to exploit their superiority.
      

      
       French geopolitical strategy, particularly in its military dimension, thus found
         itself fatally attached to what amounted to the materialist and egalitarian theories
         of eighteenth-century Enlightenment ideologues at precisely a time when France could
         no longer realistically avail itself of those strategies. This remained true, de Gaulle
         maintained, well into the 1930s. First, he wrote, “the notion of quantity”—“the foundation
         of the organization and the art of warriors since the end of the XVIIIth century,
         supported by passionate political theories, consecrated by many grandiose proofs”—“still
         dominates opinion and, by consequence, everything else.” Behind quantity, a certain
         dogmatic egalitarianism hides—the principle of ever-increasing social and political
         democracy. Such policies as conscription “flatter the general passion of leveling.”
         (It is true, de Gaulle immediately adds, that this did not prevent “quality from deploying
         its virtue” in the Great War—among the enemy; the well-trained Germans killed almost
         two men for every one they lost.)[66]  This makes the French dilemma obvious: When the mass-army was established at the
         end of the eighteenth century France was more populous, wealthier, and more centrally
         organized than any other country. But throughout the nineteenth century—and acutely,
         by the mid-1930s—it had declined relative to many European countries and to Germany
         in particular, both in numbers and in industrial power. If France was not to depend
         too much upon unsteady alliance structures, it must begin “to shine in the domain
         of quality,” opening “our gifts of initiative, adaptation, and d’amour-propre.”[67]  That is, France needed to tap into its reservoirs or “aristocracy”—to be sure, at
         the service of republicanism. If French republicans could not bring themselves to
         do this, French republicanism would perish and France would live under a conqueror.
      

      
       Similarly, under the influence of Enlightenment thought, French monarchies and republics
         alike had often dreamed of a passive, purely defensive military strategy behind “a
         powerful system of permanent fortifications.” As one element in the defense of France, this practice wins de Gaulle’s praise: in its original
         conception by the great military engineer Sébastian Le Prestre, Marquis de Vauban,
         Louis XIV’s Marshall of France, “this was a chef-d’oeuvre, worthy in all points of the classical epoch where the taste of the real, the sense
         of the true, the measure of the possible gave to thought as to action a harmonious
         and durable force.” Vauban’s system of fortifications reinforced the borders of the
         modern French state, reinforcing “the reality of French unity” but also taking into
         account the local terrain and the external enemies that it was designed to resist.[68]  And de Gaulle well knows that Vauban did not limit himself to such engineering feats
         but additionally participated successfully in offensive military operations, including victorious sieges. That is, in the mind and practice
         of Vauban fortifications served as part of a balanced military alignment at the service
         of a balanced geopolitical strategy. It was the more purely modern eighteenth-century
         French military, culminating in Napoleon, that abandoned adequate fortification for
         an “unlimited confidence” in the war of maneuver; de Gaulle goes so far as to contend
         that Napoleon lost because he neglected to fortify Paris—a neglect seen once again
         in the Franco-Prussian War, then remedied, only to be reversed a final time with the
         “doctrine of the systematic offensive” that took hold in the years prior to 1914,
         when lack of fortifications “was one of the principal causes of the invasion.”[69]  De Gaulle’s famous critique of the Maginot Line in the 1930s and his advocacy of
         a military strategy centering on “the ancient process of maneuver” spearheaded by
         battle tanks manned by technically skilled professional troops must be understood
         in light of his esteem of military and political balance.[70]  
      

      
      In such balance de Gaulle finds a potential military solution to France’s German problem
         within the resources of France, while simultaneously bringing a sort of aristocratic
         character back into modernity—the sort of things the Germans did, albeit much too
         crudely. “Thus evolution, insofar as one owes mechanization to it, gives back to quality,
         as opposed to number, the importance which it once had.”[71]  He does not envision the professional military class as a permanent body; when “the
         many” “consent to be organized, instructed with all the rigor exacted henceforth by
         [modern] apparatus—in short, when they cease to be the crowd, the specialized elements
         will progressively lose their relative power.”[72]  As de Gaulle insists in The Edge of the Sword, his book on military leadership (and, finally, on statesmanship), professionalism
         should not mean mere proficiency but moral character, responsibility.
      

      
      All of these considerations lead de Gaulle to reject imperialism as a plausible modern
         project. In the aftermath of the Great War and indeed before that, in Europe, not
         empires but nations were beginning to stand up. Republican political institutions
         had spread widely, as had education. What is more, “the continual ethnic and social
         brewing” of the modern world, brought about by “new activities and communications,”
         had given nations “a more profound consciousness of themselves,” dissolving “certain
         material and moral subjections” including the international power of the Catholic
         Church and the doctrine of the divine rights of kings. For these reasons, too, “the
         era of great conquests is closed”—a point that Hitler’s then-future misadventures
         would only confirm in de Gaulle’s mind.[73]  
      

      
      Further, the strengthening of national feelings accompanied not isolation of one nation
         from another but their increased interrelations. It was no longer possible to obtain
         considerable material benefits from military conquest, as imperialists dreamed; more
         extensive commercial, cultural, and diplomatic relations did not prevent rulers from
         wanting to expand, but they did put realistic limits on that desire. “Whether one
         wills it or not, we [French] form part of a certain established order, all of whose
         elements prove interdependent.” Indeed, any French participation in such internationalist
         structures as the League of Nations—if it was to go beyond Penelope-like passivity—would
         require military as well as diplomatic vigor; “the professional soldier becomes the
         necessary guarantor of great human hopes.” As for the French empire (which de Gaulle
         was very glad to have at his disposal during the Second World War), insofar as the
         French chose to retain it, they would need a professional army.[74] 
      

      
      How exactly can a professional army assist France, given the geopolitical circumstances
         of Europe, by then well into the modern project? “At present, the machine rules our
         destiny,” having “transformed the conditions of life more profoundly in 100 years
         than six thousand years had done.”[75]  Although many writers claim that the standardization imposed by this mechanized
         life must sap ingenuity and creativity, make the world into a huge and dreary assembly
         line, de Gaulle contended, on the contrary, that as techniques become more complex
         competition will spur the need for minds capable of adapting to rapidly changing circumstances,
         minds capable of managing machines with precision and care. This was as true in the
         military as in business or academia; it is as much a moral as an intellectual task,
         as increased power will require a stronger sense of responsibility for the use of
         that power. “The army, down to the most modest of its members, submits to the law
         of progress, in virtue of which every improvement which aggrandizes the power of men
         in fact multiplies their labor.”[76]  
      

      
      De Gaulle therefore warned against the uncritical appeal to the practices of the Great
         War when thinking about France and particularly the French military in subsequent
         decades. He saw that the army of the 1930s was “following the vagaries of the last
         conflict” in “building its doctrines, themes and regulations.” Such “servile imitation”
         of past practices will not do.[77]  The slow, rigid armies of the Great War need replacement by rapid-strike forces
         capable of aerial surveillance and bombardment of enemy positions, surprise attacks,
         including attacks on enemy communications networks, and rapid, coordinated movement
         to exploit breaches in the enemy’s lines and to undertake flanking maneuvers. Above
         all a product of systematization, modern armies, like all systems, prove vulnerable
         to carefully planned and swiftly execution disruption of its ganglia.[78]  The professional officers and troops needed to undertake such operations will effectively
         reconstitute an aristocracy under modern conditions, even as the tactics employed
         will echo those of antiquity, when aristocrats set the tone for armies and for societies.
         Like the Napoleonic aristocracy, it will exhibit virtù, not rank and titles derived from heredity; unlike the Napoleonic aristocracy, it
         will also exhibit classical virtue. It will not be a thing of “the masses.” But it
         may lead the masses to genuine self-government under a new and more genuinely republican
         regime than any France had seen before.
      

       

      To establish regimes of liberty—in times of increased social democratization, regimes
         of republican self-government—Chur­chill and de Gaulle faced different problems and
         needed different geopolitical solutions to those problems. If Britain’s island geography
         lent itself to commercial republicanism, already well established by Chur­chill’s
         time, France’s relatively exposed position on the vast northern European plain next
         to Germany lent itself to a more military republicanism, even to monarchy, and to
         a more firmly centralized statism. In this flat terrain armies easily rush across
         borders. The price of liberty is more than eternal vigilance; one pays for liberty
         with strong standing armies controlled by powerful states—themselves clear threats
         to liberty.
      

      
       These stern facts have had their consequences, de Gaulle shows. France must remain
         predominantly a land power, perforce neglecting its naval and maritime potential.
         In its political morality and strategy alike it easily veers towards extremes of aggression
         or of passivity—a morally and politically dangerous abandonment of la mesure. France may often need alliances, but they will burden her, as allies may not arrive
         in time to help. Such grand alliances as the League of Nations and the United Nations
         are even less likely to prove useful. Prey to factions exploited by foreigners, France
         in turn may try to divide or at least to neutralize the Germans; in modern times there
         have been many more Germans than there have been French, and this turns the social-democratizing
         features of modernity against France. By contrast, British statesmen enjoy the natural
         buffer that is the English Channel and, since the rise of Germany, the natural buffer
         of France and the Low Countries. British statesmen often have more choice in exactly
         how and when to ally themselves with continental Europeans. They enjoy the advantages
         of strategic depth; even with the invention of military aircraft, the British may
         be more easily wounded but not any more easily conquered. To French statesmen these
         advantages must seem almost like luxuries.
      

      
       If moderation paradoxically requires a sort of extreme effort to maintain, the political
         life in the Aristotelian sense will remain more difficult for the French than for
         the British. While it may be true, as de Gaulle maintains, that through its mild climate,
         easily traversed geography, and agricultural abundance, “France has imprinted on the
         men who inhabit it its mark of equilibrium in many nuances and of unity in diversity,”
         and while ancient Rome gave France a uniform language and set of laws, while Christianity
         gave it a single morality, and the several monarchic regimes worked for its unity,
         the stubborn facts of geopolitical location work against these beneficent forces.[79]  Rule that is centralized, monarchic, and militarized means command—one-way rule,
         not the give-and-take of politics in Aristotle’s sense. Often, the genuinely political
         approach channels its energies into foreign politics, into the diplomacy of a Talleyrand,
         where negotiated settlements at times make more sense. But foreign policy more regularly
         requires threat, war, and physical deterrence than domestic politics does. The French
         incline toward attempting to transcend political life at home while practicing it
         all too readily abroad.
      

      
       Empire tempts statesmen in this position. De Gaulle questions its utility, however.
         The French heartland remains vulnerable, with or without empire. Unless the imperial
         domains were exceedingly well placed for military counter-thrusts into the vitals
         of the attacker, why would an empire deter a march on Paris? As seen in the Second
         World War, an empire might serve as a good place to flee to, were Paris lost. But
         this is cold comfort. The imperial strategy that made sense for Great Britain made
         much less sense for France. Additionally, empire usually requires a command-centered
         form of rule, even if the commands are few and mild; de Gaulle regards it as a distraction
         from the need to habituate the French to governing themselves.
      

      
       In principle de Gaulle could entertain the same flexibility that Chur­chill exhibited.
         Most strikingly, he made rapprochement with West Germany—the new republican Germany—a
         decade after he had called for its dismemberment in the aftermath of the Second World
         War. In general, however, his geopolitical strategies are simpler, and easier to state
         in short compass, than Chur­chill’s because his range of choices remained more limited
         by the very land he helped to govern. Sterner, more austere, less “approachable” than
         Chur­chill, he had to be.
      

      
       During the Second World War, with de Gaulle at the head of La France combattante, initially headquartered in London, the two men engaged in a quarrelsome collaboration.
         Harold Nicolson, who served as Parliamentary Secretary at the Ministry of Information
         throughout those years, appraised them astutely:
      

      
         All might have been well had de Gaulle been an ordinary General or even an ordinary
            man. He is not. He is an extraordinary man. He is an eagle with bad habits. Winston,
            who is a house-trained eagle, does not see claw to claw with him.[80] 
         

      

      Aristotle describes the magnanimous or great-souled man, but does not say what would
         happen if two of them came into the same room. It is a matter upon which even the
         greatest of philosophers might hesitate to speculate. And what if two such men came
         together during the greatest and most noteworthy of wars, a war in which the most
         dangerous tyrannies of all time contended against each other, and also against the
         greatest republics? Would we not need a Thucydides as well as an Aristotle to help
         us to understand this event? Neither contemporary philosophy professors nor contemporary
         historians have trained themselves to be of much use in this.[81] 
      

      
       We do have the writings of Chur­chill and de Gaulle themselves. By their own accounts
         they quarreled not only over English policies in French colonies and over the conduct
         of the war itself but more importantly over the political character of the immediate
         postwar settlement, both in France, the conquered then liberated republic, and in
         Germany, the conquering then conquered tyranny. We also learn that they cooperated,
         often in measured opposition to their mighty wartime allies—the United States of Franklin
         Roosevelt and the Soviet Union of Joseph Stalin. What began (one is tempted to say
         as early as 1870) as a conflict between France and Germany ended in the fulfillment
         of Tocqueville’s prediction, earlier still, in the 1830s: By 1946 America and Russia,
         the regime of democratic republicanism and the regime of democratic despotism, each
         held the destinies of half the world in its hands. Neither Chur­chill nor de Gaulle
         wanted this, but in their unflinching way each saw it happening and conceived of geopolitical
         strategies first to meet Germany’s threat and then to meet the consequent rise of
         America and Russia. In all they wrote on these matters they exhibited the quality
         André Malraux would see in de Gaulle: “He was shrewd and even, sometimes, clairvoyant.
         But his intelligence had more to do with the level of his thought, what Chateaubriand
         called the intelligence of greatness of soul.”[82] 
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      Chapter 5

      How Churchill Understood the 
Geopolitics of the First World War
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      Concluding his study of the aftermath of the Great War, Chur­chill wrote: “The story
         ended in 1922 with universal gloom.”[1]  No peace settlement could satisfy both France and Germany; central and southern
         Europe flared with nationalistic passions; Russia remained “under the hardest tyranny
         yet seen in Asia”; the United States dwelt “in opulent, exacting and strongly arming
         seclusion beyond the ocean”; Turkey had been re-established but, restrained no longer
         by Europe, tyrannized non-Muslims; the League of Nations languished, “a frail and
         unsure bulwark” against “stormy seas and sullen clouds”; democracy was in decline,
         despite its supposed salvation in the Great War; England was “bowed by debt and taxation”;
         China roiled in civil war; France was “sundered from England” and poised to invade
         the Ruhr: The war had weakened or destroyed apparently stable institutions not only
         in the countries that lost but in those that won.[2]  
      

      
       Both regimes and polities had suffered revolutions. The major monarchies had collapsed:
         the Romanovs in Russia, the Hapsburgs in Austria, the Hohenzollerns in Germany. The
         polity ruled by one of those regimes—the Austro-Hungarian Empire—had also dissolved
         into nation-states, as had the empire of the Ottomans. This let loose national-racial
         animosities that would burn for more than a century.[3] 
      

      
       Things had appeared better in the years immediately before the Great War. Europe
         had enjoyed a general peace since the end of the Napoleonic Wars, a peace undergirded
         by a system of balanced alliances: Great Britain and France, now commercial republics,
         partnered with czarist Russia while Germany, unified by Bismarck in the previous century,
         lined up with the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Chur­chill recalled:
      

      
         The world on the verge of its catastrophe was very brilliant. Nations and Empires
            crowned with princes and potentates rose majestically on every side, lapped in the
            accumulated treasures of the long peace. All were fitted and fastened—it seemed securely—into
            an immense cantilever. The two mighty European systems faced each other glittering
            and clanking in their panoply, but with a tranquil gaze.[4] 
         

      

      Nonetheless, “there was a strange temper in the air.” Religion had declined, allowing
         “national passions” to be “unduly exalted.” The spiritedness that once had embittered
         Europeans and turned them against each other in the name of religion found a new vehicle
         in race. “Men were everywhere eager to dare.”[5] 
      

      
       When it came, war surprised those daring men. “One rises from the study of the causes
         of the Great War with a prevailing sense of the defective control of individuals upon
         world fortunes.”[6]  The Machiavellian promise—that men may master Fortuna, the promise behind the attempt
         to conquer nature—proved empty. It wasn’t that Europeans had forgotten what war is;
         rather, during the many years of peace after the Congress of Vienna, they had perfected
         three features of modern life that intensified war. “The Great War differed from all
         ancient wars in the immense power of the combatants and their fearful agencies of
         destruction, and from all modern wars in the utter ruthlessness with which it was
         fought.”[7]  Unlike the ancients, the moderns had massed themselves into nation-states, “democracies”
         in the Tocquevillian sense of societies (whether ruled by parliaments or by despots)
         in which the old social hierarchies crowned by titled aristocrats had given way to
         more fluid and egalitarian modes and orders. Also unlike the ancients, the moderns
         understood science not as the contemplation of nature but as its conquest—a conquest
         undertaken by technological means for the relief of man’s estate. Unlike the earlier
         moderns, who soberly husbanded these new technological powers by undertaking limited
         wars, daring men of the twentieth century threw off these moral restraints. Whole
         nations fought, inflicting mass casualties with the most brilliant inventions of science.
         “When it was all over, Torture and Cannibalism were the only two expedients that the
         civilized, scientific, Christian States had been able to deny themselves: and these
         were of doubtful utility.”[8]  This was no longer John Stuart Mill’s utilitarianism. Nor was it his liberalism.
         The modern liberalism intended to tame Machiavellianism had not pervaded Europe to
         the extent many Victorians had hoped and supposed.[9] 
      

      
       Neither did the war confirm modern liberalism’s great ideological rival, historical
         determinism. “To read many modern writers one would suppose that the war came by itself,
         that no person in authority ever thought of such a wicked thing.”[10]  On the contrary, both Austrian and German statesmen did just that. The Austrian
         Foreign Minister, Count Leopold Berchtold, and General of the Infantry, Conrad von
         Hötzendorf, both wanted war with Serbia, and the German Kaiser, Wilhelm II, signaled
         his support. When Serbia acceded to Austrian demands, Berchtold deceived Emperor Franz
         Josef by falsely claiming that the Serbs had fired upon Austrian troops; the Emperor
         then signed off on the war.[11]  To argue that statesmen and not blind forces caused the war does not require Chur­chill
         to pretend that these statesmen were good or great men; “Berchtold is the epitome
         of this age when the affairs of Brobdingnag are managed by the Lilliputians.”[12] 
      

      
       The very excess of spiritedness, exhibited under mass-conditions, themselves under
         the aegis of technology, ultimately erodes spiritedness at the commanding heights:
      

      
         No more may Alexander, Caesar and Napoleon lead armies to victory, ride their horses
            on the field of battle sharing the perils of their soldiers and deciding the fate
            of empires by the resolves and gestures of a few intense hours. For the future they
            will sit surrounded by clerks in offices, as safe, as quiet and as dreary as Government
            departments, while the fighting men in scores of thousands are slaughtered or stifled
            over the telephone by machinery. . . . Next time the competition may be to kill women
            and children, and the civil population generally, and victory will give herself in
            sorry nuptials to the diligent hero who organizes it on the greatest scale.[13]  
         

      

      In apparently eliminating the need for martial virtue from the ranks of the highest
         military officers, this “massification” of warfare represents only one aspect of a
         pervasive collectivization of human life; simultaneously, all other aspects of life
         serve to fuel and fire warfare. Societies now organize themselves into modern states
         with nations whose “full collective consciousness enabled enterprises of slaughter
         to be planned and executed upon a scale, with a perseverance never before imagined.”[14]  Finance and capital, democratic institutions, education, journalism, religion, and
         science all make modern war “the potential destroyer of the human race.”[15]  Progress had been the byword of nineteenth-century Europe, but progress itself made war more
         cataclysmic; the Great Society produced the Great War.
      

      
       Astonishingly, human beings endured this war, “march[ing] to death with somber dignity.”
         They remained human in the midst of radically dehumanizing circumstances.[16]  “When the dread signal of Armageddon was made, mankind was found to be many times
         stronger in valor, in endurance, in brains, in science, in apparatus, in organization,
         not only than it had ever been before, but than even its most audacious optimists
         had dared to dream,” as man’s “nervous system” endured “physical and moral stresses
         before which the simpler natures of primeval times would have collapsed,” preserving
         “through these torments the glories of a reasonable and compassionate mind.”[17]  In this, Great Britain in particular had vindicated its greatness:
      

      
         Once more now in the march of the centuries Old England was to stand forth in battle
            against the mightiest thrones and dominations. Once more in defense of the liberties
            of Europe and the common right must she enter upon a voyage of great toil and hazard
            across waters uncharted, towards coasts unknown, guided only by the stars. Once more
            “the far-off line of storm-beaten ships” was to stand between the Continental Tyrant
            and the dominion of the world.[18] 
         

      

      Standing between that tyrant and the nation of ships, however, stood something else:
         the trenches of France. The freedom and mobility of naval warfare required for its
         success the rigidity, the immobility of boundaries that the tyrant could not cross.
         Those boundaries enabled Britain to stand—by sailing—between the tyrant and world
         dominion. Holding those boundaries meant to uphold human dignity and to subject human beings to degradation; holding those boundaries tested the character
         of the citizens of the regimes of liberty even as it forced civilian and military
         rulers to find a strategy for victory in a war fought under conditions that seemed
         to foreclose victory. In this new, unlimited war, a war of societies against societies, a war in which geopolitical aims
         included, or came to include, not mere territorial adjustments but the ruin of ruling
         classes, “the belief that defeat meant revolution hardened all governing resolves.”[19]  To lose means not merely loss of prestige or territory but also loss of regime and
         polity; therefore, each state and its regime required the mobilization of its whole
         people in a fight to the death against enemy states and their regimes.
      

      
       Neither the military leaders nor the statesmen of the Great War fully understood
         this new kind of war. This resulted in stalemate, both on the battlefield and in the
         capitals. The military leaders knew that “the first rule of war is to concentrate
         superior strength for decisive action and to avoid division of forces or engaging
         in detail.”[20]  Stopped cold by the trenches, military planners chose artillery. “But there are
         limits to the offensive power of artillery”: These include the need for concentration
         of fire, which in turn requires painstaking preparations; even if successful, a modest
         shift in position by the defender can continue the stalemate. Limited in scope, artillery
         bombardment cannot extend its resultant “demoralization and stupefaction” to the remainder
         of the army; overrun the defender at one point, and he will have fresh troops ready
         to cut the attacker to pieces a short distance farther on.[21]  In a war of peoples, commanders usually will have fresh troops. Thus the Great War
         consummated a trend first seen in the American Civil War: Defense beats offense if
         offense attacks frontally; therefore, only flanking maneuvers could bring victory
         in a modern land war. But if the enemy has trenches all around his country, no outflanking
         can occur.[22]  “Confronted with this deadlock, military art remained dumb.”[23] 
      

      
       Statesmen did no better. “There are many kinds of maneuvers in war, some only of
         which take place upon the battlefield”—“maneuvers in time, in diplomacy, in mechanics,
         in psychology.” The need to coordinate all of these maneuvers means that “at the summit
         true politics and strategy are one.” The allies should have conferred with one another
         near the beginning of the war—by January 1915—precisely to coordinate not only men
         and materiel but propaganda and overtures (or threats) to neutral powers; instead,
         “each allied state pursued in the main its own course, keeping the others more or
         less informed.”[24]  Complicating the problem were the entirely different characters of the Western and
         Eastern fronts. “In the West the armies were too big for the country; in the East
         the country was too big for the peoples.”[25]  The geographically limited West soon became clogged with well-entrenched mass armies;
         defense frustrated offense. The geographically capacious East lent itself to a war
         of maneuver, with few points of conflict easily fixed and flanking movements always
         a threat: “Here was War in all its old unlimited hazard, but on an unexampled scale,”
         accelerated by “the strong, multiplying power of railways, capable of producing now
         here, now there, an irresistible development of hostile forces.”[26]  Soldiers and especially statesmen needed to manage, simultaneously, two radically
         different wars and treat them as one.
      

      
       The commercial republican regime in some respects amplified this military and political
         paralysis, as Chur­chill observed during the war itself. Not only can “no democratic
         country, like Great Britain or the United States or France, with a parliamentary government,
         absorbed in a keen life and active discussion . . . plan and prepare an aggressive
         war,” such a country seldom can bring itself to defend itself adequately against foreign
         aggression. Although British statesmen knew of German and Austrian military preparations,
         they could do little to counter them. Had any prime minister warned the House of Commons
         and urged preparedness,
      

      
         Could he have presented any convincing evidence? Would he have been believed? Would
            such war talk have been tolerated in London or Paris or Petrograd? Would it not have
            precipitated the realization of perils still purely conjectural and actually extremely
            improbable?[27] 
         

      

      Chur­chill would, famously, test these assumptions in the 1930s, with precisely the
         same results he foresaw in 1916. Even more than during the Great Depression, in the
         years before the Great War “the fair prospect of expanding wealth and comfort, the
         increasing interlacement of the nations, their commercial interdependence, the free
         communication, the money power, the labor influence, all the toys of science, all
         the fruits of thought, stood between mankind and the actual deed.”[28] 
      

      
       The German regime, now a military oligarchy with a monarchic head, thus enjoyed the
         initiative. In Chur­chill’s estimation, German strategists also understood the danger
         Great Britain posed to their ambitions. “It is no small proof of the shrewdness of
         Prussian military instinct that the Germans realized at once where the peril lay,
         and even while their armies rolled forward to the terrific assault of the French frontiers,
         or drew up to withstand at heavy odds the hosts of the Tsar, their hate and rage were
         concentrated upon an unorganized, black-coated [i.e., middle-class], commerce-absorbed,
         politics-loving State which could scarcely at the outset put 150,000 men in the field.”[29]  A peaceful, commercial republic Great Britain might be, but it had the navy commercial
         republics need to protect their merchant shipping.[30]  And, in Great Britain’s case, it also had a navy to protect an empire:
      

      
         For consider these ships, so vast in themselves, yet so small, so easily lost to sight
            on the surface of the waters. Sufficient at the moment, we had trusted, for their
            task, but yet only a score or so. They were all we had. On them, as we conceived,
            floated the might, majesty, dominion and power of the British Empire. . . . Open the
            sea-cocks and let them sink beneath the surface . . . and in a few minutes—half an
            hour at the most—the whole outlook of the world would be changed. The British Empire
            would dissolve like a dream; each isolated community struggling forward by itself;
            the central power of union [i.e., the Union of England, Scotland, and Ireland] broken;
            mighty provinces, whole Empires in themselves, drifting hopelessly out of control
            and falling a prey to others; and Europe after one sudden convulsion passing into
            the iron grip and rule of the Teuton and of all that the Teutonic system meant.[31] 
         

      

      This very fleet also depended more than ever on the empire; the fleet no longer ran
         on coal, which Great Britain had, but oil, which it did not have, except in its imperial
         territories, far removed from the British Isles.
      

      
       The fleet also served as the primary instrument in the defense of the core territory
         of this huge but vulnerable empire. Small compared to the country’s major continental
         rivals, the British Isles’ best defense remained as it had been during the wars with
         the French: a forward defense by sea,
      

      
      
         consist[ing] in establishing immediately upon the outbreak of war a close blockade
            of the enemy’s ports and naval bases by means of flotillas of strong small craft supported
            by cruisers with superior battle fleets in reserve. The experience of 200 years had
            led all naval strategists to agree on this fundamental principle, “Our first line
            of defense is the enemy’s ports.”[32] 
         

      

      
      Against France, this had merely required getting ships into the English Channel; against
         Germany, it required the more difficult task of getting ships from the Channel to
         the North Sea, ships now endangered by enemy submarines.
      

      
       Great Britain began its strategic planning for a war in Europe in August 1911, exactly
         three years before the war began.[33]  In a year, a naval alliance with France was struck; the British would defend the
         Channel and France’s Atlantic coast, freeing the French navy to defend the Mediterranean.[34]  As First Lord of the Admiralty, Chur­chill spearheaded this plan, as well as the
         additional fleet construction undertaken in those years. He admits that he did not
         anticipate one German naval tactic, predicted only by his storied old predecessor
         as First Lord, John Arbuthnot Fisher: the use of submarines against unarmed merchant
         ships “without challenge or any means of rescuing the crews,” a practice “abhorrent
         to the immemorial law and practice of the sea,” one sure to “unite the civilized world
         against them.”[35] 
      

      
       This strategy worked. By April 1915, “England enjoyed a supremacy at sea the like
         of which had never been seen even in the days of Nelson.” Without British control
         of the sea lanes, Germany would have severed Allied sea communications and exposed
         France to a two-front war—the ultimately fatal position of Germany itself. The first
         attempt by the Germans to use submarines against the British fleet failed. The second
         campaign, beginning in October 1916, entailed “unrestricted” submarine warfare—that
         is, attacks on merchant ships, including the merchant ships of neutrals; this falsified
         the first part of Chur­chill’s prediction but confirmed the second part, as “the United
         States became a mortal enemy” of Germany. But the Germans had reason. They knew that
         England could not do without shipping for supplies and counted on reducing her to
         submission before American troops could arrive.[36] 
      

      
       In his account of the ensuing debate over countermeasures (the principal one being
         the system of convoying merchant ships), Chur­chill stresses one main point. The politicians,
         not the professional navy officers, controlled the process, and this turned out well.
      

      
         It was a long, intense, violent struggle between the amateur politicians, thrown by
            democratic Parliamentary institutions to the head of affairs, on the one hand, and
            the competent, trained, experienced experts of the Admiralty and their great sea officers
            on the other. The astonishing fact is that the politicians were right, and that the
            Admiralty authorities were wrong. The politicians were right upon a technical, professional
            question ostensibly quite outside their sphere, and the Admiralty authorities were
            wrong upon what was, after all, the heart and center of their peculiar job.[37] 
         

      

      The politicians had the freedom to question professional assumptions, to force the
         navy men to explain themselves. “They were not under moral awe of professional authority,
         if it did not seem reasonable to the lay mind.” They did not hesitate to question,
         secretly, the junior officers, men in closer contact with the realities on the sea,
         and used the information thus gleaned in their questioning of the chiefs.[38]  “In no other country could such a thing have happened”—Germany, with its regime
         of military oligarchy and its cult of bureaucratic professionalism, least of all.[39]  Victory in war hinged in large measure upon this regime difference.
      

      
      Chur­chill found one political weakness in the British regime from the outset of the
         war. The Liberal Party failed to form a national unity government, leaving the Conservative
         Party “free from all responsibility to watch the inevitable mistakes, shortcomings,
         surprises and disappointments which the struggle had in store.” This failure would
         handicap the regime in the major crisis of late 1915, the Dardanelles campaign.[40] 
      

      
       Two of Great Britain’s three principal allies also were commercial republics. France
         defended the Western Front. Her wartime leaders—Prime Minister Georges Clemenceau
         and General Ferdinand Foch—represented the republican and aristocratic traditions
         of the nation, respectively; crucially, these elements were no longer hostile to each
         other.[41]  The nationalism that bound them together had produced an atmosphere of revanchisme in the years prior to the war, directed particularly at the German annexation of
         the provinces of Alsace and Lorraine in 1871.[42]  Chur­chill insists that these sentiments in no way contributed to the outbreak of
         war: Prior to August 1914, France “assented instantly to every proposal that could
         make for peace” and “abstained from every form of provocative action.” France “would
         have begged for mercy [from the Germans] in vain. She did not beg.”[43] 
      

      
       But neither did she sufficiently prepare. A sea-surrounded commercial republic can,
         to some extent, afford dilatory preparation; a commercial republic located on a plain
         without vast territory and/or an extensive network of neighboring allies or tributaries
         cannot. The French wedded semi-preparedness with a military doctrine of l’attaque, toujours l’attaque. “The doctrine of the offensive raised to the height of a religious frenzy animated
         all ranks, and in no rank was restricted by the foreknowledge of the modern rifle
         and machine guns,” scythes against attackers.[44]  Chur­chill esteems “the martial fortitude and devotion” of the French while regretting
         the lack of prudence displayed by the strategists. Fortitude and devotion “rendered
         a sublime recovery possible” for France, but the “frightful butchery” that preceded
         that sublimity needed not to have been so extensive.[45] 
      

      
       Great Britain’s other republican ally, the United States, entered the war only after
         Germany turned its submarines upon American shipping. By 1917 at the latest, Chur­chill
         regarded the Americans as necessary for overcoming the military deadlock: “Without
         the intervention of American armies there is no possibility of our attaining that
         superiority of numbers over the enemy which before the war would have been judged
         indispensable to a decisively successful offensive,” the first rule of war being to
         concentrate superior force for decisive action.[46]  Whereas Germany forced war upon the French commercial republic from the beginning
         of hostilities, the distant American commercial republic could wait, and did. Chur­chill
         directs his attention not to the Americans but to one American, Woodrow Wilson, who
         supposed that military deadlock in Europe could serve as prelude to a settlement negotiated
         by himself, maintaining that peace without the victory of either side would last longer
         than peace imposed by a victor. “A good American, an academic Liberal, and a sincere
         hater of war and violence,” and also an elected official who wanted re-election in
         a nation none too eager to fight in Europe, Wilson found it too easy to hold that
         position for too long. Although known as a moralist, Wilson’s statesmanship suffered
         from a lack of moral clarity. “He would have been greatly helped in his task,” Chur­chill
         notes drily, “if he had reached a definite conclusion where in the European struggle
         Right lay.”[47]  Wilson thought about the war in terms of the outcome he wanted. A statesman should
         do that. But without a clear sense of what the stakes in a war are at its outset, the statesman will dither. The French did know what the stakes were, from the outset;
         Germany forced decision upon them.[48]  Some French decisions were bad, but at least they made decisions. Wilson did not
         know the stakes from the outset, or perhaps held himself aloof from them—a luxury
         his country’s distance from the war allowed him. The French imprudence was born of
         the need to react, the temptation to overreact; the American imprudence was born of
         the lack of the need to react at all. Geographically and morally, Great Britain took
         the central ground.
      

      
       Although imprudent militarily, the French had good diplomatic judgment. They complemented
         their Western-front alliance with Great Britain with an Eastern-front alliance with
         Russia. As the Germans threatened to overrun France at the outset of the war, Russia
         acted on its mutual defense treaty with France and attacked Germany. Buoyed by their
         successes on the Western front, the Germans transferred forces to the East. Russia
         “paid a fearful price” for its attack on East Prussia; they could match the Austrians
         in any battle, but the Germans were too strong.[49]  By the end of 1914, only a few months into the war, Russia had lost 1.35 million
         soldiers to death, injury, or capture. For a time, its vast population enabled it
         quickly to replace the loss; Hindenburg viewed the German victory in the 1915 Winter
         Battle of Masuria as a tactical triumph but a strategic failure because the Russians
         so rapidly re-manned their army.[50]  Beyond its vast population, “Russia had, however, one last supreme resource—territory.”
         The Germans could no more conquer all of Russia than Napoleon could. In autumn of
         1915, the Russian army retreated from its Warsaw redoubt, gave up a line of fortresses
         and a network of railways, yet still fought on, in retreat, as its predecessor had
         done against Napoleon.[51]  But Russia “suffered one fatal deficiency which no Allied assistance could repair”:
         too few of its soldiers could read and write, and too few of its officers had adequate
         training.[52]  Habituated to a regime of despotism, they could not think for themselves. Neither,
         really, could their monarch:
      

      
         He was neither a great captain nor a great prince. He was only a true, simple man
            of average ability, of merciful disposition, upheld in all his daily life by his faith
            in God. But the brunt of supreme decisions centered on him.[53] 
         

      

      What the Russians on this vast territory could do was slog their way through, retreating slowly from any German offensive. By 1917,
         Russia seemed to have seen its way through. “In spite of errors vast and terrible,
         the regime [Nicholas II] personified, over which he presided, to which his personal
         character gave the vital spark, had at this moment won the war for Russia.”[54]  Internal forces brought him low, forces aided by the Germans.
      

      
       As an absolute monarchy ruled by a mediocre monarch, the Russian regime’s strength
         was also its weakness. “The very rigidity of the system gave it its strength.” But
         once that rigidity broke—as the Czar and Czarina became “the objects of growing universal
         resentment” for classes “which had no outlet but revolt,” and “no scapegoat but the
         Sovereign” for “the misfortunes and mismanagement of the War”—recovery could not happen.
         Although some writers “speak lightly of changing the fundamental principles of the
         Russian State in the stress of the War from absolute monarchy to some British or French
         parliamentary system” it “can never be proved” that a new regime consisting of a “three-quarters-Czar
         or half-Czar and the rest a Parliament could in such a period have commanded anything
         at all.”[55] 
      

      
       What of Great Britain’s enemies?

      
       Chur­chill gives a careful account of the head of the German regime, which led the
         enemy alliance. If commercial republics talk too much, “the Kaiser and his twenty
         kinglets and their feudal aristocracy” put too much credence in force, indeed embodied
         “the doctrine of force without limit.”[56]  When Germans talked, they merely used words as camouflage for actions. “In truth
         there was a policy behind a policy. The deep purposes of the German nation did not
         lie in the German Foreign Office. The soul of Germany had been surrendered to the
         General Staff”—the regime embodiment of the doctrine of force, and consequently that
         doctrine’s devoted publicist.[57]  “Wealth, power, knowledge flowed in upon the German people on every side”; “they
         dwelt in honor and security” thanks to the careful policies of Bismarck, who, in the
         aftermath of the Franco-Prussian War allied first with Austria and then with Italy.[58]  When Austrian and Russian interests clashed in the Balkans in 1887, Bismarck signed
         a treaty with Russia, assuring the Czar that the Austro-German alliance would not
         undermine Russian influence there. Germany could have entered the new century as the
         stable centerpiece of modern Europe. But with Bismarck’s dismissal by the young Kaiser
         in 1890, “new forces began to assail the system he had maintained with consummate
         ability for so long.” Given the Czar’s suspicion that the younger German rulers no
         longer aimed at mere stability in Europe, the Russian head of state did not quite
         believe the treaty assurances and took the precaution of forming an alliance with
         France in 1892. Although Great Britain then preferred to keep itself out of these
         Continental maneuverings, it could not fail to notice when Germany moved to challenge
         its naval supremacy at the turn of the century. British statesmen moved quickly to
         “settl[e] up our differences with France” over North African colonies, a rapprochement
         made easier when Japan defeated Russia in their war in 1904, which weakened France’s
         other ally against the Germans.[59] 
      

      
       This scarcely deterred the Germans, who observed the difficulties encountered by
         the British in the Boer War and drew the wrong conclusion. Instead of seeing that
         modern armaments gave the advantage to defenders, complicating Great Britain’s attempt
         to defeat the Boers on the Boers’ turf, they took the British war performance as a
         sign of British military weakness on land.[60]  That is, they mistook a characteristic of modern war itself for a specifically British
         deficiency. This impression only magnified in the next few years. When Austria seized
         Bosnia and Herzogivina from the Turks in 1908, enraging Russians and their Balkan
         allies, the Serbians, Germany sided with Austria; “the new doctrine had become, ‘My
         ally, right or wrong!’”[61]  In this atmosphere of rising nationalism and power-politics, “England was left an
         isolated defender of the sanctity of Treaties and the law of nations”—yet again harvesting
         the contempt of German militarists.[62] 
      

      
         It began to be realized that it was no use trying to turn Germany from her course
            by abstaining from counter measures. Reluctance on our part to build ships was attributed
            in Germany to want of national spirit, and as another proof that the virile race should
            advance to replace the effete, over-civilized and pacifist society which was no longer
            capable of sustaining its great place in the world’s affairs.[63] 
         

      

      As for the well-known argument that Germany felt blocked in its competition for colonies,
         Chur­chill replied, “We were no enemies to German colonial expansion, and we would
         even have taken active steps to further her wishes in this respect,” but only in exchange
         for German acceptance of British superiority at sea, a superiority Chur­chill described
         in a speech at Glasgow as “essentially defensive.”[64]  In return for that, the Germans demanded a guarantee of British neutrality in any future war Germany
         fought with France or Russia.[65]  All of this crystallized the alliances that fought the war.
      

      
       Germany’s principal ally, the Austro-Hungarian Empire, wobbled under the strain of
         a polity even more ill-designed than its regime. The Empire made sense as a way of
         protecting diverse Christian peoples from the Islamic caliphate of the Ottoman Turks.
         The Empire served this defensive purpose well for several centuries, enabling Russia,
         Turkey’s “old and deadly” enemy, to slowly drive the Ottomans down. By the nineteenth
         century, the Ottoman Empire had become the proverbial “sick man of Europe.” But this
         new security “gradually relaxed or destroyed the bonds which had long united the races”
         of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Hungary had bid for independence in 1848; Bohemia
         “chafed and struggled in the Austrian net,” and the Slavs of southern Europe, the
         most powerful being the Serbs, also dreamed of self-rule.[66]  Here, as in Russia, regime change in the direction of republicanism could not solve—indeed could only exacerbate—the
         dilemma of the polity, of the state.
      

      
         When mixed populations and mingled religions took their obligatory seats in millions
            at the desks, every classroom, every curriculum in every village school became an
            arena. There was not in the declining Empire any force equal to that which has imposed
            throughout all innumerable national schools of the United States one single language
            and one universal secularism. Each race in the Dual Monarchy indulged its separatist
            tendencies to the full, and reviving ancient, even long-forgotten tongues, used these
            as weapons in ever-extending hostilities.[67] 
         

      

      Transferred to a parliament, these hostilities only intensified. “Parliaments can
         only flourish when fundamentals are agreed or at least accepted by the great majority
         of the parties.” Under the polyglot, multicultural empire of Austria, “bands of excited
         deputies sat and howled at each other by the hour in rival languages”; “all gave rein
         to hatred; and all have paid for its indulgence with blood and tears.”[68]  Germany, unified under Prussia at the expense of the Hapsburgs in the 1860s, easily
         dominated its ally; unlike Austria, Germany’s polity was a unified nation-state. On
         the other hand, while often obedient to Germany, Austria proved a less-than-adept
         ally. While the German armies mauled the Russians in the northern section of the Eastern
         front, the Austrians faltered against the Russians in the south. The Austrian military
         suffered from the same problem as the overall polity; it was “composed like no army
         in the world” of at least nine various and antagonistic nationalities. Before the
         war, a German-Austrian officer corps held this “heterogeneous mass” together with
         some “eighty words of command in German,” but a year into the war more than half of
         these “courageous, resolute professionals” had died. “The need of employing very large
         numbers of new officers of Czech, Rumanian or Croat nationality offered positions
         of authority to many who hated the Teutonic race and cared nothing for the House of
         Hapsburg.”[69]  Thus, the defects of the imperial polity undercut the monarchic regime.
      

      
       Germany’s other major ally, the Ottoman Empire, had changed its regime in 1908, as
         the Young Turks—a nationalist, modernizing faction within the regime itself—overthrew
         the Sultan and founded a constitutional monarchy—in reality, an oligarchy. The Young
         Turks resisted the decline of the Empire, a decline seen most painfully some thirty
         years earlier when Russia defeated the Sultan’s forces and transferred Bosnia and
         Herzegovina from Ottoman rule to the Austrians. Russia’s defeat by Japan the previous
         year both emboldened the Young Turks in their ambitions against the long-standing
         enemy and caused the Czar to turn his attention to the Dardanelles strait on Turkey’s
         northwestern border, which links the Black Sea with the Aegean Sea and the Mediterranean.
         The Czar imagined that the war with Japan might have ended differently had Russia’s
         Black Sea fleet been able to sail out through the Dardanelles, through the Suez Canal,
         and around to Japan, reinforcing his Pacific fleet.[70]  The old regime in Russia and the new regime in Turkey headed for collision, a collision
         guaranteed when the Ottoman war minister, Enver Pasha, arranged a secret military
         alliance with Germany in August 1914. Unfortunately for the Germans, “the German-trained
         but Turkish-hearted subaltern” proved an incompetent warrior—German officers effectively
         took over his forces—and the Ottoman Empire suffered from the same problem as the
         Austrian: the presence of restive nationalities—from the Caucasus to Arabia—awaiting
         signs of weakness in Istanbul as they yearned for independence.[71]  The Ottomans might have appealed to Islam in order to unify their forces, but the
         Young Turks’ secularist nationalism had weakened that supporting reed. As First Lord
         of the Admiralty during the war, Chur­chill saw this vulnerability, and tried to exploit
         it with his ill-fated naval foray into the Dardanelles.[72] 
      

      
       Both Triple Entente and Triple Alliance military strategies “oscillated . . . between
         two opposed conceptions of strategy: To attack the strong, or to attack the weak.”[73]  Chur­chill remarks, “Obviously if you can beat your strongest opponent in the hostile
         combination you should do so.”[74]  But given the deadlock at the point where the opposing armies were strongest—the
         Western Front—both sides should have advanced against the enemy alliance’s weaker
         links. Germany should have attacked Russia, not France, in 1914; the Entente immediately
         should have counter-attacked against the Turks in the Dardanelles, preparatory to
         severing the Ottoman Empire from the European theater and linking the armies of the
         commercial republics of the West with those of outgunned, beleaguered Russia. Emperor
         Chief of the German General Staff Erich von Falkenhayn did campaign successfully against
         Russia a year later, in 1915, but then returned to an assault on the well-consolidated
         Western Front the year after that. Had Germany continued its Eastern Front campaign
         it might have seized the rich farmlands of Ukraine and then the oil fields of Persia,
         seriously weakening Allied supplies. But the German military oligarchy understandably
         but foolishly “took altogether too narrow and too purely military a view of the general
         position of Germany and her allies”; animated by militarism, German strategists “once again proclaimed the guiding maxim of German military policy”:
         “Attack the strongest at his strongest point, not the weakest at his weakest point.”[75]  This strategy stirs the most spirited elements of the soul, and it might win a war
         in a lightning surprise attack; it does not raise the odds of winning a war against
         an enemy whose strongest point is no less strong than your own, an enemy just strong
         enough to blunt the Blitzkrieg.[76]  Chur­chill dispassionately observes that through most of the war, the Germans inflicted
         more casualties on the Allies than the Allies could inflict on them. It was Germany’s
         “tremendous offensive of 1918” that reversed those ratios of death; “it was their
         own offensive, not ours, that consummated their ruin.”[77]  In sum, “the total defeat of Germany was due to three cardinal mistakes: the decision
         to march through Belgium [in 1914] regardless of bringing Britain into the war; the
         decision to begin the unrestricted U-boat war [in 1917] regardless of bringing the
         United States into the war; and thirdly, the decision to use the German forces liberated
         from Russia in 1918 for a final onslaught on France.”[78]  While “you cannot blame a general for thinking as a general ought to think about
         his own job,” even in wartime you might prefer a regime that does not consist of generals
         alone. “It was the fatal weakness of the German Empire that its military leaders,
         who knew every detail of their profession and nothing outside it, considered themselves,
         and became, arbiters of the whole policy of the State.”[79]  By valorizing militarism as its way of life, the hyper-nationalist, hyper-spirited
         ethos of the regime finally blocked the purpose of military action: victory.
      

      
       Might the Allies have hastened the end of the war by their own actions, instead of
         waiting for the German regime to commit one too many errors? Chur­chill advocated
         an attack on the Triple Alliance’s weakest link, the Ottoman Empire. By 1914 “already
         moribund,” the Empire suffered from intractable religious factionalism. Orthodox Christian
         nations in the Balkans—including Russia’s ally, Serbia—and Arab Muslims in the Middle
         East gazed “in a measureless hatred and hunger upon the dying Empire from which they
         had endured so much so long.”[80]  When Germany declared war, Britain offered the newly founded Ottoman regime of the
         Young Turks military protection from its many enemies in exchange for staying out
         of the war.[81]  This made sense because Great Britain had allied with the Ottomans against the Russians
         in the 1850s and again in the 1870s, blocking Russian penetration into the Middle
         East, where it might have threatened British interests as far east as India. But Enver
         Pasha looked forward to a German victory over their perennial shared enemy, Russia,
         anticipating territorial acquisitions in the Caucasus. Recovering quickly from the
         Ottomans’ rejection, the Allies sided with the long-embittered nations within both
         the Ottoman and the Austrian empires. They did so, however, with no concerted policy
         for managing the Balkans, where the rebellious nations hated each other as much as
         they hated their imperial rulers. This strategy might have made victory in war possible,
         but it vastly complicated the peace that followed. Chur­chill favored a more direct
         route to victory.
      

      
       “The essence of the war problem was not changed by its enormous scale.” Statesmen
         needed to raise their eyes from the mesmerizing deadlock in the West because “the
         main theatre is not at all times the decisive theatre.” “Once the view was extended
         to the whole scene of the war, and that vast war conceived as if it were a single
         battle, and once the sea power of Britain was brought into play, turning movements
         of a most far-reaching character were open to the Allies.”[82]  Sea power, exerted in the south through the Balkans or in the north through Holland,
         Denmark, and Scandinavia could outflank the Germans. In other words, the war of maneuver,
         of mobility, seen initially in the Eastern front also could be waged by the Western
         powers in the south. The object should be to “compel the enemy to attack”; if the
         current classes of weapons give the advantage to defense, then one should provoke
         one’s enemy into taking the offensive.[83]  
      

      
       The blockade of German ports by the British navy had not so provoked the Germans.
         Chur­chill therefore proposed a joint sea and land assault in the south, at the Dardanelles.
         Others worried that no troops could be spared on the Western front, despite the Germans’
         preoccupation with the Eastern front. Chur­chill replied that opening a third, southern
         front would force the Germans to dilute their Western-front troop strength still further.
         Moreover, if the Entente could seize Istanbul, the Young Turks would retreat into
         the Middle East, severing themselves from their European allies and leaving their
         European provinces for use as inducements to Italy, Greece, and Rumania—all covetous
         of Ottoman lands—to join the war as Entente allies. Most important, British and French
         forces could then join with the Russians.
      

      
      Logical in the abstract, the campaign backfired because Chur­chill did not take First
         Sea Lord John Fisher’s advice and obtain adequate army support. In his own defense,
         Chur­chill argues that neither the British nor the French army would have agreed to
         subtract troops from the Western front in sufficient numbers to win in the Balkans.
         “It was good to go as far as we did. Not to persevere—that was the crime.”[84]  “I marveled much in those sad days at the standard of values and sense of proportion
         which prevailed among our politicians and naval and military authorities” who, “confident
         of breaking the line in France” with yet another offensive, sacrificed a quarter of
         a million men there while refusing to lose “one hundredth part as many sailors and
         a dozen old ships” in the Dardanelles—where victory had actually been possible. The
         dispute between those committed to the Western front and those committed to opening
         a southern front resulted in compromise; compromise resulted in insufficient troops
         to win, although the Turks suffered even worse losses. Chur­chill resigned as First
         Lord. “I found it unendurable to remain participant in such crimes against truth and
         reason.”[85] 
      

      
       More such crimes ensued on both sides as the dogma of the offensive continued to
         make war against reality. The failure of the southern campaign ended “all hope of
         forming direct and continuous contact with Russia.” The other two fronts, western
         and eastern, remained separated. This had its worst effect on the Russian regime.
         As the southern campaign got under way, much-battered “Russia had cheered herself
         by dwelling on the great prize of Constantinople”—the warmwater port it had coveted
         since the time of Peter the Great. As the British attack faltered, however, the Russians
         suspected a British conspiracy to make merely a show of forcing the Dardanelles, “and
         this while Russia was pouring out her blood as no race had ever done since men waged
         war.”[86]  German propagandists did nothing to dispel such rumors.
      

      
         Russia was to be the first to fall, and in her fall to open upon herself a tide of
            ruin in which perhaps a score of millions of human beings have been engulfed. The
            consequences of these events abide with us today [1931]. They will darken the world
            for our children’s children.[87] 
         

      

      More immediately, the victory of the Central Powers in the south also “quelled simultaneously
         all likelihood of any attempt against their northern flank upon the Baltic” and allowed
         German and Austrian troops to advance easily into Ukraine, the agricultural riches
         of which obviated any need to seek supplies from the overseas lands that the British
         navy had so effectively prevented them from reaching. The strategy of frontal attacks
         stuck in place, although it bled the Allies worse than it did the enemy. “And when
         at the end, three years later, the throng of uniformed functionaries who in the seclusion
         of their offices had complacently presided over this awful process, presented Victory
         to their exhausted nations, it proved only less ruinous to the victor than to the
         vanquished.”[88] 
      

      
      Geopolitical Aftermath

      
      In the war, for the fourth time in four centuries, England “headed and sustained the
         resistance of Europe to a military tyranny,” preserving the independence of the Low
         Countries as buffers against the most menacing of the Continental powers.[89]  The name of Wilhelm II joined those of Napoleon, Louis XIV, and Philip II in the
         ranks of the justly defeated would-be imperial tyrants. The Great War, the first British
         war “fought with a parliamentary system based on universal manhood suffrage,”[90] confirmed that “the only sure foundation for a State is a Government freely elected
         by millions of people, and as many millions as possible.”[91]  In Britain and her allied nations, these millions had “victory absolute and incomparable”
         in their hands. “What would they do with it?”[92] 
      

      
      This time Britain had allied with its great lost colony, the United States. The geopolitical
         reunification of “the two great branches of the English-speaking world” might have
         made “the great new external balancer” of European politics, the United States, a
         decisive force for peace in a world in which war had turned apocalyptically deadly.[93]  As early as 1912, Chur­chill had argued “it must always be a guiding star of British
         statesmanship” to “draw nearer in bonds of friendship and association to the people
         of the United States.”[94]  British statesmen might have guided the powerful Americans, even as an experienced
         and canny Tocquevillian aristocrat would guide democracy.
      

      
      Chur­chill proposed a geopolitical strategy for Great Britain as soon as the war concluded.
         “In concert with the United States,” Britain should “aid and protect France,” which
         continued to suffer grievously from the aftereffects of having a major front located
         squarely on her soil for the duration of a world war. Complementarily, Britain should
         “make peace with the German people and secure them a fair opportunity, after they
         have made amends and given evidence of a new spirit, of putting themselves right with
         the world by rendering it good service.” Finally, Britain should “sustain and encourage
         all those forces in Russia which are striving for the destruction of the Bolshevik
         tyranny and the establishment of the Russian people upon a broad and genuine democratic
         basis.”[95]  The British should never “forget that the great, mighty masses of the German and
         Russian nations will not always remain in their present weakness and miseries. At
         no great distance from the present time [1919] they will again be powerful factors
         in the world, and no course which it is in our power to take can prevent them from
         being so, even were that our wish.” To prevent revanchiste regimes in Germany and Russia from allying with the newly liberated nations of the
         old empires in eastern and southern Europe against the commercial republics of the
         West, a League of Nations would be needed, one armed with “overwhelmingly strong”
         military forces and including “representatives of a Germany cured of Imperialism and
         of a Russia rescued from Bolshevism.”[96] 
      

      
      But the American people refused Wilson’s League of Nations, which was also Britain’s
         League—“an Anglo-Saxon conception arising from the moral earnestness of persons of
         similar temperament”—specifically, “liberal elements”—“on both sides of the Atlantic.”[97]  In 1919, Chur­chill wrote, “It is impossible to exaggerate the gravity of the consequences
         which would arise from an American repudiation of the League of Nations or withdrawal
         from the general Peace Treaty.” With starvation and simmering animosities in the new
         Balkan nation-states resulting from the breakup of the old, imperial structures, and
         with no American backing for a League of Nations to replace the empires, and with
         France left “alone on the Rhine, confronted with Germany, and probably later on with
         Russia,” the “whole victory gained by French, British and American exertions” will
         be squandered. “A more melancholy page in human history could hardly be conceived.”[98] 
      

      
       Further looming against the Anglo-Americans, during the war Russia “had changed her
         identity”—her regime—opening “an abyss which still continues in human affairs.”[99]  Chur­chill explains this revolution not in terms of ideas, in terms of Marxism-Leninism,
         but in terms of the character of the tyrant, V. I. Lenin, a man ruled by the passion
         for revenge against the regime that had executed his older brother in the 1890s; Lenin
         deployed Marxism as a weapon to be aimed at the social structure of the world itself,
         aiming at the destruction of thousands of “class enemies” in the course of an envisioned
         worldwide upheaval. He only got a Russian revolution, but that alone was big enough
         to worry Chur­chill.[100]  
      

      
      In his peace treaty with Germany, Lenin had ceded rule over 55 million fellow Slavs,
         but even the reversal of that treaty by the Allied victory over Germany brought only
         the larger confrontation of the commercial republican regimes against the Bolsheviks.
         Whereas the absolute monarchs of Germany and Russia—men who had reigned as symbols
         of their nations as the British monarch does but who also exercised a considerable
         degree of sovereign power—ruled with “an absence of those salutary checks which, except
         in the most violent times, should always curb the human will,” Lenin came from “a
         different mold.”[101]  Lenin was not an absolute monarch; Lenin was a tyrant.
      

      
         A tyranny may be defined for practical purposes as the arbitrary rule of one man without
            regard to the wishes of millions. A tyrant is one who allows the fancies of his mind
            to count for more in deciding action than the needs, feelings, hopes, lives and physical
            well-being of the people over whom he has obtained control. A tyrant is one who wrecks
            the lives of millions for the satisfaction of his own conceptions.[102] 
         

      

      The character of modern tyranny in such a major state as Russia meant that “the Allies
         were bound to intervene in Russia after the Bolshevik Revolution if the Great War was to be won”—that is, truly won, made to result in a geopolitical settlement that favored a just
         and lasting peace in Europe.[103]  “Bolshevik Russia can never form part” of a League of Nations, Chur­chill predicted,
         because “theirs is a war against civilized society which can never end” until “the
         overthrow and destruction of all existing institutions and of every state and Government
         now standing in the world.”[104]  But the Allies’ attempt at postwar regime change in Russia failed, and, as Chur­chill
         remarks with sharp irony, “unsuccessful intervention in the affairs of another country is generally agreed to be a mistake.”[105]  That is to say, because the Westphalian principle of non-intervention—the now-unsteady
         foundation of inter-state and international peace in modernity—had been violated unsuccessfully
         and half-heartedly by republicans, the tyrant of Moscow remained free to violate it
         himself and to work to make the world unsafe for democracy.[106]  And he would do so with all the energy of the dethroned old-regime monarchs, to
         which energy he added modern claims for legitimacy. Lenin and his Bolshevik Party
         combined the rule of the one and the few, in imitation of the old regimes, but legitimated
         themselves with new-regime egalitarianism in accordance with putative laws of historical
         progress.
      

      
       The Westphalian principle had worked for a long time in the Europe ruled by aristocrats
         who finally defeated the tyrant Napoleon in 1814, in a Europe ruled by constitutional
         monarchs in collaboration with sober aristocrats in the sphere of international policy.
         In the subsequent century of peace, the aristocratic virtue had been practical “wisdom.”[107]  The triumphant democratic-republicans of 1919 replaced aristocratic wisdom with
         the nationalist passions that animated popular parties—“a turbulent collision of embarrassed
         demagogues.”[108]  And the American, Wilson, did not regard even the new European party leaders to
         have been democratic enough.
      

      
         Wilson created world democracy in his own image. In fact, however, the “plain people”
            of whom he spoke so much, though very resolute and persevering in war, knew nothing
            whatever about how to make a just and durable peace.[109] 
         

      

      The triumphant peoples of the democracies wanted to punish the Germans, ban war, exact
         reparations from the losers, and bring their sons back home. The high-spirited passions
         that enabled them to fight blinded them to the needs of peace: they indulged in revenge,
         rage for justice, love of one’s own. Unlike the old-regime monarchs and aristocrats,
         democrats lacked experience, sobriety, and steadiness of purpose. For his part, Wilson
         “went far beyond any commission which the American Senate or people were willing to
         accord him”; this “inflation of his own constitutional powers” matched his presumption
         in playing the schoolmaster with such men as Lloyd George and Clemenceau.[110]  Like the Bolsheviks, although in an entirely different way, he expected to appeal
         to “peoples and parliaments over the heads of their own governments.”[111]  Wilson’s attempt at public-opinion leadership on the international plane failed
         to galvanize old Europe any better than it did young America. “The structure and habits
         of democratic states . . . lack those elements of persistence and conviction which
         alone give security to humble masses”; “even in matters of self-preservation, no policy
         is pursued for even ten or fifteen years at a time.”[112]  Democrats distract themselves by turns with too-high ideals and too-low preoccupation
         with immediate self-interest; democrats are always too busy to think in the long term.[113] 
      

      
       Democracies might overcome these handicaps only if “welded into larger organisms,”
         such as the League of Nations Wilson proposed.[114]  A League of Nations, armed with modern weapons—including an international air force,
         a new form of the old warrior aristocracy—and guided by experienced statesmen culled
         from the several continents—a political aristocracy—could temper the passions that
         animate mass life.[115]  But Wilson was not the only statesman exploiting but also hemmed in by democracy;
         Lloyd George had partisan enemies in and out of his own Liberal Party, and Clemenceau
         inclined too much toward his countrymen’s nationalist revanchism against the Germans. These men were “idols of the masses”—temporarily. Almost immediately,
         however, “their armies must come home; their electorates must regain their sway”—electorates
         prey to vendettas domestic and foreign.[116]  The republican statesmen failed to strike while the iron of public opinion remained
         warm to them, malleable to their wisest purposes. There would be a League but without
         American support and without meaningful authority even among those nations whose states
         joined it. Lloyd George hoped to find a solution to the question of German reparations
         via an Inter-Allied Committee consisting of experts who would “examine the whole matter
         coolly and scientifically” without popular pressure; in fact, the Commission on Reparations
         couldn’t reach an agreement any more than the elected men could.[117] 
      

      
       The democracies of Western Europe, now including Germany, did agree to the treaties
         of Locarno, intending “to keep the peace among themselves in all circumstances, and
         to stand united against any one of their number who broke the contract and marched
         in aggression upon a brother land.”[118]  To do this, they needed to enforce the restrictions upon rearmament imposed upon
         Germany and also to “do all that [was] possible to reconcile the defeated nation to
         its lot by acts of benevolence designed to procure the greatest amount of prosperity
         in the beaten country, and labor by every means to create a basis of true friendship
         and of common interests, so that the incentive to appeal again to arms [would] be
         continually diminished.”[119]  Instead, Britain and France (as well as the United States, no partner to the treaties)
         did exactly the opposite—disarming themselves and provoking the Germans. Further,
         at some future point the Germans might ally themselves with Russia, if the statesmen
         of both countries were to decide that such an alliance would have sufficed to win
         the Great War.[120] 
      

      
       During the nineteenth century, “the almost complete exclusion of religion in all
         its forms from the political sphere had left Nationalism the most powerful molding
         instrument in temporal affairs” in Europe; Wilson’s principle of national self-determination
         as the foundation of a peace settlement therefore made sense.[121]  But nationalism also caused problems because nationalities had mixed, and had been
         mixed deliberately by statesmen as means of exercising control over foreign territories.
         Nonetheless, national self-determination worked tolerably well as the guiding principle
         of the negotiators at the Versailles Peace Conference, inasmuch as “all the disputable
         areas put together were but a minute fraction of Europe”—probably less than 3 percent
         of the whole.[122]  A militarily strong League of Nations might have managed these animosities.
      

      
       Unfortunately, this percentage included German populations in Poland and in Czechoslovakia,
         where impatience with long-standing subordination to now-failed Eastern European empires
         had fired especially strong nationalist sentiments.[123]  Pitted against one another, these sentiments weakened the states—making them prey
         to the newest internationalism. “Our next step on the path to world victory is the
         destruction of Poland,” Soviet Commissar for War Leon Trotsky proclaimed. Although
         “the intention of those who framed the Treaty of Versailles had been to create in
         Poland a living, healthy, vigorous organism which should form a serviceable barrier
         between Germany and Russia and between Russian Bolshevism . . . and the rest of Europe,”
         France—which had the most immediately to lose—had neglected “to establish good working
         arrangements between the National Russians on the one hand and Poland and the frontier
         States on the other.” The Soviets attacked Poland in the summer of 1920, but even
         as Allied and Soviet negotiators talked about a peace agreement that would have left
         the Communists in charge of Poland, the Poles, led by French General Maxime Weygand
         and by their Marshall-President Josef Pilsudski, rallied to defeat the Red Army near
         Warsaw.
      

      
      Even these nationalist and Bolshevik struggles need not have further disturbed Europe’s
         general peace but for the lingering nationalist bitterness between the Germans and
         the French. The aristocratic statesman Bismarck, at the moment of Germany’s initial
         triumph over France in 1871, would have moderated such sentiments by taking Alsace
         but refusing Lorraine. “He knew the quarrel with France was irreconcilable except
         at a price which Germany would never consent to pay,” building his country’s subsequent
         alliances upon “that central fact.” Prudently enough, his policy “always included
         the principle of good relations with Great Britain.” If the German military with its
         territorial ambitions insisted on making a permanent enemy of the French, at least
         Bismarck could work to isolate that enemy diplomatically. But with Bismarck’s fall
         in 1890, leaving Germany in the grip of men who supposed the old aristocrat to be
         uselessly retrograde, the German military attempted to rival Britain for dominance
         of the seas.[124]  As noted above, as a consequence Britain drew closer to its old rival, France, while
         Germany courted Austria, and Russia strengthened ties with France against Germany
         and Austria as Slavic nationalism flared in the Balkans, a passion that soon ignited
         the Great War.[125] 
      

      
       That war crystallized the military oligarchy as the German politeuma, under “what for the actual guidance of events was virtually a Ludendorff dictatorship”
         by 1916. Despite the formal existence of a parliament, “everything in Germany had
         been sacrificed to the military view.”[126]  Although masters of the art of mechanized, “massified” modern war, Ludendorff and
         his associates on the General Staff lacked the broader view of the statesman. “It
         was the fatal weakness of the German Empire that its military leaders, who knew every
         detail of their profession and nothing outside it, considered themselves, and became,
         arbiters of the whole policy of the state.”[127] 
      

      
         Alexander, Hannibal, Caesar, Marlborough, Frederick the Great, Napoleon, all understood
            the whole story. But Ludendorff had only learnt one chapter, and he had it at his
            fingers’ ends. One must not disparage the dire noble quality of risking all for the
            sake of victory. But other qualities besides this were required to carry nations through
            Armageddon. These other qualities were either non-existent or rigorously repressed
            in the German nation.[128] 
         

      

      And so, in 1917, when the Germans might have settled peacefully, and on the whole
         advantageously, before American troops arrived, the military regime attempted that
         one last push that proved disastrous.[129] 
      

      
       Allied victory in the Great War and consequent regime change in Germany did nothing
         to assuage nationalist animosities, as Chur­chill quickly saw.
      

      
         The worst thing in the world is to lose a great war. The next worst thing is to win
            a great war. The victors forget. The vanquished remember. The victors are content
            with their position. To the Vanquished it may be unendurable.[130] 
         

      

      Within the new world order framed—though not yet dominated—by democratic-republican
         America and democratic-tyrannical Russia, the core of Europe remained unstable.
      

      
      If nationalism alone had been the problem, perhaps some new balance of power might
         have prevailed. But “the disproportion of national power between Germany and France
         was and is the main problem of the Peace,” Chur­chill wrote in the 1920s. “How is
         a forty million France to be defended against sixty, seventy, eighty million Germany?
         There was the root problem of the Peace conference.”[131]  The French did not believe that the change of the German regime to an apparently
         democratic republic would suffice to keep the peace.[132]  Chur­chill explained: “Powerful classes” in Germany entertained the same revanchism toward victorious France as the defeated French had entertained after 1871 toward
         victorious Germany; these classes, including the military classes, could appeal to
         Germany’s “multiplying and abounding youth”—enfranchised in the new and unsteady Weimar
         Republic.[133]  That is, to the extent that Germany was democratic, it was not liberal, and to the
         extent that Germany was not really democratic at all it remained more militaristic
         than commercial; its industrialists had no reason not to build weapons instead of
         widgets.
      

      
       Germany’s condition after the peace settlement was lamentable. Although “Germany
         issued from the war and the peace with many positive advantages”—a parliament based
         on universal suffrage, the abolition of conscription, restriction of arms manufacturing,
         and an overall redirection of the economy to peaceful purposes, promising eventual
         prosperity—the German way of life under the old regime had not prepared Germans for
         republican self-government any more than the Austro-Hungarian monarchy had prepared
         its nationalities for the practice of reasonable parliamentary debate.[134] 
      

      
         All Germans had long been brought up under paternal despotism, tempered by far-reaching
            customs of free speech and parliamentary opposition. Defeat had brought them on its
            scaly wings democratic forms and liberties in an extreme degree. But the nation was
            rent and bewildered by all it had gone through, and many parties and groups contended
            for precedence and office.[135] 
         

      

      Field Marshall Paul von Hindenburg, elected to the presidency in 1925, called for
         restoration of a monarchy on the English model—that is, as a unifying symbol that
         could moderate the factionalism democracy generates. “This, of course, was much the
         most sensible though least fashionable thing to do.”[136]  It didn’t happen because Hindenburg, whatever his intentions, amounted to a figurehead:
      

      
         Behind the veneer of republican governments and democratic institutions, imposed by
            the victors and tainted with defeat, the real political power in Germany and the enduring
            structure of the nation in the post-war years had been the General Staff of the Reichswehr.
            They it was who made and unmade presidents and cabinets. They had found in Marshall
            Hindenburg a symbol of their power and an agent of their will.[137] 
         

      

      When Hindenburg became too old to continue, these men, lacking Hindenburg’s prudence,
         turned to the young and vigorous leader of the National Socialists. The Germany of
         the 1930s rewound the Germany of the 1890s, only with a would-be tyrant, Hitler, instead
         of a mere absolutist, Wilhelm II.
      

      
       Years before, at the Versailles Peace Conference, Marshall Ferdinand Foch had argued
         that France needed control of the Rhineland for four reasons: The new regime in Russia
         would no longer serve as an ally of France on a potential eastern front against Germany;
         the League of Nations could not guarantee French safety; German disarmament would
         not last; and finally, Anglo-American security guarantees would not in themselves
         sufficiently deter the Germans, given the first three likelihoods. The British and
         the Americans went ahead and insisted on German disarmament anyway, hoping to make
         German regime change permanent by ruining “the whole military caste” there, along
         with its “type of national virtue,” and by redirecting German patriotism to “new channels.”[138]  
      

      
      In Aristotelian terms, having changed the German politeia, its set of ruling institutions, the Anglo-Americans intended to change Germany’s
         politeuma or ruling body from the few to the many and, with that, its Bios ti or way of life. They added the demilitarization of the French-German border, backed
         by an Anglo-American military defense guarantee. When the United States Senate voided
         the Treaty of Versailles, Clemenceau, who had overridden Foch’s objections at the
         peace conference, found himself abandoned. The French responded by building the Maginot
         Line system of fortifications, by forging alliances with Poland and other states wary
         of Germany, and, eventually, by seizing the coal-mining Ruhr district of Germany.
         But this last action only served to arrest German economic recovery, halting any redirection
         of German national sentiment into the channels of peace and confirming war-breeding
         resentment. At least as early as 1923, “no one could feel assured that a future generation
         would not see Europe laid in dust and ashes as it had been in this same quarrel more
         than once before.”[139] 
      

      
       This wrecked Chur­chill’s geopolitical strategy.

      
         To me the aim of ending the thousand-year strife between France and Germany seemed
            a supreme object. If we could only weave Gaul and Teuton so closely together economically,
            socially, and morally as to prevent the occasion of new quarrels, and make old antagonisms
            die in the realization of mutual prosperity and interdependence, Europe would rise
            again. It seemed to me that the supreme interest of the British people in Europe lay
            in the assuagement of the Franco-German feud, and that they had no other interests
            comparable or contrary to that.[140] 
         

      

      The rise of Europe, between the United States and the Soviet Union, would tip the geopolitical scale
         against Bolshevism and eventually lead to regime change in Russia. “Nothing is possible
         in Europe without Germany and everything will be easy with her.”[141]  By April 1933 there could be no question in Chur­chill’s mind: “As surely as Germany
         acquires full military equality with her neighbors while her own grievances are still
         unredressed and while she is in the temper which we have unhappily seen, so surely
         should we see ourselves within a measurable distance of the renewal of general European
         war.” Instead of “democracy with parliamentary institutions,” Germany had a “most
         grim dictatorship.” France, “the sole surviving democracy in Europe,” remained “the
         strongest military power,” the guarantor and protector of the whole crescent of small
         states which runs right round from Belgium to Yugoslavia and Rumania.”[142]  The rest of the decade saw Hitler replace France with Germany as the preeminent
         military power in Europe in preparation for his campaigns of conquest and genocide.
         This, in turn, meant that the twin tyranny on the “left,” the Soviet Union, would
         remain to menace the democracies, as well.
      

      
       Given the arsenals being readied for use near the end of the Great War—improved air
         forces, new poison gases, faster and more powerful tanks—a second such war would unleash
         “agencies and processes of destruction wholesale, unlimited, and perhaps, once launched,
         uncontrollable.” “Death stands at attention, obedient, expectant, ready to serve,
         ready to shear away the peoples en masse,” to “pulverize, without hope of repair, what is left of civilization.” The technology
         of the future might do no more, but do it more quickly and economically: “Might not
         a bomb no bigger than an orange be found to possess a secret power to destroy a whole
         block of buildings—nay, to concentrate the force of a thousand tons of cordite and
         blast a township at a stroke?” And if the power of technology so far outpaces the
         progress of human virtue, why would some “base, degenerate, immoral” nation not subject all others to “their caprice and tyranny?” “Superior virtue and valor may
         fall an easy prey to the latest diabolical trick.”[143] 
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      Chapter 6

      How de Gaulle Understood the 
Geopolitics of the First World War
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      De Gaulle describes the France of the First World War in a way that invites both parallels
         and contrasts to the France of the Second World War. Before both wars, France suffered
         from its low birthrate, “hollow ideologies,” and “the negligence of the [political]
         powers.” In the first war, France mounted “an incredible effort” to win. Not so in
         1940, with one small exception: de Gaulle’s government in exile, La France Combattante. During the first war, France pulled herself together morally, first under the military
         leadership of Marshall Joseph Joffre, then under the political rule of Prime Minister
         Georges Clemenceau. But after the war the political regime, parliamentary republicanism,
         “rejected grandeur and returned to confusion.”[1]  The same thing happened in 1945, when the overthrow of the right-wing puppet regime
         in southern France resulted not in renewal but in the Fourth Republic—a mirror image
         of the failed Third Republic. The implication: de Gaulle, for all the exceeding modesty
         of his means as the head of a government in exile, combined the military dimension
         of Joffre’s rule with the political dimension of Clemenceau’s rule; after both wars,
         France’s regime failed France. The wars showed, that beyond a Joffre, beyond a Clemenceau,
         beyond great men who worked within the parliamentary regime, France needed a founder
         and a new regime.
      

      
       De Gaulle had known that the Third Republic had exhausted its ability to protect
         France. Fifteen years after the Versailles Conference, he wrote that although France
         had survived, “today, more than ever, we are destitute of guarantees.”[2]  England and Spain no longer threatened, but Italy and especially Germany did. Geography
         makes Germany a permanent potential threat to France, as the Rhine forms only a partial
         barrier to German troops, which can easily march through Belgium (that “recent and
         suspect state” formed of two nations) and seize Paris, the control of which brings
         control of France.[3]  Not only geography but “the opposition of [national] temperaments irritate this
         bitterness” between the French and the Germans: “changeable, uncertain, contradictory,”
         the French leave Germans out of patience; “sublime and glaucous ocean from which the
         net pulls back pell-mell monsters and trea­sures,” Germany worries the French.[4]  France had managed the Germans for centuries by playing one German state against
         another, but Germany’s unification under Prussia in the nineteenth century foreclosed
         that policy. Braced by the fashionable ideology of nationalism, Germans would counter
         any threat of disunity with a policy of expansion, and in that case, Paris would be
         among the first stops.
      

      
       Thus the France of the mid-1930s looked to “a new international order” for protection.
         “The French dream, par excellence, is that of an organized world, where the rigor
         of the laws, the moderation of desires, the ubiquity of the police, guarantee to all
         peace and to each his own domain”; this dream reflects “our love of universal systems.”[5] 
      

      
         Meanwhile, time passes and one does not see that such efforts have added greatly to
            French security. Without doubt, using the credit that was conferred on it by victory
            and personal talent of our men of State, aided by a certain Anglo-Saxon piety, our
            idealism has given to the statue an occasional appearance of life. But in sum, and
            as before, nothing legal or efficacious opposes violence. In regard to certain affirmations
            and abstract promises, interests remain intractable and pretensions vigilant. This
            liberal comprehension of which we are prodigal is scarcely paid in return. Every day
            the egoism of states stiffens.[6] 
         

      

      The Wilsonian, and to some degree Chur­chillian, hope for liberal internationalism
         had weakened fatally. Only the French military could defend France. Confronted with
         Nazi Germany, only a stronger French state could survive.
      

      
       “But, if building a State necessitates force, reciprocally the war effort has value
         only in virtue of a politique.”[7]  Military men should not set policy; statesmen should. We have seen that de Gaulle
         regarded the statesmen of the Old Regime at its zenith, in the seventeenth century,
         as exemplifying the classical virtues of moderation and prudence that best defended
         the French way of life. The introduction and advance of democracy since the French
         Revolution so deranged this sense of la mesure, that by the 1870s the French turned to German philosophy for guidance.[8]  In his appreciation of philosophy as an influence on political and military policy,
         de Gaulle departs most clearly from Chur­chill, whose understanding of the situation
         in the heart of Europe before and during the Great War otherwise matches de Gaulle’s
         almost point for point.
      

      
       The German military leaders exhibited audacity, the spirit of enterprise, the will
         to succeed, and vigor in the management of means; hence even defeat “did not diminish
         their fame.”[9]  But they spoiled these qualities with their “contempt for the limits outlined by
         personal experience, good sense, and law” and did so in good conscience because they
         had imbibed “the theories of Nietz­sche on the Elite and the Superman.” “The Superman,
         with his exceptional character, the will to power, the taste for risk, contempt for
         others, appeared to these passionate ambitieux as the ideal they must attain; they decided willingly to be part of that formidable
         Nietz­schean elite which, in pursuing its own glory, is convinced it serves the general
         interest, which constrains “the mass of slaves” in contempt, and does not hesitate
         before human suffering, when not saluting it as necessary and suitable.”[10]  “[T]hese Nietz­scheans did not admit any limit to their will to power.”[11]  In the seventeenth century, strong military personalities found themselves under
         the rule of Louvois, but the spirit of Nietz­sche admits no such man of mesure. Before re-founding France, it would be necessary to defeat Germany. To defeat Germany
         finally meant to defeat the spirit of Nietz­sche—not only in Germany but in France.
         In the Germans, Nietz­sche caused an insolence inclining toward tyranny; in France,
         Nietz­sche caused a nihilism inclining toward servility. Nietz­scheism equally impeded
         statesmanship in both regimes.
      

      
       By understanding the German military leaders as unphilosophic men animated by philosophic
         doctrines, de Gaulle can assess their failures without attempting a comprehensive
         narrative of the war, as Chur­chill does, and needs to do.[12]  De Gaulle selects five illustrative incidents. The first centers on the army: General
         Alexander von Kluck’s refusal to obey an order by his commanding officer, costing
         the Germans victory in the Battle of the Marne—a failure that allowed the French to
         avoid early defeat in the war. The second concerns the navy: Grand-Admiral Alfred
         von Tirpitz’s “obstinate struggle” with Chancellor Theobold von Bethmann-Hollweg over
         the policy of unrestricted submarine warfare, which triggered America’s entry. The
         third and central incident concerns Germany’s structure of political and military
         alliances—specifically, Germany’s inability to establish sole command in the coalition
         of Central States because the overweening German commanders offended the Austrians.
         Turning next to “high” politics, the most direct expression of the Nietz­scheism of
         the German elites, de Gaulle addresses General Erich von Ludendorff’s attempt to subordinate
         civilian authorities and “to seize dictatorship” in 1917. Finally, de Gaulle measures
         the effects of these military and political errors on “low” politics, on public opinion—on
         the collapse of German morale that resulted from such excesses.[13]  The military leaders’ persistent, masterful self-assertion, exerted in principled opposition to “moderation and democracy,” undermined and finally ruined the morale
         of the German people. In the end “Nietz­scheism” corrupted the will of the military
         leaders themselves.[14]  This radiated outward and downward:
      

      
         A sort of moral stupor seized all at once an authoritative and prideful sov­ereign
            [Wilhelm II], a government that had been tenacious until then, a docile political
            world, a confident and resolute military command, an obedience and courageous soldiery.
            This stupor, as if by a fatal stroke of a magic wand, annihilated with one blow the
            qualities of war of the German people, and magnified its faults.[15] 
         

      

      De Gaulle can thus explain what Chur­chill leaves unexplained: the suddenness of the
         German collapse, which caught allied officials by surprise and actually made it harder
         for them to prepare for the peace settlement. With its military, foreign-policy, and
         political-regime dimensions, de Gaulle’s account of the crisis of German morale and
         morality[16]  provides a comprehensive understanding of the war’s genesis and conclusion in remarkably
         concentrated form.
      

      
      The Five Causes of German Defeat

      
      The German army officers gave themselves over to a spirit of disobedience, pressing
         themselves against the most basic military rule, faithfulness to the commands of one’s
         superior officer. As he presents this spirit, de Gaulle considers two paradoxes: first,
         the spirit of disobedience, justified by Nietz­sche, nonetheless proceeded from a
         sort of habit or reflex; second, that de Gaulle himself commends no by-the-book, formulaic
         spirit of military discipline.
      

      
       The formation of modern Germany had combined state-building with regime change. The
         Prussian monarchy, guided by Bismarck, founded first the North German Confederation
         in 1866; in so doing, it expelled its one rival for dominance, Austria, tightened
         control over the remaining member states, and subordinated the several republican
         parties to the Crown. Founded in 1871, the German Empire formally unified the member
         states under the Hohenzollern dynasty of Prussia, with Wilhelm I as emperor. In the
         new Germany’s first major foreign-policy venture, the Franco-Prussian War, Helmuth
         Karl Bernhard, Count von Moltke, Chief of the General Staff of the Prussian army since
         1857, distinguished himself by his successful application of Clausewitzian principles
         to the strategic problems the Germans faced, earning the praise of Wilhelm I, who
         ordered that Moltke’s methods be taught to officers throughout the Reich. When Wilhelm
         II succeeded to the thrones of Germany and of Prussia in 1888, he continued this policy.
         “This obsession, this superstition of the past” extended even to the appointment of
         Moltke’s nephew, Helmuth John Ludwig von Moltke, as Chief of the General Staff in
         1906.[17]  De Gaulle thus begins his study of the Germans by presenting himself as a sort of
         Enlightenment figure, an opponent of unthinking reverence for tradition. As such,
         he has a paradox in mind: the rebels against the traditional, but habitual rebellion
         establishes itself as a tradition.
      

      
       For his first example, he invites us to consider Alexander von Kluck, commander of
         the German First Army at the first Battle of the Marne in September 1914—“days that
         determined the result of the Great War” because France and her allies stopped the
         German advance toward Paris, more or less freezing the critical portion of the Western
         Front in place for the next three years. Applying what he had learned as a young officer,
         Kluck “imitated in striking fashion the conduct” of the Prussian army in its great
         victories at Königgrätz in the Austro-Prussian War and at Metz in the Franco-Prussian
         War.[18]  This imitation proved “the origin of the disaster” for the Germans at the Marne,
         evidence that “in war, apart from several essential principles, there is no universal
         system, but only circumstances and personalities.”[19] 
      

      
       The elder Moltke had prepared detailed plans before each of his two major wars. But
         after the wars began, he outlined only a set of general strategic intentions to his
         subordinate officers, “admitting, a priori, that they would be found, better and more quickly than he, to be in the current
         of any changes of the situation.” He trusted them “to coordinate their efforts themselves
         in light of his overall doctrine.” As a result, Moltke didn’t maintain adequate lines
         of communication between his commanders in the field and himself at G. H. Q., thus
         ensuring that they would “esteem their own conceptions better justified than those
         from above.” This worked well in 1866 and 1870–1871, given the “superb leaders” under
         Moltke’s command.[20]  By virtue of this system, “the army commanders of Moltke, in the course of victorious
         campaigns, acted, in decisive moments, by themselves and against the intentions expressed
         by the High Command.”[21] 
      

      
       At Königgrätz, Moltke determined his battle plan with the use of incorrect information,
         but the field commanders, acting on their own, in view of the situation they saw firsthand,
         won the victory. “In consideration of the victory, all military Germany had only praise
         for the system.”[22]  At Metz, Moltke did understand the situation “on the ground,” but his field commander
         had a “totally personal conception” and did the opposite of what Moltke ordered. This
         worked anyway because “the systematic inertia of [France’s] Marshall Bazain” left
         his forces unprepared, saving the Prussians from “complete disaster.” With these two
         signal successes, “the system of Moltke found itself definitely consecrated,” even
         when in one instance Lady Fortuna had poured the exhilarating oil of victory on an
         unworthy head.[23] 
      

      
       The coincident intellectual rage for Nietz­sche lent spiritual gravity to what might
         otherwise have remained a mere military doctrine. “It was in Nietz­sche that the leaders,
         as all thinking Germany, imbibed their philosophy, enthusiastically adopting the cult
         of the Overman,” which “naturally disposed each one to consider himself as the center
         of the world, inclined to develop to the extreme his character,” exaggerating “their
         independence and induc[ing] them to act by themselves in all cases.”[24]  In a sense, the Germans treated matters of prudential judgment as if they could
         be imitated or “methodized.” In the end, the Nietz­schean relish for an aristocracy
         of virtù spawned a generation of preening mediocrities. This cost them victory at the outset
         of the First World War, and ruin at war’s end.
      

      
       The late Alfred, Count von Schlieffen had prepared a sound plan for the invasion
         of France. The younger Moltke, charged with implementing the plan, was “considered,
         rightly or wrongly, by his ambitious and troublesome young lieutenants” (Kluck among
         them) “as a man of the background”—a Moltke in name only.[25]  He did follow his celebrated uncle’s practice of giving his field officers the lead;
         on September 2, 1914, the German G. H. Q. sat in Luxemburg, well removed from the
         battle. Moltke and Kluck had settled on their battle plan. But aerial reconnaissance
         and other intelligence showed a different arrangement of French troops than they had
         expected. Moltke sent new orders, but Kluck, “like the illustrious ancestors of 1866
         and 1870, neglected the directive of the leaders,” believing “in conscience that he
         judged the situation better than one could judge it at G. H. Q., and that he had the
         duty to act according to his own inspiration.” He replied in this vein to Moltke,
         who “never reacted.” “Such is the power of the past.”[26]  Two days later, new and better intelligence came in, and Kluck reacted the same
         way. But unlike Bazain at Metz, France’s Joseph Joffre was no mediocrity. “The strategic
         surprise of Kluck was complete. The whole disposition of German troops proceeded to
         pay for this surprise by an irremediable defeat,” and the chance to seize Paris was
         lost for the duration of the war.[27]  “German military history, bowing to national pride, was compelled not to discern,
         in the study of victories, the mistakes committed, to not draw dire warnings. What
         succeeded against a Benedek or a Bazain, a Joffre rendered fatal.”[28]  The “philosophy” or cult of success masked reality, making future victories less
         likely.
      

      
       Joffre’s excellence consisted precisely in his recognition of the new realities of
         war, in refusing to succumb to the charm of received doctrine. To men who formed their
         sense of strategy and tactics in the previous century, “the first shock” of modern
         war came as “an immense surprise.”[29]  Marching in columns, trained to attack, infantrymen faced crushing artillery fire.
         The French army could not return German artillery fire because front-line troops had
         no means of communicating to the artillery forces at their backs. Post-facto reports,
         histories, and journals “give a logical appearance to a thousand confused events,”
         but “the actors, at the moment, had only one thought: ‘It is absurd.’”[30]  Overwhelmed and incapable of self-defense, the French could respond only with “a
         precipitous retreat”; surely, the Emperor of Germany would soon enjoy a triumph in
         Paris. Geopolitically, the point needed no sharpening: “Such is the infirmity of our
         Northern frontier that one reverse suffices to put France in peril of dying.”[31] 
      

      
       Joffre shared in this initial reversal. But “he never lost his equilibrium.” Although
         he had “believed, at first, in the doctrines of military school”—the doctrine of attack—by
         “discerning that the only recourse was in himself, he freed himself of the theories
         and raised against the event his powerful personality, a personality consisting of
         good sense, obstinacy,” and a physical nature “insensible to vicissitudes.”[32]  The overconfident Germans attempted to surround the French in their retreat, but
         this exposed the German right flank to counter-attack. His attention fixed on the
         current of the battle—his virtues enabling his mind to perceive that current. Joffre
         ordered his forces to regroup and counter-attack along with the substantial British
         forces. Although materially inferior, the defenders caught Kluck and his army by surprise
         and nearly surrounded the Germans, who retreated some forty miles and dug in for what
         would turn out to be a long and grueling war. “For the first time in more than one
         hundred years, France had defeated Germany in a general battle.”[33]  
      

      
       De Gaulle judges the French negligent in preparation but good at improvising; “incomparable
         in the preparatory effort,” the Germans improvised poorly. The Germans lost at the
         Marne because they had committed themselves doctrinally to a way of war that required
         just such on-the-spot innovation; they played to their own weakness and to the French
         strength. “Such is the philosophy of the first act of the war”: “those Nietz­scheans
         did not admit of any limit to their will to power.”[34]  Henceforth, “the poison of doubt” infected the Germans, while “assurance of the
         national force” invigorated the French, “a people long factionalized by humiliation.”[35]  Victory reunited the French long enough to save France. Joffre’s moderate, prudent,
         and resolute character defeated Kluck’s immoderate, imprudent, and rash character—a
         character formed by a military generation that misused philosophy as a source of doctrine.
      

      
       So on land. At sea, the doctrine of the offensive inclined German rulers to underestimate
         the importance of the measured use of force for establishing and maintaining diplomatic
         advantage and for avoiding a crucial augmentation of their enemy’s military alliance.
         At sea, Germany risked confrontation with the United States, whose president had intended
         to keep his country out of the war to position himself as the arbiter of the peace.
         But President Wilson also insisted on the rights of a neutral, including the rights
         of commercial shipping to all of the warring countries. Both Great Britain and Germany
         insisted, contrarily, on the right to establish naval blockades. Normally, such blockades
         involve the confrontation of a neutral ship at sea, with the navy ship sending sailors
         to board and inspect the ship for military contraband. To sink neutral ships, and
         particularly to sink them without warning, defines unlimited or unrestrained warfare—a
         casus belli. Submarines obviously make awkward instruments for legitimate blockades, excellent
         instruments for blockades by unlimited means.
      

      
       De Gaulle writes, “The proclamation of an unlimited submarine blockade was bound
         to entail the gravest foreign policy consequences” for Germany. The final decision
         for such a momentous policy rightly belonged to the civilian authorities—specifically,
         to the Chancellor, who held responsibility for “exercising political direction of
         the war.” If a deadlock arose between the Chancellor and the navy, the Emperor ought
         to have settled it. Yet William II’s “weak spirit” indulged “a tenacious struggle
         between the government and the navy” for two years.[36]  While Kluck confined his insubordination to his military superiors, Admiral Alfred
         von Tirpitz not only undermined the military chain of command but challenged civilian
         authority over the military. Tirpitz ignited a regime crisis—one that the Emperor
         failed to resolve firmly or wisely.
      

      
       Both sides in the controversy attempted to win the favor of influential elements
         of public opinion. After months of factional strife—both “sly intrigues” and “violent
         uproars”—“the conflict finally was determined in the worst manner, at the worst moment,”
         bringing “into German opinion a grave division and bitterness which it never laid
         down.” De Gaulle considers this factionalism “the direct cause of the Germany defeat.”[37]  Had the civilian rulers prevailed, the United States would have had no reason to
         intervene in the war. With the Russian Revolution of 1917, followed some months later
         by the peace treaty with the Bolsheviks, and with the failure of France’s spring offensive
         the same year, and with a British administration ready for compromise, Wilson might
         then have mediated a peace settlement far more advantageous to the Entente.
      

      
       The conflict between Admiral Tirpitz—“essentially a Junker of old Prussia”—and Chancellor
         Bethmann-Hollweg—a “jurist and democrat”—amounted to a regime conflict. As Secretary
         of State for the Navy before the war, Tirpitz had advocated a vigorous program of
         navy-building; Bethmann had opposed it, favoring rapprochement with Great Britain.
         As war preparations began in earnest, Bethmann hoped for an eventual alliance with
         Britain to flank the French; Tirpitz wanted alliance with France’s other ally, czarist
         Russia, for the purpose of “crushing the democracy of the West.” Even on the question
         of the timing of the declaration of war in August 1914, Tirpitz challenged civilian
         authority—in his own words, “leap[ing] over the limit of my prerogatives” by taking
         the question to the Emperor.[38] 
      

      
       Having succeeded Moltke as Chief of the General Staff after the German defeat on
         the Marne, General Erich von Falkenhayn found Tirpitz “troublesome and unrestrained”
         in his demands for an immediate naval battle with Great Britain. Falkenhayn refused
         Tirpitz’s recommendation, leaving him “wounded at heart.” Tirpitz blamed Bethmann
         for this refusal, launching “a harsh and tenacious campaign of insinuation against
         the Chancellor,” pretending that Bethmann secretly favored Great Britain.[39]  After Bethmann blocked a new program of naval construction, Tirpitz began to advocate
         a narrower program of submarine construction to bolster a strategy of intensified
         submarine warfare. Here, Tirpitz faced a challenge from a militarist even more extreme
         than he: Head of the Admiralty Hugo von Pohl—“ambitious, vain, and jealous of Tirpitz”—who
         wanted to begin unrestrained submarine warfare immediately.[40] 
      

      
       The American ambassador in Berlin, the German ambassador in Washington, and his own
         “common sense” “rightly convinced” Bethmann that Tirpitz’s policy “would lead to a
         conflict over principles with Wilson and to war with America”; this, in turn, would
         ruin Bethmann’s “hopes of American mediation at the favorable moment.” Seeing Bethmann’s
         position, Tirpitz hastened to support Pohl, and did so in public, lending “a fierce
         and furious character” to the dispute.[41]  
      

      
      The Emperor and the High Command hoped to sidestep the stalemate on land in the winter
         of 1914–1915 with a naval campaign that would knock Britain out of the war and isolate
         France on the Western Front. For his part, Bethmann temporized, extracting from Tirpitz
         his honest view that Germany needed more time to build up its submarine fleet. But
         in February, Pohl deceived Wilhelm II, claiming that Bethmann had changed his mind
         and now concurred with the immediate escalation of submarine warfare. The Emperor
         signed a proclamation, and Bethmann initially proved to be “of too mediocre character
         to resist forthrightly.”[42]  Only a formal American protest gave Bethmann the spine to resist. Carried away by
         “the passion of the personal fight,” Tirpitz bragged that the Americans were irrelevant
         because an unrestrained submarine war would cause the British to capitulate in six
         weeks. Once again, “while [Bethmann] was responsible for the whole [of German foreign
         policy], he had neither the power to command [the reversal of the proclamation] nor
         the character to insist on it.” The May 7 sinking of the Lusitania “triggered a veritable national choler in the United States”; this spurred Bethmann
         to “retake the offensive against the naval command.” The Emperor and the other civilian
         authorities began to see his point, including his larger diplomatic objective, namely,
         to demand no territory in the West but to seize lands in the East. This “seemed to
         many to be good sense itself,” and by the end of the month, the Emperor rescinded
         his proclamation and even forbade attacks on enemy commercial shipping.[43] 
      

      
       Tirpitz refused to be placated by the consolatory Order of Merit now bestowed upon
         him by his emperor. His allies in the Reichstag agitated against Bethmann, but, given
         the character of the regime, the Reichstag “had neither the inclination to make a
         decision in the matter nor the power to do so.” But the debate “was communicated to
         the public,” as the militarist faction taunted Bethmann and his allies with charges
         of fearing America.[44]  Erzberger later wrote, “To my knowledge it was the first time, in Germany, that
         the street interfered with politics.”[45]  In defiance of the civilian authorities, the navy sank another American ship, the
         Arabic, provoking the Emperor to reprimand Tirpitz; when Tirpitz and Pohl offered their
         resignations, the Emperor refused, fearing Tirpitz more out of office than in. “Tirpitz
         surely sensed that he was feared” and basked in public acclaim.[46]  “Extraordinary retreat of the supreme power, incontestable proof of that crisis
         of authority that was, in spite of certain appearance, the real moral cause of the
         defeat of the Empire!”[47]  The Nietz­schean spirit of rebellion contradicted the Nietz­schean spirit of aristocratic
         authority because both lack mesure.

      
       The “overt and public hostility” between the Chancellor and the Secretary of State
         for the Navy factionalized political Germany and the German people. A “large body
         of public opinion” called for Hindenburg as “generalissimo”; Hindenburg went so far
         as to receive Tirpitz at his headquarters on the Eastern Front where, de Gaulle suspects,
         Tirpitz offered Hindenburg a deal: support me as Chancellor and you shall be the Chief
         of the General Staff.[48]  Hindenburg most likely brushed this off, but his second in command, Ludendorff,
         disdaining neither political interference nor intrigue, might have considered the
         possibilities. The sitting military Chief of Staff, Falkenhayn, began to lean toward
         resumption of submarine warfare, hoping to disrupt British maritime traffic prior
         to and during the planned Battle of Verdun. In the Reichstag the “Right” criticized
         Bethmann for being too soft while the “Left“ considered him insufficiently democratic.
         It was not until the French under Marshall Philippe Pétain defeated the Germans at
         Verdun that Falkenhayn abandoned his strategy. Claiming illness, Tirpitz requested
         and received a leave of absence in March 1916.
      

      
       Within two weeks, he had recovered sufficiently to form a political party, even as
         the Emperor had feared. It demanded the dismissal of Bethmann, annexation of Belgium,
         and “pitiless” submarine warfare. Not only did the new party not fear American entrance
         into the war, they welcomed it. Wearing his uniform, Tirpitz made public speeches
         “using all his powers to over-stimulate the three sentiments that were agitating Germany”:
         anxiety over the war’s outcome; greed for the spoils of victory; hatred of the enemy.[49]  Continued German setbacks in the summer “silenced the pan-Germanists and gave courage
         to the moderates.”[50]  But these very setbacks accomplished part of what may have been Tirpitz’s intention,
         as the Emperor replaced Falkenhayn with Hindenburg.
      

      
       The German people admired Hindenburg in part for his successes but also for his virtues:
         the “disinterestedness of his character, his profound calm,” and his common sense,
         compassion, and resolution.
      

      
         [Hindenburg] had received his intellectual formation, constituted his philosophy and
            completed his military apprenticeship before 1866. A more fervent cult of duty, a
            greater moderation of judgment, a better-developed moral sense, and almost religious
            relish for “service” distinguished, in our opinion, Hindenburg from the younger Prussians—more
            vain, more selfish also, and more in the current of their age—who surrounded him in
            the G. H. Q.[51] 
         

      

      Hindenburg’s soul had not been turned from these virtues either by the military successes
         of the Reich or by the call of Nietz­sche. He strengthened an underlying virtue in
         the German people:
      

      
         One is astonished at the rapidity and ease with which reeling German righted itself,
            at the end of 1916 and repaired its compromised situation. The prestige of Hindenburg
            suffices to explain this.[52] 
         

      

      But the fact that Hindenburg came from the military and not from the civilian ranks
         at the same time exacerbated a weakness of the regime. As Bethmann immediately saw,
         the military under Hindenburg “would exercise a moral dictatorship, next to which
         the rights of the civil power would amount to little.” Faced with the failure of his
         hopes for a civilian and republican Germany—as against the defeat of the Empire in
         the war—Bethmann chose the avoidance of military defeat. He also hoped that Hindenburg
         and Ludendorff, “men of the Eastern Front,” might endorse his own military strategy,
         preferring to avoid the risk of drawing America into the war. Aiming to interpose
         Hindenburg between himself and Tirpitz’s party, he ceded the conduct of the war to
         the military, “signaling in advance the capitulation of the civil power to the military
         authority.”[53]  
      

      
       Expecting an armistice with Russia so that the weight of German troops could shift
         to the West, Tirpitz and his party redoubled their attacks on Bethmann. This, again,
         was not only a military strategy but a political-regime strategy. Wilson’s “Peace
         without Victory” speech in December—publicly offering mediation—slowed this campaign,
         but Tirpitz soon renewed his efforts. In the Reichstag, even the Socialists waffled,
         lacking “the courage to condemn outright submarine warfare.”[54]  Hindenburg soon disappointed Bethmann’s hopes; a man of virtue he may have been,
         but a republican he was not. He overbore Bethmann’s shaky authority, saying, “I shall
         make sure that what appears good to me from a military point of view will be done.”
         The submarine blockade now appeared good to him, and the Emperor signed off on it,
         bringing the Americans into the war.[55]  In the following weeks, as the Russian Revolution destroyed the regime of the czar
         and the French offensive failed, Germany might have “seiz[ed] an advantageous peace.”
         But with Wilson now “a determined enemy,” this no longer could happen.[56] 
      

      
       De Gaulle admires Hindenburg’s “moral courage”; unlike Tirpitz and Ludendorff, Hindenburg
         took responsibility for his decision in favor of submarine warfare. Nonetheless, “history
         will blame him, without doubt, for having used his incomparable authority to violate
         a great principle”: civilian control of the military. Tirpitz and the German navy
         had “sought by every means to force the hand of the Chancellor of the Empire in a
         political question of the first order and thereby unleashed in the nation a furious
         and fatal tempest.”[57] 
      

      
       Having shown the direct moral and political effects of Nietz­scheism in the military
         officers, de Gaulle turns in his central chapter to the failure of the German military
         and political alliance structure. Here the character of the German regime as seen
         in the character of the German emperor becomes clearer. The Central Powers needed
         a unified military command; although their material resources outweighed those of
         the Entente, they never adequately coordinated those resources.
      

      
       In one way, the monarchist regimes of Germany and Austria seemed quite conducive
         of such coordination. In each, “the sovereign controlled the army”; a personal agreement
         between the two emperors should have smoothed the way. However, for such an agreement
         to occur, Franz-Josef would have needed, first, to respect the character of Wilhelm
         II and, second, to have “exercise[d] sufficient personal direction over his army to
         make it accept foreign tutelage.”[58]  The elderly Franz-Joseph was neither senile nor other-worldly, as some have alleged.
         “In spite of the mortal perils that war alongside Germany caused for his Empire” he
         “never tolerated the mention of a separate peace.” He did understand “the grave internal
         weaknesses of the monarchy” and the weakness of his army—all too noticeable for the
         past half century.[59]  He disliked the Prussians generally and Wilhelm II in particular—the former for
         having wrested primacy among the Germans from him in 1866, the latter for attempting
         to deceive him about alleged successes in battle. After the disaster at the Marne,
         he cooperated with his powerful ally as little as possible, rejecting any thought
         of putting his troops under German command. His principal military officers heartily
         concurred.
      

      
       His Chief of the General Staff, Marshall Conrad von Höltzendorf, also differed radically
         in character from the new generation of German officers. He “loathed all personal
         notoriety and was indifferent to fame.” A good soldier who understood the value of
         coordination with his ally as “the commonsense solution” to many of the war’s challenges,
         he also mirrored the sentiment among Austrian officers generally, who did not respect
         their German counterparts.[60]  Indeed, the two countries had never undertaken a joint military campaign before
         1914; when they did, the Austrians quickly learned to resent the “wounding, disdainful,
         and unreasonable methods” of the Germans. “The disdain of one, the jealousy of the
         other, their reciprocal lack of confidence, had accomplished this result: that two
         empires, formed by their politics and geography into a bloc, who never questioned
         that they would have to conduct the war side by side along a common front—and what
         a front!—had never coordinated their action before the decisive events, events that
         they had foreseen, if not provoked.”[61]  The rulers of both empires understood that the Austrian move against Serbia in August
         1914 would provoke Russian mobilization and that both Germany and France would intervene
         in short order. They planned for these moves but never adequately coordinated their
         actions according to their plan. After the Austrians’ early defeats by the Russians,
         both Tirpitz and Ludendorff saw that the Germans needed to take control of both armies
         with Hindenburg at the helm. Hindenburg was indeed the one German military figure
         who might have won Conrad’s approval, but only on condition that Germany send more
         troops to the Eastern Front—a move not forthcoming from Falkenhayn.
      

      
       Still dealing with officers who resented his replacement of Moltke—they regarded
         him as a creature of Bethmann and therefore “above all a politician,” not a soldier—Falkenhayn
         intended to prove his mettle by winning on the Western Front.[62]  He failed to pry Ludendorff away from Hindenburg, which kept the tensions between
         Ludendorff and Conrad alive in the East. As early as mid-September 1914, both Germans
         and Austrians had withdrawn to their lines, “mutually accusing each other of incompetence
         and bad intentions.” Not even “fear of a common disaster” would “lend some force to
         the voice of wisdom.” Falkenhayn would remain preoccupied with France while refusing
         to unify the command of the Eastern Front under Hindenburg, “whose personality he
         found unaccommodating and whose glory annoyed him” and whose second-in-command, Ludendorff,
         he “judged to be dictatorial and brutal.” Only a rapprochement between Hindenburg
         and Conrad—“both had the character to recognize their errors”—allowed the Central
         Powers to establish a new plan for a common offensive. It worked; “after a long and
         hard series of struggles conducted all along the Eastern Front, the Russian effort
         there was wholly smashed.” Evidently, “the question of a unified command of the allied
         forces appeared soluble,” but optimists didn’t reckon with Falkenhayn.[63] 
      

      
       German defeats at Ypres and on the Yser River convinced Falkenhayn that the Western
         Front was stalemated. But he worried about a French offensive and so did not want
         to transfer many troops to the East for a knockout blow against Russia. The importunities
         of Hindenburg and Ludendorff only stiffened his resistance, and the debate deadlocked,
         with one side pointing to the futility of trench warfare and the other questioning
         the significance of victories over mere Russians. The one man who did not undervalue
         the Russians was, of course, Conrad, whose troops had been mauled by them more than
         once; Conrad also worried, recurrently, about the possibility of Italy’s intervention
         on his southwest flank and about the unreliability of his empire’s Slavic units in
         battles against the Russians. Falkenhayn bent to Conrad’s request for a new army on
         the Eastern Front but at the cost of Conrad’s submission to German command; this deepened
         Conrad’s hostility, an enmity “that resulted in the very gravest consequences for
         the Central Powers.”[64]  
      

      
       If the monarchic and aristocratic character of the two regimes magnified personal
         conflicts, the heterogeneity of the Austrian state equally weakened the alliance.
         In spring 1915, Conrad advocated an invasion of Italy (with troops to be taken from
         the Eastern Front) and negotiations with Russia for a separate peace. Falkenhayn insisted
         that Italy could be handled diplomat­ically, while the Hungarian co-partners in the
         Austrian Empire, being anti-Slavic, opposed any policy that would take the pressure
         off Russia. Falkenhayn hoped to use the Bulgarians against the Serbs and the Turks
         against the Russians. Hindenburg and Ludendorff continued to push for pressing the
         offensive against Russia; Conrad eventually came round to Hindenburg’s view. Hindenburg
         attacked the Russians, but Falkenhayn denied him the troops needed to catch them in
         the giant pincer movement Hindenburg and Ludendorff had implemented. Thus Falkenhayn’s
         “deadly obstinacy,” engendered by “jealousy of a rival’s glory,” prevented victory
         on the Eastern Front in 1915.[65] 
      

      
       Falkenhayn next clashed with Conrad over Serbia. Bulgaria agreed to join in an attack
         on Serbia in August 1915. Conrad wanted an Austrian general to lead the assault, inasmuch
         as “the execution of Serbia was politically an Austro-Hungarian matter.”[66]  Falkenhayn insisted on a German general, although he allowed Conrad to choose the
         general. Further squabbles enabled the Serbian forces to retreat to the Albanian mountains
         and on to the sea, where Entente ships collected them for re-entry into the war later
         on. Although Conrad wanted to march on to Salonica to frighten the Greeks and the
         Rumanians, Falkenhayn returned to his plans for a Western offensive, deceiving and
         therefore enraging Conrad. In 1916, Falkenhayn dissimulated to Conrad again, concealing
         his intention to attempt to take Verdun. While Falkenhayn secretly proceeded with
         plans in the West, Conrad for his part secretly prepared for an invasion of Italy.
      

      
         Such was the “coalition” of the Central Powers. Germany and Austria commenced two
            divergent enterprises, separately and without a comprehensive plan. Between the leaders
            of their armies there was no trust and very little esteem. Nor were there any common
            reserves to parry a setback or exploit a success in combat.[67] 
         

      

      The Russian general Alexei Brusilov in Galicia and generals Joffre of France and Douglas
         Haig of Great Britain on the Somme River “were going to avenge the logic of principles”
         violated by their enemies.[68]  The ensuing reversals for the Central Powers injured both Falkenhayn and Conrad
         in their own countries, and by the second half of 1916, the Germans had had enough.
      

      
       Hindenburg declared that “Germany had been badly led.” Wilhelm II disliked the sound
         of that; his agitated character recoiled from Hindenburg’s “glacial severity”; his
         ignorance contrasted poorly with Hindenburg’s experience; his vanity chafed at Hindenburg’s
         glory. For his part, Bethmann “understood that [a Hindenburg-Ludendorff] dictatorship
         would mean total war and the retreat of civilian power in the face of military authority.”
         Also arrayed against Hindenburg and Ludendorff were the Emperor’s Cabinet; given Hindenburg’s
         “uprightness” and Ludendorff’s “imperial ambitions,” the rule of a military junta
         would end the intriguing that gave Cabinet members their influence with the Kaiser
         and the Reichstag. Nor did the General Staff want to be ruled by the officers of the
         Eastern Front, whose victories over Russians continued to leave them unimpressed.
         Lining up behind Hindenburg were the German people and the soldiers, along with the
         old-school Prussian aristocrats—the Junkers, who admired Hindenburg and Ludendorff
         for their “warrior puritanism,” their “unlimited contempt for all that was not Prussian,
         Lutheran, and soldierly,” and (somewhat contradictorily) for their Machiavellianism,
         their “inflexible confidence in the patriotic use of force and fraud.” The Junkers
         preferred the two generals to Wilhelm II; the Hohenzollerns were Swabians, not Prussians,
         and they had married English women. Also backing Hindenburg and Ludendorff were German
         industrialists, lured by Ludendorff’s plan for strengthening the manufacturing sector.[69] 
      

      
       Falkenhayn temporized, but the Turkish military ruler, Enver Pasha, and Bulgaria’s
         Czar Ferdinand—both worried about Rumanian intervention on the side of the Entente—joined
         the call for a unified, German, High Command. At the end of August, Rumania did indeed
         declare war, against Falkenhayn’s prediction. Wilhelm II then turned to Hindenburg
         and Ludendorff and Conrad, “delighted to be rid of Falkenhayn,” acceded to the move
         with one caveat: “In case the Austrian General Staff cannot accept the decision of
         the Supreme Direction of the war, Kaiser Wilhelm is obliged to reach agreement with
         Emperor Franz-Josef.” This two-year-long delay in establishing a unified command had
         critically enfeebled Austria-Hungary, which now had “only forces that were both materially
         and morally weakened.”[70]  When Emperor Franz-Josef died that November, Austria’s “primary goal was no longer
         victory, but rather the end of effort.” “With him died the spirit that had, until
         then, guaranteed Austrian fidelity”—however attenuated—“to the German alliance.” The
         young Emperor Charles soon “shook off the strategic tutelage of Hindenburg and began
         to attempt, by secret paths, to break the political bonds that chained him to Germany.
         The unified command perished just after it was born.”[71]  
      

      
       The next fissure in the German war effort appeared on the domestic political front.
         De Gaulle’s account of these intrigues shows a remarkable understanding of political
         life for a young military officer, foreshadowing his extraordinarily sure-footed efforts
         to re-found French republicanism in the 1950s and 1960s.
      

      
       By spring 1917, Hindenburg and Ludendorff had reestablished the Central Powers’ military
         position on both fronts and expected “decisive victory” in the wake of the Russian
         Revolution and the defeat of the Franco-English offensive in April. But the German
         people were “coming to the point of lassitude, such that success no longer excited
         their enthusiasm.”[72]  To reverse this longing for peace without victory, the generals needed to restore
         confidence—restraining the press, silencing the “Left” in the Reichstag, suppressing
         the radical socialists who sympathized with the surging Bolshevik Party in Russia,
         improving the distribution of food, and bridling speculators. They prevented Bethmann
         from accepting Wilson’s offer to negotiate a peace settlement; they continued to press
         unrestrained submarine warfare; they sought a separate peace with the new regime in
         Russia. For his part, Bethmann pushed for universal suffrage in the Prussian legislative
         elections, hoping that this would “destroy the preponderant influence” of the aristocratic
         party there, and also moved to exclude the military from the Russian peace negotiations.[73]  Hindenburg and Ludendorff decided to rid themselves of Bethmann.
      

      
       They had allies well beyond the military and aristocratic classes.

      
         The conservatives hated [Bethmann’s] liberalism in internal politics; Pan-
Germanists were suspicious of his moderation and his desire for reconciliation with
            Europe. Socialists and Progressives found him too feeble vis-à-vis military authority and blamed him for having been the chancellor in August 1914.
            No party forgave him for his stand on submarine warfare—the Right blaming him for
            long opposing Tirpitz over it, the Left for having finally allowed it to be declared.[74] 
         

      

      Finally, in their suffering, the people themselves wanted change.

      
      Bethmann retained some considerable allies, however. First among them, Wilhelm II
         regarded Bethmann as “the very model of a good servant.” Bethmann never crossed the
         Emperor’s “superficial authoritarianism” and “easily offended prestige.” Bethmann
         had none of the insolence of the Prussians. He might be able to negotiate an honorable
         peace if serious battlefield reverses recurred. Finally, he buffered the Emperor from
         an outright Hindenburg-Ludendorff “dictatorship.”[75]  In the Reichstag Bethmann enjoyed the support of the Catholic Center, Progressive
         Left, and Social Democratic parties—all of whom favored a peace settlement and opposed
         the more vehement forms of German nationalism.
      

      
      But it was the Catholic Center notable Matthias Erzberger, regarded as Bethmann’s
         principal collaborator in the Reichstag, who helped to bring Bethmann down. An ambitieux, a former journalist, skilled propagandist, and adroit negotiator widely traveled
         in Europe, with strong connections in Catholic Austria and the Vatican, Erzberger
         had sought a peace settlement since 1916. But he wanted to be the chancellor who negotiated
         the treaty. With peace with Russia in the offing, Erzberger also heard from Vatican
         sources that the British would settle if Germany relinquished Belgium; these events
         would isolate France and force an end to the war. For his part, of course, Ludendorff
         also wanted to settle with Russia, but on his initiative and his terms, to set up
         a military victory in the West. To counter Ludendorff and Hindenburg, Erzberger saw,
         he needed not only to accede to the chancellorship but to come into office “by a movement
         of opinion powerful enough to make the prestige of Hindenburg pale before his own.”[76]  He instigated a “grandiose parliamentary demonstration in favor of peace.” He hoped
         that this agitation would bring regime change to Germany: parliamentarism under Center-Left
         coalition in the Reichstag, backed by popular desire for peace and by the Vatican.
         As for the now-enraged Wilson, he could be appeased by ending the submarine war. For
         the sake of this vast chimera, Erzberger agreed to collaborate with Ludendorff to
         ruin Bethmann.
      

      
      Ludendorff suckered Erzberger, sending an emissary to convey a sense of defeatism
         in the General Staff, allowing Erzberger to imagine that the generals wanted peace
         as much as he did. “Each of these men of vaulting ambition, who quietly hated each
         other, voluntarily accepted the alliance of the other, in the hope he could better
         dominate him after the success of their common enterprise.”[77]  Erzberger declared himself head of the opposition to Bethmann on the issue of hastening
         peace with Russia; at the same time, Hindenburg wrote to Bethmann, complaining of
         lack of unity and morale in the Reichstag. When Bethmann demurred, Hindenburg wrote
         to Wilhelm II, complaining about Bethmann.
      

      
      In July 1917, the Reichstag convened to vote on extending credits for the war. The
         power of the purse was the Reichstag’s only significant power in the regime, a power
         usually only nominal because the decidedly non-republican government controlled the
         Reichstag. But now the Social Democrats, the largest party, threatened to vote against
         the credits, a move that could deadlock the Reichstag and precipitate “a dangerous
         crisis in public opinion.”[78]  The Social Democrats didn’t actually want to refuse the credits; they hoped rather
         to extract concessions from Bethmann, including the immediate implementation of universal
         suffrage in Prussian elections. To go farther than this, the Socialists would have
         risked military dictatorship or revolution from the radical socialists, whose ever-vocal
         luminaries included Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg. Erzberger responded by raising
         some of these very fears to gain his fellow Center Catholics, Social Democrats, and
         Progressives to his side and against Bethmann. Blindsided by Erzberger and “lack[ing]
         the energy” to publicly take charge of this movement for peace against Ludendorff,
         Bethmann dithered: “A character abased, a heart made vile, refused to serve with courage
         a mind that remained lucid.”[79]  The political leader—some might say symbol—of civilian Germany thus displayed the
         opposite vice seen in his military rival, Ludendorff. Lacking spiritedness, Bethmann
         saw but did not act according to his own prudence; his mind fogged with excess spiritedness,
         Ludendorff could not think prudently at all.
      

      
      In the Reichstag, Erzberger pressed ahead, calling for “a parliamentary regime”—the
         first time that a centrist and patriotic politician had called for such a thing.[80]  He challenged the government to bring Hindenburg to testify, confident that Hindenburg
         would call for peace. As a precaution, he tried to line up Bismarck’s old party, the
         National Liberals, behind himself, so that he would not depend too much on the Social
         Democrats; the National Liberals cautiously awaited Hindenburg’s next move and delayed.
         Bethmann naively hoped to persuade Erzberger to moderate his tone and to remain allied
         with him; Erzberger delightedly gave him false reassurances.
      

      
      Ludendorff watched this parliamentary turmoil with attention, knowing that the politicians
         continued to invoke the opinions of the generals as authoritative, but also knowing
         that prolonged agitation would endanger his own intentions with regard to the regime.
         He timed his next move carefully to exploit Hindenburg’s and his own prestige in parliament
         before things got out of control. He prevailed upon Hindenburg to join him in a visit
         to the Reichstag. This awakened Bethmann, who saw the danger of generals intervening
         in parliamentary intrigues. He told Wilhelm II that he would move for a vote of confidence
         and requested that Wilhelm prevent the generals from appearing. For his part, Erzberger
         countered by proclaiming that Bethmann “had insulted the glorious soldiers”; telegrams
         arrived at General Headquarters, urging Hindenburg “to seize the dictatorship.” These
         persuaded Hindenburg that by this point “there existed no authority other than his
         own.”[81] 
      

      
      Pressured by the majority of Reichstag parties, Bethmann offered his resignation to
         the Emperor, who refused to accept it. Ludendorff then induced Hindenburg to submit
         his resignation, revocable only if Bethmann were removed; Ludendorff also resigned.
         The generals’ prestige among “this romantic people,” who “attached a religious character
         to the person of Hindenburg” in particular, caused the crisis to take on “a popular
         and national cast that it had never displayed prior to this point.” The Crown Prince,
         desiring “to manage his future crown,” and in “the traditional spirit of opposition
         in his family”—recall that Wilhelm II had discharged his father’s great Chancellor,
         Bismarck—decided to intervene in the controversy. Faced with now-unanimous opposition
         to Bethmann, and regarding Hindenburg and Ludendorff as “indispensable,” Wilhelm II
         accepted Bethmann’s resignation on July 12.[82] 
      

      
      The Prussian bureaucrat Georg Michaelis—“an experienced and conscientious functionary,
         but without distinction”—replaced Bethmann as Chancellor, to Erzberger’s dismay.[83]  Ludendorff then calmly rejected Erzberger’s call for peace and announced an offensive
         against Kerensky’s Russia. The Emperor announced in the Reichstag that he would soon
         come to an understanding with France and that Germany would ally itself with Japan
         and France to attack England—a comprehensive, worldwide attack against democracy.
         He also reaffirmed his commitment to the submarine war, predicting that it would defeat
         England in two or three months. “Devastated” by these reversals, Erzberger could only
         watch the ruin of his ambitions.[84] 
      

      
         [U]nder the ferment of the ambitions of Erzberger, Germany, overwhelmed by suffering,
            had searched confusedly for the end of the ordeal, toward moderation and democracy.
            The powerful will of Ludendorff was known to have brought this crisis to birth, then
            to have exploited and ended it in a fashion that served his designs . . . enlarging
            the boundaries of his power and prestige.[85] 
         

      

      While consolidating the military junta, Ludendorff “had at the same time diminished
         the necessary authority of the Government of the Empire; his success bent the instrument
         with which he intended to extract a better yield.” Now ruled by the spirit of “Nietz­scheism,”
         “Germany would docilely allow herself to be led by Ludendorff,” but only so long as
         he won. Authority derived from military prowess depends upon military victory. Once
         military reverses occurred, Germany “wavered suddenly in an irreparable disequilibrium,
         deprived of the indispensable support needed to set it right.” In crisis, when Germans
         needed “to see their military and civil leaders in their places, to feel, solid on
         its bases and in its proportion, the edifice of their authority,” that authority missed
         its civilian component and, in setbacks, its supposedly self-justifying military successes.
         “The sudden collapse of a strong and valiant people serves as testimony to the vengeance
         of outraged principles.”[86] 
      

      
       This de-moralization of the German people prepared their final defeat. Mass war requires
         the assent of the people, even under a tyranny or an oligarchy. Every regime that
         fights such a war must cultivate popular assent—democratizing itself materially if
         not in structure. But the regime must then organize this mass for battle. The German
         regime attempted to solve this problem by transforming the life of Germans into the
         life of the barracks. Thus the ruin of the Germans paralleled the stages of “the crise morale that causes disaster for an army”: first, loss of confidence in victory; then surprise,
         stupor, and discouragement after some “brutal manifestation of the will of the enemy”;
         followed by panic; finally, capitulation.[87] 
      

      
       Prospects seemed heartening at first. With Russia and Romania effectively out of
         the war by the beginning of 1918, and with Hindenburg and Ludendorff in charge of
         the country, “never, since the famous days of August 1914, had all Germany found itself
         better united in hope, more resolved to conquer.”[88]  Several victories at the end of the previous year had quieted partisan bickering.
         Even Erzberger, pressured by Ludendorff, turned around; the Social Democrats, “confounded
         and repentant, confined themselves to a humiliated silence.”[89]  Assured that the enemy would soon surrender and encouraged to regard the Entente
         and Wilson with contempt, the German public stirred in anticipation. “A national spirit
         of discipline . . . made the masses think like the leaders.” For four months after
         the March 22 offensive began, Germans were “carried along by enthusiasm,” an enthusiasm
         heightened by German victory in the Second Battle of the Marne.[90]  German cannons advanced far enough to bombard Paris itself.
      

      
       But a modest setback as the Germans marched toward Paris “produced a profound impression”
         on the Germans; “it was on this day that signs of nervousness began to appear, then
         malaise, then inquietude, which marked some fissures in confidence and some weakness
         of the will.” Other unsettling events occurred: after having defeated the Rumanians,
         the Bulgarians grumbled at the territorial gains they’d won; Austria’s offensive failed;
         the Ukrain­ian harvest disappointed; the submarine war failed to prevent American
         troops from getting to the Continent. “Germany again began to doubt.”[91]  Wilhelm II chose this moment to put the regime stakes on the table, in somewhat
         biased terms:
      

      
         With these battles we are going to decide which conception must prevail: the Prussian-Germanic
            conception of Right, of Liberty, of Morality; or instead, the Anglo-Saxon conception
            of Money. One of the two must destroy the other.[92] 
         

      

      The Social Democrats could not quite take that and began to exploit popular doubts
         and bitterness. “Germany no longer believed in victory,” the moral foundation of the
         regime.[93] 
      

      
       The unsettling surprise came in mid-July, when the German offensive in Champagne
         failed. Although the Germans no longer expected to win they did not expect to lose;
         surely the French had nothing left, could launch no counteroffensive. Unified under
         Foch, the Entente forces did just that; three days later, this “manifested, in this
         war between peoples, the will of one group suddenly imposing itself on its adversary.”
         Surprise, followed by “a sort of moral stupor all at once seized an authoritarian
         and prideful sovereign, a government that had been tenacious until now, a docile political
         world, a confident and resolute military command, an obedient and courageous soldiery.”
         For the imperiled Germans, this was “the moment to galvanize itself for effort” around
         “firm and resolute leaders.” But the “harsh and degrading quarrels and passionate
         intrigues had degraded the civilian leaders in Germany, both in their own eyes and
         before public opinion.” The military leaders who had, in some measure, caused that
         degradation and exploited it now found themselves similarly discredited by failing
         to deliver the victory they had held up as the justification of their rule. With both
         the civilian and military elements of the regime enfeebled, the German people sank
         into “a moral lassitude which will remain the wonder and the lesson of History.”[94] 
      

      
       The regime fought back, announcing a peace treaty with the Bolsheviks that stipulated
         major German territorial acquisitions in the East. The government also backed “a gigantic
         plan for the resurrection of Islam by Turkey, to benefit Germany”—evidently by threatening
         British imperial interests in the Middle East.[95]  These initiatives only exasperated Germany’s increasingly formidable enemies on
         the Western Front. Food shortages, crime, and influenza wracked the Germans, who turned
         their minds from the encroaching realities by retreating to the fantasy world of “cinemas,
         concerts, and theaters.” When Hindenburg and Ludendorff began to express doubts about
         the course of the war in public, “everyone immediately drew the conclusion that the
         High Command had found its master in the enemy.” The Germans “abandoned themselves
         to destiny, defeated in advance in their heart.”[96] 
      

      
       In September, Bulgaria surrendered, cutting off Turkey from Europe and opening Austria’s
         southern flank. A new German cabinet, intended to be a coalition of all major parties,
         merely transferred the regime conflicts among those parties into the government itself.
         Hindenburg and Ludendorff called for an armistice; Wilson had already effectively
         demanded the ouster of the Emperor as a precondition.
      

      
      Ludendorff quit—an “irreparable” move because he “had concentrated in himself all
         power and initiative.” With this, “the whole of Germany—military, political, social,
         and administrative—snapped at a single blow, like an overextended spring.”[97]  By November 1918, the soldiers rebelled against their officers; Wilhelm II fled
         to Holland; prisons emptied. The German regime and the German state both collapsed,
         grasping desperately at the harsh Armistice to restore public order.
      

      
       For the Germans, the will to power mixed badly with the absurdity of modern war;
         the would-be aristocracy of the will collapsed under the immobility of war seen from
         the trenches, which stymied the ambitions of that aristocracy in a sea of mud. The
         moral and intellectual surrealism of Nietz­sche imploded after extended contact with
         the seemingly surreal but physically real-all-too-real modern warfare. But for the
         best of the French rulers, civil and military, aristocracy still meant the classical
         balance of the old regime, imported into a republican regime fighting a modern war.
      

      
      The French Victory

      
      De Gaulle fought in the war, describing the elaborate preparations necessary for launching
         an attack in a mechanized war, including recollections of the soldiers calculating
         their chances of survival by watching the enemy’s artillery.
      

      
         Implacable, gloomy, ruinous for the defense as well as for the attack, such was the
            war of wear [guerre d’usure]: of immense and valiant armies devoured on the spot; of prodigies of courage, activity,
            skill, accomplished on both sides; of gigantic labors undertaken, destroyed, begun
            again; of battles of many months, fought on confined terrains, with an unheard-of
            expenditure of human lives and means; ten million soldiers disabled on the French
            front, a billion shells fired; and, in spite of everything, an obstinately immobile
            front, starts without decisions, sacrifices without victory, an always intractable
            task the end of which was deferred in proportion to the efforts made; espérance [hope, trust, expectation] which lived on credit.[98] 
         

      

      Given the character of the war and the fact that the Western Front itself cut through
         northern France, the French lost much in victory. “For this form of struggle, France
         had not been prepared—in her spirit, in her methods. Economists, politicians, and
         military experts had convinced them that the contest would be short.” De Gaulle puts
         French war deaths at 3.5 percent of the population—much higher than in any other country.[99]  The military leadership suffered the most; by the end of 1915, half the regular
         army officers lay dead or incapacitated; the new men who replaced them necessarily
         lacked experience in command and therefore suffered a deficit of authority. As the
         war continued in the subsequent two years, discontent increased; discontent gradually
         “turned into indiscipline.”[100]  Sheer fatigue induced many to desert.
      

      
       Marshall Pétain responded on three levels: by lengthening furloughs, he restored
         exhausted bodies; by bestowing more medals, he strengthened spirits; by taking care
         to explain the reasons for his military decisions to the men who would carry them
         out he satisfied their rational side, addressing them as fellow-citizens. Unlike his
         German counterparts, Pétain “inculcated in the army the art of the real and the possible.”[101]  With a tactic of “alternating methodical attack and well-calculated defense” in
         the service of a strategy animated by a moral intention of unity (the “composition
         of all efforts into one”) and of courage (“that determination to constantly double
         the stake, that passion for risk”), Pétain led the army of France to victory.[102]  But of course in a mass, mechanized war “morale is only a consequence of the value
         of the apparatus”; accordingly, Pétain also pushed for improvement in armaments. By
         the end of 1917, “the army retrieved its equilibrium.” “The French soul and French
         power resuscitated and galvanized French effort.”[103]  With five presidents, seven cabinets, and seven war ministers in four years, “the
         political game gave to the exercise of power a deplorable character of instability,
         of tumult” before finally settling into the balanced rule of President Raymond Poincaré,
         “the reason of France,” and Prime Minister Georges Clemenceau, “the fury” of France.[104]  
      

      
       This reestablished la mesure in both the military and political sides of the republican regime resulted in a deliberate
         policy to wait for the arrival of the American reinforcements—that is, for the exhibition
         of patience, a moral resource that neither the Germans nor the French could muster
         at the outset of the war, and which the Germans never did muster. The human type nurtured by the French regime defeated the one nurtured by the German regime. If
         de Gaulle considers the German nation and its regime a sublime and glaucous ocean,
         he considers the French nation under its best rulers a neo-classical garden.[105]  In the vocabulary of Edmund Burke, it is de Gaulle’s judgment that the sublime finally
         will succumb to the beautiful, although the sublime will never cease its restless
         chafing under the regime of the beautiful. This happens because, in the long run,
         the sublime less accords with the balanced nature of things.
      

      
       De Gaulle hoped that France’s “military leaders of tomorrow” would “mold their spirit
         and their character after the rules of the classical order. It is in those rules that
         they will imbibe this sense of equilibrium, of what is possible, of measure, which
         alone render durable and fruitful the works of energy.”[106]  But the destruction mass war caused physically sent that very generation of future
         leaders, as well as their future citizens, into a sort of permanent crisis; this was
         a “lost generation” in the most elemental sense, killed on their native soil, itself
         ploughed by artillery shells. Just as the shock of modern war made reality seem absurd,
         the Europe of the postwar, the Europe of Heidegger and Schmitt, Spengler and Jünger
         made absurdity seem real. In 1932, de Gaulle found his countrymen in a condition of
         Hamlet-like incertitude, “the established order” having been shaken by denials of
         conventions and of doctrines, by deceptions, trials, losses, scandals, and shocks
         of all kinds.[107]  The peoples of Europe, said to be wise according to the prevailing democratic sentiment,
         undermined and denigrated the military order in their passion for peace.
      

      
       Yet without military victory, there could have been no League of Nations to promote
         peace. And without French military strength, not only the security of the French but
         “the general harmony” of Europe will end. “If power escapes the wise, what fools will
         seize it, or what madmen?”[108]  In a year, Germans would provide a specific answer to that question.
      

      
       In France in the years after the Great War, ambitions had turned toward money as
         “the apparent sign of power” and to treaties as means of preserving the peace in which
         moneymaking thrives.[109]  In civil society, this peaceful competition brought a spirit of initiative and self-reliance.
         Politically and militarily, however, “a relaxation of wills” and “moral lassitude”
         prevailed.[110]  In those less materialistic, less individualist spheres of activity, where not profits
         but regimes are made, the French need “a moral renaissance,” a return to le caractère, “the virtue of difficult times.”[111]  The man of character realizes his nature not through the way of life that strives
         for commodious self-preservation but through magnanimity, greatness of soul, rewarded
         by “the austere joy of being responsible.”[112] 
      

      
       Moral responsibility requires a regime designed like the classic French garden, with
         its clear sight lines, its delineated authorities. But “our times are hard for authority.”
         Men have become either reticent and unsure of themselves or overconfident and rigid.
         Neither “the rights which justify hierar­chies” nor the “ancient deference” and “respect
         for rules” that characterized Old-Regime monarchy and aristocracy have survived the
         egalitarian confusion that culminated in the Great War and persisted, in un-splendid
         confusion, after it.[113] 
      

      
       This crisis cannot abide.

      
         Fundamentally, men cannot do without being directed. These political animals have
            need of organization—that is to say, of order and of leaders. If authority totters
            on shaky foundations, the natural equilibrium of things will procure others, sooner
            or later, better or less good, appropriate in all cases to the establishment of a
            new discipline.[114] 
         

      

      As of 1932, those new leaders were dictators, technicians, and athletes—types who,
         though clearly “less good” than the old aristocrats, at least owed their success to
         their own efforts—to virtù if not to virtue. Better rulers would be found only as the most ambitious men see
         that “the mark of grandeur” finds its response in “the obscure wish of men”—ordinary
         men who are imperfect—to “accept collective action with a view that it tends toward
         something great,” who respond finally to “high ideas” with which great men identify
         themselves, not to mere interest and utility—while at the same time never losing that
         sense of la mesure that Nietz­sche’s supermen lack.[115] 
      

      
       Here again de Gaulle diverges from Chur­chill. Chur­chill, the great parliamentarian,
         associated political authority first of all with speaking. It is true he spoke and
         wrote often and extensively of war, the most violent action. He was nonetheless a
         man of parleying, as his expansive literary style, spoken and written, so impressively
         shows. De Gaulle came to politics from the military. Although he, no less than Chur­chill,
         insisted that the military must respect civilian authority, disrespecting it at its
         own and its country’s peril, he located authority in the silence of the commander,
         the solitary meditation of the one, more than in the public deliberation of the many
         in their representative assemblies. Chur­chill esteemed the parliamentary republic
         he found already in place; de Gaulle esteemed the presidential republic he founded.
         With Aristotle, both men conceived of human beings as political animals, but for Chur­chill,
         the political, and thus the distinctively human, meant public speaking first of all,
         whereas for de Gaulle the political meant first of all the ruling thought behind public
         speech but—and most urgently—behind vigorous and well-measured public action. De Gaulle
         was a Frenchman, living in a republic weakened by regime factions embedded in its parliament. Germany was on his border. Excess talk imperiled
         his country.
      

      
       Chur­chill, the Englishman, with the seas and the fleet as his shield, enjoyed more
         time for deliberation in public. Also, the divisions within the British Parliament
         during Chur­chill’s lifetime, which began several years after the Second Reform Act,
         did not amount to factions, parties devoted to regimes opposed to any form of decent
         commercial republicanism. The divisions of the French Assembly in the decades between
         the world wars remained in many instances genuine factions, with partisans of republicanism,
         communism, and fascism contending. In England, parliamentarians could deliberate with
         one another, but in France they could only chatter; “the game of the regime consumed
         and paralyzed them.” In France, commercial republicanism exhausted itself in conflicts
         with the factions it needed perforce to incorporate into its own legislature. Chur­chill
         could in the moment of crisis draw strength from the very Parliament in which he had
         been reduced to near impotence; to the end of the inter-war period, de Gaulle could
         only lobby his, fruitlessly. In the 1930s, French defense policy remained unchanged
         precisely because political France could not set any policy at all.[116] 
      

      
       Two such great-souled statesmen, locked in the same room, might well quarrel. Yet
         they could also collaborate, and de Gaulle indicates why they might when he remarks,
         in passing, “the secret esteem of the strong for the strong.”[117]  It was on the foundation of that esteem that they worked together, while quarreling,
         throughout the Second World War. Already, in their first meeting on English soil in
         June 1940 de Gaulle saw in Chur­chill a man of “a cordial reserve, seized already,
         and not perhaps without an obscure satisfaction, by the terrible and magnificent prospect
         of an England left alone on its island, which he himself would guide in the effort
         toward salvation.”[118] 
      

      
       The nations that supported these statesmen might also collaborate. As far back as
         1907 Chur­chill, admiring the maneuvers of the French army, wrote, “I felt that by
         these valiant bayonets the rights of man had been gained and that by them these rights
         and also the liberties of Europe would be faithfully guarded.”[119]  The rights of man, as permanent as man, principles defended in Britain and in France
         by regimes of commercial republicanism, provided the moral core for a military alliance
         against any modern tyrant or set of tyrants who dismissed those rights and despised
         the regimes designed to defend them.
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      Chapter 7

      How Churchill Understood the 
Geopolitics of the Second World War
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      The Geopolitics of the Interwar Years

      
      In October 1925 Great Britain, France, and newly republican Germany successfully negotiated
         the Locarno Treaties, ratified the following year. With the regime question in Germany
         settled in an apparently satisfactory manner, the erstwhile Entente powers sought
         to reward and thereby strengthen the Weimar regime by settling its boundaries in the
         West in a less punitive manner than had been possible at Versailles. Peace between
         Germany and its principal victims on the Western Front in the Great War—France and
         Belgium—was guaranteed by republican Great Britain and Fascist Italy. This enabled
         the Entente troops to withdraw from the Rhineland. Meanwhile, Germany’s eastern borders
         were left open for negotiations between Germany and its former enemies. At the time,
         France had alliances with Poland and Czechoslovakia that guaranteed French protection
         from German attack; now that the German warrior ethos seemed altered by the new regime,
         perhaps these alliances could be safely abandoned and German territorial claims (Danzig
         in Poland, the Sudetenland in Czechoslovakia) could then be renegotiated and settled
         via arbitration by the Permanent Court of International Justice. The Poles reacted
         in vehement opposition to this; the parliamentary-republican regime there collapsed
         as a result of a coup led by former Chief of State and Chief of the General Staff
         Marshall Józef Pilsudski, who no longer believed French guarantees.
      

      
       Pilsudski turned out to have been right. The Germans almost immediately began to
         remilitarize, albeit in small and covert ways.[1]  This didn’t surprise Chur­chill; “it had to be recognized that the disarmament of
         a nation of sixty-five millions could not be permanent, and that certain precautions
         were necessary.”[2]  Adequate ones were not forthcoming, but “up till 1934 at least, German rearmament
         could have been prevented without the loss of a single life.”[3]  
      

      
       Economic depression weakened the German republic. Chur­chill blamed the Great Depression
         on the unfair war debts imposed on Germany at Versailles. The European countries owed
         war debts to the United States which they could not pay; the Europeans—Germans first
         among them—“borrowed enormous sums from the United States and Great Britain,” then
         inflated their currency in order to repay the loans. American protectionism precluded
         repayments in goods. These complementarily ruinous German and American policies wrecked
         the foundation of capitalism in Germany by destroying Germany’s creditworthiness.
         Deflation followed inflation, “which has flung millions of men out of employment in
         every land.”[4]  Economic desperation added to remilitarization made Germany vulnerable to the regime-change
         partisans who despised the failed commercial republic. Thus the commercial republics
         won the war but lost the peace, and the League of Nations proved a weak reed under
         that circumstance.
      

      
       It so proved for political reasons, as well. After the Entente victory, at Versailles,

      
         wise policy would have crowned and fortified the Weimar Republic with a constitutional
            sovereign in the person of an infant grandson of the Kaiser, under a council of regency.
            Instead, a gaping void was opened in the national life of the German people. All the
            strong elements, military and feudal, which might have rallied to a constitutional
            monarchy and for its sake respected and sustained the new democratic and parliamentary
            processes, were for the time being unhinged. The Weimar Republic, with all its liberal
            trappings and blessings, was regarded as an imposition of the enemy. It could not
            hold the loyalties or the imagination of the German people.[5] 
         

      

      The great Marshall Hindenburg took the place of such a hereditary monarch, and would
         prove a poor substitute. Meanwhile France, “bled white by the war,” agreed to withdraw
         its troops from the Rhine after receiving an Anglo-American guarantee for a defensive
         military alliance, a demilitarized zone between France and Germany, and “total, lasting
         disarmament of Germany.”[6]  When the United States Senate failed to ratify the treaty the French tried to enforce
         the reparations clause by invading the coal-rich Ruhr section of Germany, further
         impoverishing and enraging the Germans. War in Europe remained unthinkable, but only
         for those who had won the last war.
      

      
       In the Pacific, Japan continued its modernization at the service of military imperialism.
         In response to the arrival of the United States navy in 1853, which forced Japan to
         open trade with the West, the Japanese prudently began to teach themselves modern
         industrial technology and methods of warfare. Their decentralized military regime,
         the Shogunate, failed to defend the country; young aristocrats and military officers
         began a civil war, impelling regime change in 1868. They installed Emperor Mutsuhito
         (known since his death as Meiji the Great). The new regime combined modernity in methods
         with a nationalist ideology to match, reviving Emperor-worship and “foster[ing] the
         belief in a blood relationship, through a common ancestor, between every Japanese
         citizen and the Mikado,” or emperor. “By these means [the Japanese] achieved a remarkable
         degree of national unity, which their successors have been able substantially to maintain.”[7] 
      

      
       Russia loomed as Japan’s principal rival in Asia, the only European power with land
         in Asia fully integrated into the nation-state. After acquiring Siberia, Russia “now
         looked south, dreaming of an ice-free port on the Pacific.” Japan seized Korea in
         1894, provoking a war with China that Japan quickly won, acquiring Formosa and part
         of Manchuria at the same time. Backed by France and Germany, the Russians compelled
         Japan “to disgorge” the Manchurian conquests, but Great Britain, which then viewed
         “the aggressive character of Russian Imperialism” as “the chief danger” to India,
         allied with Japan, establishing a mutual defense pact, which Chur­chill voted for.
         Now protected from any third-power intervention by the British navy, Japan defeated
         Russia in 1903, re-acquiring Manchuria. “But she failed to consolidate in peace what
         her soldiers and sailors had won”; not the Japanese but the Chinese flooded Manchuria
         with settlers.[8]  
      

      
       After sharing in the Entente victory in the Great War, Japan signed the Nine-Power
         Treaty of 1922, guaranteeing Chinese sovereignty. Since then, the Japanese regime
         had divided between those who advocated continuance of the treaty and accommodation
         with Western interests in China and those who “dreamed of making Japan supreme in
         Asia and on the waters of the Pacific.” By the late 1930s the imperialists dominated,
         looking forward not only to ruling China but to confronting the Soviet Union and the
         United States—and to blocking all of the Western powers from the Chinese market.[9] 
      

      
      Meanwhile, the American strategy of acquiring Pacific bases—combining what writers
         now call “forward defense” with security for trade routes—obviously had a double edge,
         increasing the number of potential targets for enemies and decreasing the distance
         enemies needed to travel to get to those targets. For example, “the possession of
         the Philippines has unquestionably added enormously to the complications and responsibilities
         of American foreign policy.” The 7,000 Philippine islands, with their “restless, racially
         and religiously divided population,” invited incursion by “the centralized, active,
         vigilant, efficient and heavily armed power of Japan.” By the early 1930s the U.S.
         navy could not defend the Philippines against Japan; only “the massive civil power
         and influence of the American Union, with all its boundless potential energies and
         long traditions of perseverance in peace and war” deterred Japanese aggression.[10]  But in a few years Japan had judged that “neither the British nor the United States
         has the manhood and national resolve” to defend their territories and interests in
         Asia. In 1938, Chur­chill observed,
      

      
         They admired the mental virility and ruthless airs of Germany and Italy. They thought,
            quite sincerely, that neither of the English-speaking states would take the trouble
            and spend the money necessary to outbuild them [in naval forces]. They looked upon
            us as fat, rich, talkative, effete nations, sliding down the slope to Bolshevism and
            devoid of the moral and mental strength to arm ourselves properly. They were deeply
            convinced of this; but perhaps they may be wrong.[11] 
         

      

      They might be made wrong if the commercial republics steeled themselves for the kind
         of war that now impended.
      

      
       At this time, Chur­chill expected that such fortified trench systems as France’s
         Maginot Line would hold. “The idea that enormous masses of mechanical vehicles and
         tanks will be able to overrun these fortifications will probably turn out to be a
         disappointment.” But modern aircraft “have altered the picture” by “spread[ing] the
         war over the whole country instead of it being fought only on the fronts.” This means
         that “nobody will be safe and everybody will be needed” for defense. Struggle for
         “mastery in the air will be the first stage, and possibly the decisive stage, of a
         great European war.”[12]  Chur­chill did not “believe that the deliberate massacre of the inhabitants of the
         great cities will decide the future struggle; though, of course, we in England are
         particularly vulnerable.” In both Spain and China, “murdering women and children from
         the air has not sapped the spirit either of the fighting men or of the surviving women
         and children themselves”; this only serves to “animate and exhilarate the whole people.”
         “God has granted to man a grand power of resistance to the baser terrors.” With his
         home destroyed and his family killed or maimed, man “rises to fury.” And “fury in
         a righteous cause against intolerable wrong has not always proved vain.”[13]  The really vital military arm of Great Britain in the coming war would be its navy,
         which alone could prevent an enemy blockade aiming at starving the people out and
         severing the island from the empire that provides it with the sinews of war.[14]  But would Great Britain adequately prepare itself, before the war began? That was
         a political question.
      

      
      The Regime Problem of the Interwar Years

      
      Looking back on “the days of Queen Victoria” from the vantage point of 1934, Chur­chill
         recalled,
      

      
         The world seemed set in a frame, and the paths of progress were clearly marked before
            us. Free trade, the gold standard, our Indian Empire, a supreme Navy, universal education,
            the sweeping away of class privilege, and the gradual but constant extension of the
            franchise—these seemed to be the well-defined paths of progress.[15] 
         

      

      By Chur­chill’s middle age, none of those things had endured. Some had been dismantled
         altogether. As for social egalitarianism, “the privileges of aristocracy” had indeed
         “been swept away,” but “in their place we have the power of wealth.”[16]  Politically, three of the major monarchies of continental Europe had disappeared,
         and Chur­chill regretted the consequences. “If a grandson of the Kaiser had been left
         on the throne after 1918 Hitler would never have seized power,” he told his friends.
         “But it’s no use saying this to the Americans. The only thing they think of is George
         III.” As for the nations liberated from the Hapsburgs, they “suffered endless, cruel
         tortures” as a result of botched social and political democratization.[17] 
      

      
       One feature of Victoria’s world that persisted was nationalism, “the greatest fact
         in the modern world.” The hopes for liberal internationalism under the League of Nations,
         to be followed by “the World-State,” had dissolved; “on the contrary, nationalism,
         the assertion of race, of country or of empire, has become more passionate, more striking
         and more aggressive than ever,” combining democracy with “the noblest motives of self-sacrifice
         and duty, of loyalty and comradeship”—motives once seen preeminently in the old internationalism
         of aristocrats and monarchic dynasties. With the democratization of spiritedness seen
         in the Great War, chivalry stood down and “merciless ferocity” stood up. The spiritual
         guidance of the international, that is, Catholic Church had weakened centuries earlier,
         and the only remaining internationalism, Bolshevism, discredited the international
         idea in the minds of all but its most devoted adherents. “The very ‘interdependence’
         of the peoples, of which we used to hear so much, and which has been stimulated by
         modern transport, has played its part in the growth of nationalism,” as peasants clamor
         for protection against the huge American harvests. So has industrialism. As “the factory
         whistle, with its summons to mass production, is replacing the call to prayer,” competition
         from the lowest-paid workers in foreign countries pressures governments to raise tariffs.
         And in war—itself made more likely by intensifying national passions—men, crops, machines,
         and the sciences that empower those men, enhance those crops, and design those machines
         must all be coordinated within the national borders of each country.[18] 
      

      
       At the time of Hitler’s ascension to power in 1933, Chur­chill began to see that
         his regime of radicalized nationalism presented commercial republics with a more immediate
         danger than the Soviet regime of radicalized internationalism.[19]  “It is in Germany that nationalism presents itself in its most repulsive form,”
         as “the bitterness of defeat has produced a monstrous reaction”: the Nazi regime,
         which “has repudiated the whole liberal civilization of the nineteenth century” by
         “plung[ing] back into the Middle ages with Jew-baiting and official murder as the
         accepted, nay, the vaunted features of its national life.” But this new medievalism
         also repudiates Christianity, as “the swastika replaces the Cross” and “the Eternal
         Father of mankind and Creator of the universe . . . become[s] a tribal god.” Meanwhile,
         in Italy, “a really great man” has led his people to “a nationalism so intense as
         to absorb the whole energies and thoughts of the nation.” And in Asia, Japan and Russia
         both pursue “intensely nationalist policies,” posing “a very real threat to world
         peace.” Although Russia claims the mantle of internationalism—“though the Bear has
         been dressed in a red jacket and taught to wave a red flag”—“it is still the same
         Bear.” Its current foreign policy “is not different from the foreign policy of the
         Czars.” Japan, “an ancient nation in the process of making herself a great empire,”
         already rules Manchuria, along with two island groups that “lie across the direct
         sea route from the United States to the Philippines.”[20] 
      

      
       In addition to their hyper-nationalistic imperialism, each of these countries ruled
         itself tyrannically. Chur­chill defines tyranny much more broadly than Aris­totle.
         Initially, he defined tyranny as the masterly rule of one or few, whether it is the
         majestic rule of the absolute monarch, the somber rule of a priesthood, or the scientific
         and technological rule of a military caste as in Wilhelmine Germany, “capable of producing
         opulent results in the material sphere and of nourishing a very high degree of specialized
         culture.” There are also “crazy tyrannies producing nothing but cruelty and squalor
         and collapsing in the passage of time through their inherent vices in vermin, pestilence
         and famine,” exemplified by the Soviet Union and, by the 1930s, Nazi Germany. “The
         common basis of thought” in a tyranny is, “the Government owns the people, and may
         use them for their good or for their ill according to its liking; and all proceed
         on the same basis of action, namely, force and terrorism, open or veiled.” So far,
         parliamentary government—“government by discussion between duly and freely chosen
         representatives”—had held its own against the tyrannies. “One could hardly have thought
         that so innocent a process could have been strong enough to work the undoing of so
         many powerful foes and the overthrow of so many base systems. Yet these are the facts.”[21] 
      

      
       More than a decade of observation brought Chur­chill to see that the tyrannies of
         Lenin and Hitler differed from the earlier (as it were) sane tyrannies. The latter
         took some regard for public opinion. But Lenin “is of a different mold.” The new,
         “crazy” tyrannies run on ideological fanaticism:
      

      
         The arbitrary rule of one man without regard to the wishes of millions. A tyrant is
            one who allows the fancies of his mind to count for more in deciding action than the
            needs, feelings, hopes, lives and physical well-being of the people over whom he has
            obtained control. A tyrant is one who wrecks the lives of millions for the satisfaction
            of his own conceptions.[22] 
         

      

      Men accustomed to the way of life of freedom would bridle under such rule, but if
         they take their way of life “for granted” they may not clearly see how much they would.
         Although the commercial republics had proved themselves capable of winning a world
         war against the milder tyrannies—“the lesson of the Great War was that the Parliamentary
         Governments, if boldly led, can beat the despots”—Chur­chill questioned whether they
         could prepare in peace for a war against the new tyranny.[23] 
      

      
       So grave a crisis drew even from Chur­chill a call for a rival “ideology—if we must
         use this ugly word.” “Equally obnoxious to the principles of freedom,” neither Communism
         nor Nazism deserves British support, even to play one off against the other. “But
         surely we must have an opinion between Right and Wrong,” and between “Aggressor and
         Victim.” The “ideology” Chur­chill had in mind consisted of “freedom, liberal constitutionalism,
         parliamentary democracy, Magna Charta and the Petition of Right.” Unifying the country
         above existing factions, this “moral basis for British foreign policy” should spur
         defense preparation for the security and the defense of the League of Nations and
         its Covenant.[24]  Thus Chur­chill not only deployed but also redefined “ideology” by minimizing his
         use of abstract language and making it as concrete and sensitive to circumstance as
         possible. In this he illustrated not only his own English predilections and also his
         study of Aris­totelian ethics, with its prudential attention to the defense of the
         middle way between extremes. Between “the Nazi-Fascist ideology and the Communist
         ideology” Great Britain and France stood “equally opposed to both.” The principles
         of those regimes “represent that sober, decent, righteous middle path, which not only
         the majority of nations, but the vast majority in every nation, would desire to follow.”[25]  At the same time (again following Aris­totle’s argument), regimes must not pursue
         a false middle path, a path of weakness disguised as “prudence and restraint”; “the
         middle course adopted from desires for safety and a quiet life may be found to lead
         direct to the bull’s-eye of disaster.”[26] 
      

      
      Three internal dangers bedeviled parliamentary regimes as they confronted the modern
         tyrannies. First, contemporary life has seen the acceleration of the course of human
         events; while the most capable men keep pace with modern life, whether in the peace
         of commerce or the blur of war, “the personal distinction of the leading Parliamentary
         figures”—the talkers and deliberators not the doers—has declined. Second, a free press
         has proved “an ungrateful child” of Parliament, using its lawful liberties to agitate
         public opinion and thereby to whipsaw and control Parliament itself. Finally, and
         underlying the first two dangers, the very extension of the electoral franchise, the
         democratization of Parliament, has made it less deliberate; its debates have become
         more impassioned and impatient, as speakers strain to move mass sentiments.[27]  Fourteen years after publishing this analysis, after the Nazis had won an electoral
         victory in the German parliament and then turned their victory against parliamentary
         government itself, Chur­chill wrote, “Democracy seems inclined to maul and disdain
         the institutions to which its right and liberties are due.” This had begun to be true
         even in Britain, where the Parliament of course had engrained itself into the people’s
         way of life much more thoroughly than it had done in Weimar Germany. This in turn
         led to political indifference. “When the vote was given to a few, all coveted it.
         Now it is given to all, you can hardly get them to go to the poll.” Democracy de-politicizes
         itself, as it features “in every class”—even the former ruling classes—“large numbers
         who do not concern themselves with politics at all, and who are solely absorbed in
         the serious business of their own private lives and in the trifles which amuse their
         leisure.” Therefore, “sustained discussion of great public questions of vital concern
         to our national fame and security does not proceed as it used to do”; instead of “the
         thoroughness and tenacity which characterized the controversies of our fathers” we
         see “a sort of universal mush and sloppiness” of thought and action—not the stuff
         whereby either democracy or empire can defend itself against tyrants like Hitler and
         Mussolini, Stalin, and Tojo.[28] 
      

      
      Democratization erodes public life by requiring speakers to address crowds that are
         too big for a proper discussion.
      

      
         When I first went into politics there were 10,000 or 12,000 electors in a constitu­ency.
            You gather a very large proportion of them into a big hall. They could see you and
            you could see them. In an electoral campaign a member could easily address every person
            who meant to vote and wished to hear him. But that is a thing of the past. The number
            of voters in the modern constitu­ency has extended far beyond the capacity of the
            halls or of the speakers.
         

         
         So there is no longer any real forum for the severe thrashing out of national affairs.
            At the same time, these national affairs, far from diminishing in importance, have
            greatly increased both in magnitude and in complexity.[29] 
         

      

      Not only democracy but also commerce tends toward an apolitical way of life. The injustice
         of the harsher regimes concentrates the minds of their subjects on the regime question.
         But the very mildness of commercial republicanism turns citizens into idiots, in the
         original meaning of the word; absorbed in private affairs, they lose sight of the
         importance of regimes altogether. “Many people, even in England, will speak of getting
         a different system of government with no more seriousness than they would bestow on
         choosing a new suit of clothes.” A “vague and feckless mood of Caesarism” prevailed,
         in exactly the way Tocqueville had seen and foreseen.[30]  In his war memoirs Chur­chill gives prominence to the unwisdom, carelessness, and
         “niceness” of the democracies in the years before the war, regarding these as perennial
         features of such regimes.[31] 
      

      
       To this problem of regimes politicians had added another: the state. In the mid-thirties
         Chur­chill watched as social egalitarianism, modern statism, and executive power combined
         to produce the New Deal in the United States—a country not hitherto known for its
         fondness for centralized government. The “bold schemes of President Roosevelt,” including
         his “audacious onslaught upon the accepted canons of the monetary system” and his
         “note of compassion for the weak and poor” had attracted the attention of the British.
         But the actual results of the New Deal gave Chur­chill pause. The use of tax revenues
         to prime the economic pump had failed; unbalanced budgets, “so often urged by British
         inflationists,” had yet to yield any better results—only peacetime debts reminiscent
         of wartime.[32] 
      

      
       “The strong regulation of industry by the State has been backed not only with the
         authority of the Government but by the ardor of the nation.” But this had weakened
         liberty, even the desire for liberty in the American people. “Up till a few years
         ago no people were more self-reliant and individualist than the dwellers in the United
         States,” but now “a very large part of the whole population have become dependent
         in one form or another upon State relief.”[33]  The New Deal appealed, contradictorily, to “the selfishness of the pensioners, or
         would-be pensioners” and “the patriotism of all who wish to see their country prosperous
         once more.”
      

      
         It is when passions and cupidities are thus unleashed and, at the same time, the sense
            of public duty rides high in the hearts of all men and women of good will that the
            handcuffs can be slipped upon the citizens and they can be brought into entire subjugation
            to the executive government. Then they are led to believe that, if they will only
            yield themselves, body, mind and soul, to the State, and obey unquestioningly its
            injunctions, some dazzling future of riches and powers will open to them, either—as
            in Italy—by the conquest of the territories of others, or—as in America—by a further
            liberation and exploitation of the national resources.[34] 
         

      

      Chur­chill disliked such projects. “One of the greatest reasons for avoiding war is
         that it is destructive to liberty. But we must not be led into adopting for ourselves
         the evils of war in time of peace upon any pretext whatever.” Instead, states should
         serve citizens, “preserving ‘life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness’ in the homes
         and families of individuals,” in whom “true right and power rest.”[35] 
      

      
       Threatened by tyranny abroad and soft despotism at home, Great Britain in the interwar
         years needed a politics of moderation. Chur­chill’s own political capaciousness—from
         Tory Democrat and defender of his father’s legacy to Liberal in 1904; founder in 1911
         of The Other Club, a social setting for MPs of all parties; again a Conservative,
         but an increasingly critical one, beginning in the 1920s and into the thirties—Chur­chill
         had consistently acted on an intention for “the Government of the Middle” between
         the extremes of rich and poor.[36]  Throughout, he never wavered in adherence to his father’s sentiment, “I have never
         feared the English democracy.”[37] 
      

      
       It did worry him, however. From the mid-twenties to the mid-thirties British political
         life had consisted of “alternative Governments” of the Tory Prime Minister Stanley
         Baldwin and the Labourite Ramsay MacDonald. Equally, the major parties exhibited “delight
         in smooth-sounding platitudes, refusal to face unpleasant facts, desire for popularity
         and electoral success irrespective of the vital interests of the State, genuine love
         of peace and pathetic belief that love can be its sole foundation, obvious lack of
         intellectual vigor.” While Baldwin displayed “marked ignorance of Europe and aversion
         from its problems,” MacDonald and his Labourites were animated by a “strong and dominant
         pacifism.” Along with the Liberals, still led by Lloyd George in his decline, such
         partisans “constituted a picture of British fatuity and fecklessness which, though
         devoid of guile, was not devoid of guilt, and, though free from wickedness or evil
         design, played a definite part in the unleashing upon the world of horrors and miseries”
         of the Second World War.[38]  By 1934 Britain had “a so-called national Government under which the proceedings
         of the House of Commons have sunk to the lowest ebb,” with “a total lack of any continuity
         of political thought or discussion.” “All we have is vague mass-driftings interrupted
         from time to time by spasmodic mob-votes.” As a result, “the old life of the House
         of Commons is rapidly passing away,” replaced by “a timid Caesarism refreshing itself
         by occasional plebiscites.” The soft despotism of timid Caesars could all too readily
         make the harder despotism of bold Caesars attractive to “the younger generation.”[39]  Young British citizens began to look with more favor at the apparently stronger
         and more vital regimes of the Soviet Union, Nazi Germany, and Fascist Italy. The British
         Communist Party, founded in 1920, had gained some support through the National Unemployed
         Workers’ Union, led by Wal Hannington; Oswald Mosley had founded the British Union
         of Fascists in 1932.
      

      
       Chur­chill accordingly spent the decade of the 1930s not only delivering his famous
         warnings against Nazi tyranny but searching for institutional ways of strengthening
         the ever-democratizing British regime. Among these reforms he recommended “an economic
         sub-Parliament,” a body “free from party bias or the requirements of electioneering,”
         which could advise Commons on Depression-era commercial and industrial policy. He
         also urged the replacement of the House of Lords with a Senate consisting of elected
         representatives from the imperial colonies, inasmuch as the American separation had
         long ago demonstrated the saliency of real not virtual representation in the maintenance
         of empire.[40]  Circumstances would soon enable him to take more effective measures.
      

      
       By 1938 party conflict had subsided, but not because the parties had actually addressed
         the problems of democracy. By then regime conflict in Europe, economic woes at home,
         and troubles in governing an empire now prey to the nationalism democracy spawned
         had so intensified that “the Parties no longer fight each other” but rather “have
         to fight events.”[41]  The rise of the new tyrannies raised the starker question of “whether our ancient
         Parliamentary institutions can survive” another world war. “They will be able to do
         so only if they show themselves capable of upholding the same national discipline
         and intense effort for survival which are undoubtedly realized in the Dictator States.”[42] 
      

      
       They might. “Our institutions, threatened, on trial, and to some extent in eclipse
         in this harsh, authoritarian world, depend for their life and vigor mainly upon good
         feeling and decent behavior. This enables the House to rise to great occasions with
         a measure of unanimity, or at least of unity, which astonishes beholders.”[43]  The Battle of Britain was to be the next such occasion.
      

      
       Chur­chill’s War Cabinet consisted of representatives from the two major parties.
         In 1941 Chur­chill—not always a member of the Conservative Party and, when in it,
         never in the party’s mainstream—served Parliament not only as Prime Minister and Minister
         of Defence but as First Lord of the Treasury and as Leader of the House of Commons.
         In this latter position he was often spelled by the Labour Party leader Clement Attlee,
         not the Conservative former Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain—even though Conservatives
         held a substantial majority in the House. Many Conservatives had continued to hold
         a grudge against Chur­chill for his longtime heterodoxy; Labourites harbored distrust
         of Chamberlain, wanting nothing to do with him as House Leader. But Chamberlain himself
         exhibited the magnanimity needed to accept the facts of his own unpopularity and of
         Chur­chill’s much-needed ascendency; in doing so, he reconciled Conservatives to the
         prominence of both Chur­chill and Attlee.[44]  And although many Labourites longed to purge such pre-war Conservative appeasers
         of Nazism as Lord Halifax and Samuel Hoare, Attlee for his part supported Chur­chill’s
         magnanimous insistence that they be included in the wartime administration. As for
         Attlee’s socialism, Chur­chill found it no impediment, given the temporary regime
         conditions of total war:
      

      
         In Clement Attlee I had a colleague of war experience long versed in the House of
            Commons. Our only differences in outlook were about Socialism, but these were swamped
            by a war soon to involve the almost complete subordination of the individual to the
            State.[45] 
         

      

      Attlee felt politically right at home, and Chur­chill for his part could look forward
         to publishing such a sentence of crushing praise, once the war had safely ended. Finally,
         although the Liberal Party had no War Cabinet representatives, party leader Archibald
         Sinclair sat in on most Cabinet meetings in his important capacity as Air Minister.[46] 
      

      
       As Chur­chill said to his fellow Conservatives a year into his administration, “I
         do not believe that partisanship will benefit, after the war is over, those who indulge
         in it when the war is going on. . . . Therefore, the guidance which I offer to the
         Conservative Party as its leader is that we keep our party organization in good order
         by associating it at every point with the war effort, and that we concentrate all
         our thoughts and actions on the victory of the great cause we serve.”[47]  This appeal to partisan self-interest in support of non-partisanship turned out
         to be advice the Labourites heeded at least as well as the Conservatives, resulting
         in the Socialist victory over Chur­chill and the Conservatives as soon as the war
         had ended—a victory inconceivable had they not fully backed the war effort. By then
         the Labour Party’s leaders had integrated themselves much more fully into the regime,
         as Chur­chill had aimed at having them do, years before. Before the war, Labour had
         never gained a majority of votes in Commons although Ramsay MacDonald had served as
         prime minister in two coalition governments. This had gladdened Chur­chill:
      

      
         In almost every other country the assumption of power by Socialist parties has led
            to the destruction of Parliamentary institutions. The House of Commons has survived
            through the fact that the Socialist Party has never yet wielded direct power of government,
            and that in the meanwhile they have been much weakened by the march of world opinion,
            much chastened by the Fascist apparition; and also they have learned a lot. They have
            been going through a long period of probation.[48] 
         

      

      Such probation gave them the chance to learn how to govern in accordance with, not
         against, a republican regime. To continue this educative task, Chur­chill formed his
         War Cabinet with and not against Labour Party representatives: Clement Attlee as Lord
         Privy Seal, Ernest Bevin as Minister of Labour, Arthur Greenwood as Minister without
         Portfolio—respectively, these men would become Chur­chill’s immediate successor as
         Prime Minister and high-ranking cabinet officers in Britain’s first Labour Party government.
      

      
       As in 1914 so in 1940 a world war would test the strength of parliament as the ruling
         institution of the British regime, but now under the direst military conditions of
         political and military isolation. As he would do throughout the war, Chur­chill took
         the problem to the Commons.
      

      
         [T]o try to carry on a war, a tremendous war, without the aid and guidance of the
            House of Commons would be a super-human task. I have never taken the view that the
            Debates and criticisms of this House are a drag and a burden. Far from it. I may not
            agree with all the criticism—I may be stunned by it, and I may resent it; I may even
            retort—but at any rate, Debates on these large issues are of the very greatest value
            of the life thrust of the nation, and they are of great assistance to His Majesty’s
            Government.[49] 
         

      

      Not for Chur­chill the role of the Nietzschean superman, with his assertion of the
         primacy of force, not of speech.
      

      
       Of his position as Prime Minister he recalled, “In my long political experience I
         had held most of the great offices of State, but I readily admit that the post which
         had now fallen to me was the one I liked best.” When combined with the office of Minister
         of Defence, the prime ministership enabled Chur­chill to “assume the general direction
         of the war, subject to the support of the War Cabinet and the House of Commons.” Within
         the administration, then, “actual war direction soon settled into a very few hands,
         and what had seemed so difficult before became much more simple—apart, of course,
         from Hitler.” “One lived in a stream of coherent thought capable of being translated
         with great rapidity into executive action.”[50]  Civilian-military relations also proved constructive. “A kind of understanding grew
         up between me and the British Chiefs of Staff that we could convince and persuade
         rather than try to overrule each other” in an atmosphere “helped by the fact that
         we spoke the same technical language, and possessed a large common body of military
         doctrine and war experiences.” “There was no division, as in the previous war, between
         politicians and soldiers, between the ‘Frocks’ and the ‘Brass Hats’—odious terms which
         darkened counsel.” In a modern “total war,” such a division made little sense anyway.[51]  Chur­chill explained these arrangements to his legislative colleagues in the House:
      

      
         The way to help busy men is to help them to come to a decision together by agreement
            and to give them power to make this decision promptly effective through all parts
            of the Government machinery at their disposal. . . . I can assure the House that there
            is no more formidable and effective organization of power than a unit of four or five
            consenting minds, each of which has at its disposal full and necessary powers for
            the discharge of the business entrusted to them. It is not for these executives to
            decide how many men shall be allotted to the Army, Navy or Air Force, or how much
            shipping shall be used to bring in food or materials, or carry troops to this campaign
            or that. These particular blockings-in belong in the main to the War Cabinet, and
            I accept the responsibility of making sure that the general policy determined by the
            War Cabinet is interpreted correctly by the executives.[52] 
         

      

      Overall, the British regime made civilian control of military affairs possible in
         both world wars. The remarkable background of Chur­chill as a military officer and
         a civilian officeholder fostered the closest possible coordination of military means
         and political ends in the second war; the parliamentary dimension of the regime made
         a man of such a background possible, at the summit, during that regime’s greatest
         emergency. Chur­chill had reconstituted some of the compact executive efficiency of
         the monarchic regime of Queen Anne and Marlborough under the political condition of
         democratic republicanism and the military condition of total, worldwide war. With
         this administrative structure in place, Chur­chill could also take executive actions
         that required the strictest secrecy, shutting out not only Parliament but the other
         members of the War Cabinet. These actions included the authorization of the British
         nuclear weapons program in August 1941, the formal details of the “special relationship”
         between Great Britain and the United States as arranged in August 1943, and the commitment
         to the use of nuclear weapons in the war.[53] 
      

      
      The Primacy of Speech in Wartime

      
      To guard sensitive information necessary for intelligent deliberation and at the same
         time to preserve serious Parliamentary discussion of the war effort, Chur­chill frequently
         called the House into secret session. He also circulated regular, detailed reports
         of government policies. As always he sought balance, telling the House, “I am your
         servant and you have the right to dismiss me when you please,” adding only that “what
         you have no right to do is to ask me to bear responsibilities without power of effective
         action.”[54] 
      

      
       Chur­chill contrasted his eight-member War Cabinet with that of David Lloyd George
         in the First World War. Chur­chill regarded the Lloyd George Cabinet as the Cabinet
         of Lloyd George—“largely an instrument designed to give the great man who then conducted
         our affairs wide powers to deal with matters over the whole field.”[55]  Chur­chill preferred strong but more narrowly focused war powers, combining the
         duties of Prime Minister with those of the Minister of Defence, with other ministers
         attending to and bearing principal responsibility for the activities of their own
         ministries. This made Chur­chill not unlike an American president, with the power
         of Commander in Chief of the armed forces—but a president in Parliament. While reserving the supreme war powers to himself, Chur­chill equally
         refused to concentrate all non-military powers in the hands of one man, whether the
         Prime Minister himself or a supreme commander of civil affairs serving alongside the
         P. M. Such sweeping civil authority would have been too much for any one man and more
         than the nation would have tolerated. Not only would such a post exceed the abilities
         and prestige of any existing person in Great Britain, it would also raise the regime
         issue:
      

      
         We do not live in a dictator country, where people can be brutally overruled. That
            is our merit. We do not want a dictator. We live in a country where His Majesty’s
            Cabinet governs subject to the continual superintendence, correction and authority
            of the Parliament. In the last resort, only the Cabinet can exert the necessary authority
            over all these Departments . . . on the civil side.[56] 
         

      

      “[C]oncerned about the grave affronts to the rights and liberties of the individual
         which the safety of the State had required,” as early as December 1940 Chur­chill
         directed both the Minister of Aircraft Production and the Home Secretary to moderate
         some of the actions they had taken that summer at the height of the emergency.[57]  
      

      
       By 1942, however, Chur­chill’s model of wartime governance, and Chur­chill himself,
         came under increasing criticism, inside and outside the House of Commons. Except for
         the one indispensable battle—the Battle of Britain, the battle of the air—the British
         military suffered a series of egregious losses, beginning with its retreat from the
         Continent itself. Murmurings had ensued.[58]  At the same time, the entry of the United States into the war, the supreme object
         of Chur­chill’s diplomacy between June 1940 and December 1941, meant that a reversal
         of these setbacks might well occur, if only the British people and their Parliament
         would hold on. The theme of the fourth volume of his war memoirs is “How the power
         of the Grand Alliance”—Great Britain, the United States, the Soviet Union—“became
         preponderant.”[59]  But the power of that alliance could not have become preponderant had not Chur­chill
         and the majority of the House of Commons faced down the threat to Chur­chill’s executive
         power, thereby assuring President Franklin Roosevelt and General Secretary of the
         Communist Party Joseph Stalin—neither a respecter of weakness—that Great Britain deserved
         consideration as an ally, as a country that could hold together its empire in war
         and continue to contribute significantly to the war effort. It was in his reconstitution
         of his War Cabinet, midway through the war, and in his defense of his own executive
         power before and after that reconstitution that Chur­chill vindicated and defended
         Parliamentary government in Britain. In so doing, he also defended the civil liberties
         such government can secure.
      

      
       Chur­chill identified his rivals as a knot of twenty or thirty members of Parliament
         supplemented by some newspaper editors; these men in turn roiled “an embarrassed,
         unhappy, baffled public opinion, albeit superficial, swelling and mounting about me
         on every side.” Chur­chill went into the fight with not one but four aces up his sleeve—enough
         to produce a winning hand in any circumstance: “the good will of the people for the
         share I had had in their survival in 1940”; the loyalty of the War Cabinet; the loyalty
         of the Chiefs of Staff; and, perhaps not least, his own confidence in what he was
         about. “I was sure of myself.” He quotes “a wise French saying, ‘On ne regne les ames que par le calme’”—an expression of a sort of civic Stoicism that Shakespeare’s Brutus could only
         wish that he had possessed throughout his own less successful attempt at defending
         republicanism against tyranny.[60] 
      

      
       In late January 1942 Chur­chill made his first move to reaffirm his authority. After
         returning from his post–Pearl Harbor meeting with Roosevelt in the United States,
         he called for a Parliamentary vote of confidence in his government, “a thoroughly
         formal, constitutional, democratic procedure” which invited a public airing of any
         and all opposition complaints. The Japanese advances in the Pacific theater threatened
         not only America but parts of the British Empire, especially Singapore. Acknowledging
         that “we have had a great deal of bad news from the Far East,” with more to come,
         he told his colleagues:
      

      
         The House would fail in its duty if it did not insist upon two things: first, freedom
            of debate, and secondly, a clear, honest blunt vote thereafter. Then we shall all
            know where we are, and all those with whom we have to deal, at home and abroad, friend
            or foe, will know where we are and where they are. It is because we are to have a
            free debate, in which perhaps twenty to thirty Members can take part, that I demand
            an expression of opinion from the four or five hundred Members who will have to sit
            silent.[61] 
         

      

      In case any doubts as to Chur­chill’s foresight or prudence remained, Chur­chill reminded
         the Members of his own largely unheeded warnings against Hitler and of his urgent
         calls for military preparedness in the years since Hitler’s election: “I have voted
         against Governments I have been elected to support, and, looking back, I have sometimes
         felt very glad that I did so.” Put up or shut up, gentlemen: The vote was 464 to 1,
         with several abstentions—some from the Liberal Party, which had not been given a place
         in the War Cabinet. “Such a fuss had been made by the press that telegrams of relief
         and congratulation flowed in from all over the Allied world. The warmest were from
         my American friends at the White House.” Roosevelt now knew that Chur­chill, too,
         could count votes and maneuver his partisan enemies into an inescapable corner. “It
         is fun,” F.D.R. cabled, “to be in the same decade with you.”[62] 
      

      
       Chur­chill wasn’t done. He also had to deal with Stalin, first of all on the domestic
         front. Sir Stafford Cripps had been the British ambassador to Moscow where, one might
         say a bit unfairly, he fit right in. Cripps combined Christianity with Marxism, to
         his own satisfaction at least; Chur­chill recalls that “he had been expelled for extremism”
         from the Labour Party “some years earlier,” after repeated attempts to form a popular-front
         type of party consisting of socialists and communists over and around the heads of
         his nonplussed Labourite fellows. By 1942, “the Leftists and their press in Britain
         had built up the story that he more than any living man had been responsible for bringing
         Russia into the war on the side of solitary, hard-pressed Britain.”[63]  Upon his return Cripps made an electrifying radio speech in praise of the Soviet
         war effort, a speech that established him as an exceedingly popular public figure.
         Although he had no party, some hoped he would replace Chur­chill as Prime Minister
         or at least build a strong opposition party around himself in Parliament. Cripps thus
         began to look like a much more formidable, left-wing version of Oswald Mosley. Mosley
         had been jailed at the beginning of the war, but although Cripps sympathized with
         an ideology Chur­chill knew to be as tyrannical as Hitler’s he had to be dealt with
         in an entirely different manner. Given the character of the British parliament and
         cabinet regime itself, with its opportunities for long-standing working relations
         with the full range of British politicians, Chur­chill had known Cripps during the
         previous war, when Chur­chill served as Minister of Munitions and Cripps had made
         an excellent assistant superintendent at “the largest explosive factory in the British
         Empire”; Chur­chill knew Cripps to be more than an ideologue but a man of “practical
         administrative experience.”[64]  He offered Cripps the position of Minister of Supply, but Cripps overplayed his
         hand, demanding that this office be elevated to War Cabinet rank.
      

      
       Only after fortifying his position with the vote of confidence did Chur­chill reorganize
         the War Cabinet and safely bring Cripps into the government at the level Cripps felt
         suitable. Chur­chill appointed him as Lord of the Privy Seal and Leader of the House
         of Commons, with Attlee now moving to the newly invented office of Deputy Prime Minister.
         Eliminating the positions of Chancellor of the Exchequer and Minister without Portfolio,
         Chur­chill kept his close political friend Anthony Eden as Foreign Secretary, Ernest
         Bevin as Minister of Labour, and John Anderson as Lord President of the Council; with
         Attlee and Cripps in their new positions, Chur­chill replaced the ailing Lord Beaverbrook
         and combined that ministry with the Ministry of Aircraft Production, making a Ministry
         of Production headed by Oliver Lyttelton. This latter piece of the overall reorganization
         came in part as a response to Parliamentary calls, thus demonstrating Chur­chill’s
         willingness to listen to the Members’ advice.
      

      
       When the reform dust had settled, Chur­chill recounts, “My own position had not seemed
         to be affected in all this period of political tension and change at home and disaster
         abroad. I was too much occupied with hourly business to have much time for brooding
         upon it.” Wonder of wonders, “my personal authority even seemed to be enhanced by
         the uncertainties affecting several of my colleagues or would-be colleagues.” As for
         his dual authorities as P. M. and Minister of Defence, well, “I did not suffer from
         any desire to be relieved of my responsibilities. All I wanted was compliance with
         my wishes after reasonable discussion.” Indeed, “misfortunes only brought me and the
         Chiefs of Staff closer together, and this unity was felt through all the circles of
         the Government.”[65] 
      

      
       By the middle of the year, however, still more misfortunes shook the British. Rommel’s
         forces captured the long-besieged port of Tobruk, Libya, on June 21, after major British
         reverses in Asia at the hands of the Japanese. Would Cairo fall next, cutting off
         the Suez Canal and, with it, ready access to India? Questions about Chur­chill’s military
         judgment recurred; Chur­chill knew “he might not survive another great military defeat.”[66]  But Chur­chill’s opponents failed to reckon on Cripps, who supplied his political
         benefactor with a comprehensive account of the several complaints against the Government’s
         conduct of the war. Chur­chill already knew that his parliamentary critics wanted
         him to do one of two things: step down as Minister of Defence and appoint someone
         else as supreme commander of the war effort, or take the office of Foreign Secretary,
         where his good relations with Roosevelt and Stalin might prove useful. In the debate
         over a vote of censure, Edward Turnour, Lord Winterton—a thirty-seven-year veteran
         of the House of Commons, a member of the preceding Chamberlain cabinet, and a consistent
         critic of Chur­chill throughout the war—went so far as to raise not only the administrative
         issue but the matter of the wartime regime of Britain. “If whenever we have disasters
         we get the same answer, that whatever happens you must not blame the Prime Minister,
         we are getting very close to the intellectual and moral position of the German people—‘The
         Fuehrer is always right.’”[67]  In his detailed and devastating reply Chur­chill instructed Winterton on the character
         of executive power in wartime, democracy or not:
      

      
         I like commanders on land and sea and in the air to feel that between them and all
            forms of public criticism the Government stands like a strong bulkhead. They ought
            to have a fair chance, and more than one chance. Men may make mistakes and learn from
            their mistakes. Men may have bad luck and their luck may change. But anyhow you will
            not get generals to run risks unless they feel they have behind them a strong government.
            . . . And you will not, I may add, get a government to run risks unless they feel
            that they have got behind them a loyal, solid majority. . . . In wartime if you desire
            service you must give loyalty.
         

         
         . . . This Parliament has a peculiar responsibility. It presided over the beginning
            of the evils which have come on the world. I owe much to the House, and it is my hope
            that it may see the end of them in triumph. This it can do only if, in the long period
            which may yet have to be traveled, the House affords a solid foundation to the responsible
            stabilizing factor in the State, and not an instrument by which the disaffected sections
            of the press can attempt to promote one crisis after another. If democracy and Parliamentary
            institutions are to triumph in this war it is absolutely necessary that Governments
            resting upon them shall be able to act and dare, that the servants of the Crown shall
            not be harassed by nagging and snarling, that enemy propaganda shall not be fed needlessly
            out of our own hands, and our reputation disparaged and undermined throughout the
            world.[68] 
         

      

      Further, given the dominance of the war effort in the life of the nation, the alternative
         proposal—to put someone other than the Prime Minister in charge of the war—would effectively
         subordinate the P. M. to a military executive. This, Chur­chill said, “is a system
         very different from the Parliamentary system under which we live. It might easily
         amount to or be converted into a dictatorship. I wish to make it perfectly clear that
         as far as I am concerned I shall take no part in such a system.”[69]  Having effectively reversed the “Fuehrer” charge and flung it back on his opponents’
         proposal, and having threatened his hitherto war-unready colleagues with his resignation
         if they proceeded any further, Chur­chill settled back to watch another overwhelming
         vote in his favor against censure. The overwhelming victories in the 1942 votes of
         confidence and of censure confirmed his authority for the balance of the war within
         and outside the country, while demonstrating that vigorous civil liberty—above all freedom of political speech and of the press—need not be destroyed
         even during the most desperate war in the history of European constitutional republicanism.
         In real time and with acts as much as with words Chur­chill wrote the supplement to
         La Discorde chez l’ennemi, showing how a republican regime can avoid military tyranny while winning a war against
         a radically militarized tyranny.
      

      
      The Enemy’s House United

      
      “[T]he dominant fact today is Nazi Germany,” Chur­chill wrote in 1935. “Inspired”
         by “an intense, almost inconceivably ferocious, hate-propaganda” exploiting the desire
         to revenge defeat in the Great War, “the most formidably scientific people in the
         world” has “cast away all tradition, custom, constitution, law and personal liberty”
         and “yielded itself up with all its strength and virtue to the absolute despotism
         of as strange, as ruthless and as sinister a group of men as have ever appeared at
         the head of a modern state.”[70]  The year before the Germans had elected Hitler, Chur­chill saw that “the Germans
         make out that all they want is equal status, whereas they are seeking superior power.”[71]  A decade earlier, Mussolini and his Fascist Party had served a needed purpose: preventing
         a Communist revolution; “liberty was lost but Italy was saved.” And the world learned
         an important lesson: that “democracy, taken in the best way at the best moment by
         the best men, could just as easily be led to the right as to the left.” The world
         could afford to learn such a lesson when taught by a medium-sized nation. But Germany
         was a great power; in the hands of German pedagogy the lesson of fascism became a
         deadly threat.[72]  With Japan “in the hands of leaders who are themselves controlled, under pain of
         imminent death, by a military secret society” which aimed at the domination of the
         Yellow Sea and indeed of China, British and American interests found themselves in
         peril in Asia, as well. All of these “dictator-ruled countries” suffered “acute economic
         strain” relieved so far only by arms building and “ever more severe national discipline
         which cannot be kept up perpetually” but can only succumb to “avenging forces” within
         those countries themselves if it isn’t kept up.[73]  By 1933 the situation crystallized.
      

      
         One of the things which we were told after the Great War would be a security for us
            was that Germany would be a democracy with parliamentary institutions. All that has
            been swept away. You have most grim dictatorship. You have militarism and appeals
            to every form of fighting spirit.[74] 
         

      

      But regime catastrophe in Germany and elsewhere—a catastrophe for the commercial republican regimes—might eventually bring regime catastrophe for Germany and the other tyrannies. “Dictatorship nurses within itself the canker that
         must destroy it. The dictators wear out their countries. They demand permanently what
         men and women are only willing to give in an emergency.”[75]  
      

      
      By 1939 the outcome was obvious, at least to Chur­chill:

      
         The Nazi and Fascist parties are obedient to their leaders and able to hold down the
            mass of the people only so long as they can be shown from time to time trophies and
            spoils of victory. The weakness of the democratic countries and their love of peace
            have hitherto prevented any organized resistance being offered to predatory assaults.
            But it has now become quite clear that all these peaceful peoples have at last been
            so stirred by the danger which menaces them that they are arming heavily and rapidly,
            and also are joining hands, one with another, to resist further aggression.
         

         
         Thus, during the present year three things have become evident: first, the two Dictators
            cannot long go on as they are; secondly, that they cannot reform or submit to a rebuff
            without exposing themselves to mortal internal danger; and, thirdly, that henceforth
            they are going to be confronted with organized resistance. Here, again, there is a
            conjunction of facts and tendencies from which it is difficult to see any outcome
            other than catastrophe.[76] 
         

      

      Later that year, the Nazi-Soviet pact confirmed Chur­chill’s long-held view that the
         rival ideologies of “left” and “right” were “twins”—“creeds of hatred” and “forms
         of tyranny” eager “to repudiate the Christian revelation”—“idiotologies [that] march
         together in obliterating the rights of the ordinary man and exalting into an idol,
         guarded by priests armed with automatics, the conception of the state.”[77]  Two such regimes can as easily ally themselves against the republics as make war
         against each other. Killing each other by proxy in Spain yesterday, they make peace
         today. And tomorrow? Hitler had already answered, in Mein Kampf, in a passage Chur­chill summarized: “Germany must not repeat the mistake of fighting
         all her enemies at once. She must single out the most dangerous and attack him with
         all her forces.”[78]  Hitler reminded Chur­chill of Napoleon, of whom he remarked, “The grit of England,
         the snows of Russia, the invincible resistance of the Spanish race, laid him low.”[79] 
      

      
       By 1940 the commercial republics saw the various modern tyrannies united against
         them. After the Nazis and the Soviets had partitioned Poland, the British parliamentarian
         and historian Harold Nicolson summarized his country’s geopolitical circumstances.
         With Germany, Italy, and the Soviet Union against them in Europe, the Franco-British
         alliance might collapse, as none of the Baltic, Scandinavian, central European or
         Low countries—singly or collectively—could effectively resist the tyrannies. “Hitler
         is then in the position of Napoleon after Austerlitz, with the important difference
         that whereas we were then in command of the seas, our command of the seas is not now
         absolute. It is not so much a question of us encircling and blockading Germany; it
         is a question of them encircling and blockading us.” Nor could the Empire necessarily
         help, as the Soviets could threaten India, while both Germany and Italy could threaten
         the Middle East and Africa, and Japan could threaten Australia, Singapore, and Malaya.[80]  Historian Max Hastings adds, “Until the day of the German assault [on the Soviet
         Union], under the terms of the 1939 Nazi-Soviet Pact Stalin provided Hitler with huge
         and material assistance,” hoping vainly “for a share of the spoils of British defeat.”[81] 
      

      
      Years earlier, Chur­chill had seen this likely coalescence and had proposed a policy
         to counter it. Against those who recommended policies of disarmament—sometimes supplemented
         either by League of Nations internationalism or by isolationism—he called for a defensive
         alliance with France, an alliance combining “the strongest army and the strongest
         navy” with two powerful air forces. Far from balancing powers in Europe, Great Britain
         should ensure that the republics enjoy a predominance of power there. “If the preponderance
         of armed, organized force behind the peace-seeking Powers was four or five to one,
         then there would be no war.”[82]  He stood outvoted.
      

      
       Unlike many of his colleagues, Chur­chill had read Mein Kampf and had taken it seriously as an expression of Hitler’s intentions.
      

      
         When [Hitler] eventually came to power, there was no book which deserved more careful
            study from the rulers, political and military, of the Allied Powers. All was there—the
            programme of German resurrection; the technique of party propaganda; the plan for
            combating Marxism; the concept of a National-
Socialist State; the rightful position of Germany at the summit of the world. Here
            was the new Koran of faith and war: turgid, verbose, shapeless, but pregnant with
            its message. . . . Man is a fighting animal; therefore the nation, being a community
            of fighters, is a fighting unit. Any living organism which ceases to fight for its
            existence is doomed to extinction. A country or race which ceases to fight is equally
            doomed. The fighting capacity of a race depends on its purity. Hence the need for
            ridding it of foreign defilements. The Jewish race, owing to its universality, is
            of necessity pacifist and internationalist. Pacifism is the deadliest sin; for it
            means the surrender of the race in the fight for existence. The first duty of every
            country is therefore to nationalize the masses; intelligence in the case of the individual
            is not of first importance; will and determination are the prime qualities. The individual
            who is born to command is more valuable than countless thousands of subordinate natures.
            Only brute force can ensure the survival of the race; hence the necessity for military
            forms. The race must fight; a race that rests must rust and perish.[83] 
         

      

      Crucially, in 1932–1933 president of the Weimar Republic Paul von Hindenburg went
         along with Hitler’s rise to power, even as he had viewed Ludendorff’s machinations
         with too much complacency during the Great War. Like many in Great Britain and the
         United States, Hindenburg imagined that the German state could stop the vicious street
         fighting between Communists and Nazis by giving Hitler power, which would “placate
         Hitler by thrusting upon him the responsibilities and burdens of office.”[84]  But Hitler was no ordinary ambitieux. Neither had Napoleon been; yet for all his brilliance and energy, “his work was cut
         short uncompleted” because he made the “supreme mistake” of “going on doing the same
         thing after the need for doing it had passed away.” Chur­chill recalls that Machiavelli,
         “in his deep and not always sinister wisdom, has taught how princes and great, uplifted
         rulers should have the wit to change their moods and methods when the times change.”
         Napoleon and Hitler strike Chur­chill as Machiavellian, but not quite Machiavellian
         enough for their own (as it were) good.[85]  Both men felt encircled and aimed to break out and dominate all Europe. But in doing
         so they made enemies everywhere; their real encirclement was self-imposed. If “Herr
         Hitler continues to act in the future as in the past,” Chur­chill wrote in August
         1939, “undoubtedly there will be a warlike combination against Germany which, as in
         the last war, will eventually bring against her at least three-quarters of the entire
         population of the globe.”[86] 
      

      
       In the short run, however, Hitler enjoyed the advantages of the unity modern tyranny
         or “totalitarianism imposes. By mid-1941, Hitler ruled a geographically coherent empire,
         enabling him to move his air force from one point to another—most pertinently, from
         his eastern front to his western front and back, if need be—with speed and efficiency.[87]  This made it militarily tempting for him to violate his peace pact with the Soviet
         Union, as he did on June 22. Such overreaching could lead to his ruin, if his enemies allowed him no more easy victories. By fighting the Battle of Britain,
         whatever the odds of success might seem to be, Great Britain would gain two things:
         the time it would take for a worldwide alliance against the Axis to take shape; and
         perhaps more important, “stubborn resistance” to the will of the enemy. A regime founded upon “the triumph of the will” can be shaken only by
         the frustration of it, by meeting a will or coalition of wills just as strong as its
         own. Against the Blitzkrieg or lightning-war of the tyrant, Chur­chill opposed a strategy of attrition—of holding
         out, of slowing the war down. A patient will might outlast the tyrant’s lightning
         will.[88] 
      

      
         It is not for me to speak of the action of the United States [Chur­chill said, six
            months before Pearl Harbor], but this I will say: if Hitler imagines that his attack
            on Soviet Russia will cause the slightest division of aims or slackening of effort
            in the great Democracies who are resolved upon his doom, he is woefully mistaken.
            On the contrary, we shall be fortified and encouraged in our efforts to rescue mankind
            from his tyranny. We shall be strengthened and not weakened in determination and in
            resources.[89] 
         

      

      Here Chur­chill not only assured Stalin that Great Britain would not sit back and
         watch its two regime enemies slug it out on the Eastern Front; he not only invited
         Roosevelt to accelerate preparations for entering the war; he also showed the British
         the reason to match their will against the German will. Having done so, alone, for
         so many months, they saw Hitler’s impatient mind turn its attention elsewhere—fatally,
         as it happened. That mind, having framed a regime which needed conquest after conquest
         in order to sustain itself, would wreck its regime on the rock of British moderation
         and cour­age—the virtues of the regime Chur­chill embodied.
      

      
      Bringing Clarity Out of the Muddle 
of Democratic Speech
      

      
      Can a republican regime think coherently?

      
      Going along in order to get along; haggling and compromising; deploying vague words
         to cover over both low bargains and sharp disagreements; parliamentary democrats too
         often begin by trying to confuse the voters and end by confusing themselves. In their
         foreign policies the “lowness” parliamentarians conceal isn’t so much the desire for
         gain as fear of violent death. Both that characteristic desire and that characteristic
         fear generate hopes for disarmament.
      

      
       The Geneva Disarmament Conference began in 1932. Politicians hoped that armament
         reduction in every country would in turn reduce the risk of another major war by eliminating
         the physical ability of any country to aggress successfully against another. Fear
         had engendered that hope after the Great War. Insofar as language exists at its highest
         level to convey reasoned thought, such a passion necessarily led to the abuse of language.
         “There is such a horror of war in the great nations who passed through Armageddon
         that any declaration or public speech against armaments, although it consisted only
         of platitudes and unrealities, has always been applauded; and any speech or assertion
         which set forth the blunt truths has been incontinently relegated to the category
         of ‘warmongering.’” But “the cause of disarmament will not be attained by Mush, Gush,
         and Slush.” The “harassing expense of fleets and armies,” the “growth of confidence
         in a long peace,” the alignment of the great powers with real statesmen at the helm;
         these will bring disarmament, if anything ever does.[90]  After Hitler withdrew from the conference Chur­chill acknowledged that “another
         world war—like the last, only worse—will certainly break civilization,” costing the
         world “our wealth, our freedom and our culture, and cast[ing] what we have so slowly
         gathered of human enlightenment, tolerance and dignity to different packs of ravening
         wolves.” Nevertheless, Chur­chill had the courage to say, “the human race seems to be drawing steadily
         nearer to another appalling war.”[91]  Germany and Japan rearmed and quit the League of Nations. Not armaments but those
         regimes and their aims endangered the peace:
      

      
         It is indeed foolish to suppose that armaments in themselves make wars or that the
            lack of armaments prevents them. Wars come through the quarrels of nations, and as
            long as the nations are fairly evenly matched they can be fought out whether they
            are armed or not. No nation for its size had fewer weapons or soldiers than the United
            States when the American Civil War began. It is not the weapons but the grievances
            which we should endeavor to reduce. End the quarrels and the weapons will soon be
            laid aside.[92] 
         

      

      Chur­chill held out little hope that such a “moral disarmament” would occur.[93]  Accordingly, military rearmament, not disarmament—deterrence, not wishful thinking—should
         animate the enemies of tyranny.
      

      
      Famously, it didn’t. Chur­chill regarded the British and French acquiescence in the
         German dismemberment of Poland in September 1939 as an especially squalid instance
         of the misuse of language characteristic of parliamentary-democratic regimes. After
         the agreement at the Munich summit conference, Chur­chill rose in Parliament to clear
         the fog: despite the announced “peace in our time” and “peace with honor,” “we have
         sustained a total and unmitigated defeat,” and “France has suffered even more than
         we have”—inasmuch as France will not escape Nazi attentions in the near future. Prime
         Minister Neville Chamberlain, that “resolute and uncompromising struggler for peace,”
         had already failed to act in such a way as to honor a clear treaty commitment to Czechoslovakia.
         He did so because “those who have had the undisputed control of our political affairs”—including
         Chamberlain—“neither prevented Germany from rearming” nor “rearm[ed] themselves in
         time.”[94]  They were left with fraudulent words on paper and public pretensions of high morality
         to justify their action.
      

      
      The ruling parliamentarians had confused their desires with the political realities.

      
      
         

         
         The Prime Minister desires to see cordial relations between this country and Germany.
            There is no difficulty at all in having cordial relations between the peoples. Our
            hearts go out to them. But they have no power. But never will you have friendship
            with the present German Government. You must have diplomatic and correct relations,
            but there can never be friendship between the British democracy and the Nazi power,
            which spurns Christian ethics, which cheers its onward course by barbarous paganism,
            which vaunts the spirit of aggression and conquest, which derives strength and perverted
            pleasure from persecution, and uses, as we have seen, with pitiless brutality the
            threat of murderous force. That power cannot ever be the trusted friend of the British
            democracy.[95] 
         

      

      Among the many geopolitical realities, the principal reality remains regime struggle.
         “All the world wishes for peace and security,” he said in an October 1938 radio address
         to Americans. “Have we gained it by the sacrifice of the Czechoslovak Republic?” No,
         because “here was the model democratic state of Central Europe, a country where minorities
         were treated better than anywhere else.” Hitler won’t stop with its destruction, but
         will continue to plan the destruction of other such regimes in his effort to eliminate
         “a certain way of life” in the West—a way that recognizes “the right of the individual;
         his right to be consulted in the government of his country; his right to invoke the
         law even against the State itself.” The way of life of the Nazi regime consists instead
         of “racial persecution, religious intolerance, deprivation of free speech, the conception
         of the citizen as a mere soulless fraction of the State. To this has been added the
         cult of war.”[96] 
      

      
       Given the superiority of German ground forces and Germany’s growing naval strength,
         air power might well prove decisive. As early as 1937, Chur­chill regarded Germany’s
         air force as somewhat stronger than the British and French air forces combined; the
         Italian air force, “a very excellent striking machine,” might press down the scales
         decisively on the side of the Axis. Great Britain and France would therefore need
         allies—most immediately the Soviet Union.[97]  For his part, Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain hoped to split the Nazi-Fascist
         alliance, aiming his diplomatic efforts toward that end. Hitler had other diplomatic
         plans, first among them to split the Soviet Union from Britain and France.[98] 
      

      
       Several months before the Munich pact, Chur­chill defined an alternative plan with
         equal clarity: an alliance of “ten well-armed states in Europe” (Great Britain, France,
         Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Romania, Hungary, Bulgaria, Greece, Turkey, and the Soviet
         Union) in a mutual defense pact would stop “the immediate danger” of further Nazi
         conquests and provide “a breathing space” for “building a still broader structure
         of peace,” including Poland, and the Scandinavian and Baltic countries. Without such
         an alliance, Great Britain and the other republics will be “dragged piecemeal into
         a war when half those who might have been [our] friends and allies will have already
         been pulled down one by one.” This is nothing less than “a recreated League of Nations,
         devoted to its original purpose, namely, the prevention of war.” To those confused
         persons who would worry that this would amount to the “encirclement” of Germany, Chur­chill
         replied: “To form a war combination against a single state would be a crime. To form
         a combination for mutual defense against a probable aggressor is not only no crime,
         but the highest moral duty and virtue.”[99] 
      

      
       Chur­chill achieved such strategic clarity during the war, too—specifically, in his
         articulation of the purposes of the war.[100]  “To me the aim of ending the thousand-year strife between France and Germany seemed
         a supreme object.” The postwar settlement must therefore “weave Gaul and Teuton so
         closely together economically, socially, and morally as to prevent the occasion of
         new quarrels, and make old antagonisms die in the realization of mutual prosperity
         and interdependence.” With such an arrangement at its core, “Europe would rise again.”[101] 
      

      
       More generally, “the structure and habits of democratic states, unless they are welded
         into larger organisms, lack those elements of persistence and conviction which can
         alone give security to humble masses”; even in “matters of self-preservation,” such
         states lack the persistence to pursue any policy “for even ten or fifteen years at
         a time”—as Tocqueville had observed in the 1830s.[102]  Therefore, an improved League of Nations—or, failing that, a tightly knit great-power
         alliance between the British and American republics—must serve as a substitute for
         the aristocracies that have disappeared.
      

      
       What should such a league or alliance do?

      
         [T]he responsibility . . . of enforcing a continual state of military disarmament
            upon a beaten foe rests upon the victors. For this purpose they must pursue a twofold
            policy. First, while remaining sufficiently armed themselves, they must enforce with
            tireless vigilance and authority the clauses of the treaty which forbid the revival
            of their late antagonist’s military power. Secondly, they should do all that is possible
            to reconcile the defeated nation to its lot by acts of benevolence designed to procure
            the greatest amount of prosperity in the beaten country, and labor by every means
            to create a basis of true friendship and of common interests, so that the incentive
            to appeal again to arms will be continually diminished. . . . [Accordingly] I coined
            the maxim, “the redress of the grievances of the vanquished should precede the disarmament
            of the victors.”[103] 
         

      

      To get to this stage one first needs victory; Chur­chill clearly identified British
         war aims at the outset of the conflict.
      

      
       As First Lord of the Admiralty in Neville Chamberlain’s War Cabinet, Chur­chill repeated
         his Prime Minister’s war aims word for word: “To redeem Europe from the perpetual
         and recurring fear of German aggression, and enable the peoples of Europe to preserve
         their independence and their liberties.” By this time, October 1939, the Nazi-Soviet
         Pact agreeing upon spheres of influence in Eastern Europe had been in place for more
         than a month; exactly a month earlier Germany and Slovakia had attacked Poland, after
         which Great Britain and France declared war. In mid-September the Soviet Union made
         its move, seizing part of Poland after securing a non-aggression pact with Japan.
         Germany, the Soviet Union, Lithuania, and Slovakia each took pieces of Poland as the
         Polish government fled into exile without surrendering. Chur­chill took care not to
         condemn the Soviets, explaining that the “riddle wrapped in a mystery inside an enigma”
         of their action in fact had a key: “Russian national interest.” Stalin acted not as
         a communist but as a Russian, “warn[ing] off” Hitler and “all that Hitler stands for”
         from the east and southeast of Europe.[104]  Stalin’s real ambitions extended far beyond Russian national interest, encompassing
         as they did the worldwide Marxist-Leninist project of communist regime change.[105]  In so speaking Chur­chill burned no bridge between his country and a potential future
         ally; not incidentally, he avoided giving offense to the British working class, many
         of whom still admired the Soviets and all of whom would be needed in the war.
      

      
       But when the Soviets attacked Finland in November, the British and French saw that
         the Soviets had effectively entered the war as a partner of Germany. Confirming this
         analysis, the two countries agreed to a trade pact in February 1940 in order to circumvent
         the British naval blockade of Germany. Almost no real fighting between the Allies
         and the Axis began until May 10, when the Nazis launched their blitzkrieg against France, Belgium, and the Netherlands and Chur­chill replaced Chamberlain
         as Prime Minister. As Chur­chill acknowledged in a speech delivered in mid-June, first
         to the House of Commons and then to British people, “the battle of France has been
         lost.”[106] 
      

      
       In his famous speech, “Their Finest Hour,” Chur­chill prepared the British for the
         war in three steps: first moving them away from resentment, then moving them toward
         reasonable resolution and expectation, and finally holding before them the prospect
         of just and lasting glory. He blamed the “colossal military disaster” in France on
         the French High Command, which failed to get their northern armies out of Belgium
         to reinforce their broken lines to the west along the Meuse River and France’s Sedan
         district. While thus deflecting any blame for the British retreat, Chur­chill also
         called recrimination “futile and even harmful.” The same principle applied with regard
         to the political failures of the British political parties, now for the most part
         united in the War Cabinet; “if we open a quarrel between the past and the present,
         we shall find that we have lost the future.”[107] 
      

      
       Having defused resentment, he then pointed to the reasons for resolution. He was not surprised by the defeat. The prospect of defeat had no moral relevance to
         the need to continue the fight. The fight can continue because Great Britain retains the leading navy in the world, a formidable
         air force, and an empire: “the solid, practical grounds upon which we base our inflexible
         resolve to continue the war.” The United States will supply munitions. The coming
         winter will cause hardships throughout the new Nazi empire, hardships that may lead
         to resistance; “the French Government will be throwing away great opportunities and
         casting adrift their future if they do not continue the war in accordance with their
         treaty obligations, from which we have not felt able to release them.”[108] 
      

      
       This prepares Chur­chill’s audience for his peroration, in which he told them that
         while the Battle of France was over “the Battle of Britain is about to begin.” The
         survival of Christian civilization, under attack from Nazism, and the survival of
         the British regime depend upon British victory in that battle—large claims, but claims
         known by Hitler himself to be true: “Hitler knows that he will have to break us in
         this Island or lose the war.” Hitler had proclaimed the thousand-year Reich. But if
         Great Britain didn’t break, if it was the one that survived “for a thousand years”
         and Hitler and his regime proved the ones to go down, “men will still say, ‘This was
         their finest hour.’” The fineness of the finest hour will come—if it comes—from the
         salvation of mankind from “the abyss of a new Dark Age made more sinister, and perhaps
         more protracted, by the lights of perverted science.”[109]  Great Britain is where the men will either redeem or succumb to the greatness of
         the modern project itself, a project in some ways inaugurated by the Englishman, Francis
         Bacon, following Machiavelli but extending Machiavellianism to the orderly and rational
         conquest of nature. What regime, animated by what set of moral principles, will guide
         the course of that project? “The right to guide the course of world history is the
         noblest prize of victory.”[110] 
      

      
       The Nazi bombardment of London with bombs invented by modern science served Hitler’s
         immediate war aim: “He hopes, by killing large numbers of civilians, and women and
         children, that he will terrorize and cow the people of this mighty imperial city,
         and make them a burden and an anxiety to the Government and thus distract our attention
         unduly from the ferocious onslaught he is preparing.” But the fire in the city has
         lit “a fire in British hearts, here and all over the world,” a “fire which will burn
         with a steady and consuming flame”—not the sudden and wild flame of tyrannical passion—“until
         the last vestiges of Nazi tyranny have been burnt out of Europe, and until the Old
         World—and the New—can join hands to rebuild the temples of man’s freedom and man’s
         honor, upon foundations which will not soon or easily be overthrown.”[111]  “My one aim is to extirpate Hitlerism from Europe.”[112]  To that end, he vowed to use the British naval and air forces to pursue Hitler “wherever
         he goes”—as far as Africa or Asia, where British forces remained present and waiting.[113]  He therefore needed to balance the use of aircraft for protection of Great Britain’s
         indispensable shipping lifeline in the North Atlantic with its use for counter-attacking
         Germans in Germany—their military bases, their industry, and even the Germans themselves,
         who had followed Hitler enthusiastically for years.[114] 
      

      
       For their part, the British lived up to his expectations of them. They endured years
         of misery under enemy bombardment and blockade. But this notwithstanding,
      

      
         After he had spoken to them in the summer of 1940 as no one has ever before or since,
            they conceived a new idea of themselves which their own prowess and the admiration
            of the world has since established as a heroic image in the history of mankind, like
            Thermopylae or the defeat of the Spanish Armada. They went forward into battle transformed
            by his words. . . .
         

         
         This is the kind of means by which dictators and demagogues transform peaceful populations
            into marching armies; it was Mr. Chur­chill’s unique and unforgettable achievement
            that he created this necessary illusion within the framework of a free system without
            destroying or even twisting it; that he called forth spirits which did not stay to
            oppress and enslave the population after the hour of need had passed.[115] 
         

      

      Chur­chill could do this because, unlike the dictators and demagogues, and perhaps
         unlike Machiavelli, the core of his soul and the soul of his speech were rational.
      

      
       How could Chur­chill uphold such claims and purposes as reasonable, given the obvious
         material superiority of the Nazis throughout the Battle of Britain? He answered in
         a speech to the Americans in June 1941, a month after the stymied Hitler had called
         off the air attacks on Britain, and less than a week before Hitler would throw his
         armies against the unsuspecting Stalin:
      

      
         The destiny of mankind is not decided by material computation. When great causes are
            on the move in the world, stirring all men’s souls, drawing them from their firesides,
            casting aside comfort, wealth, and the pursuit of happiness in response to impulses
            at once awe-striking and irresistible, we learn that we are spirits, not animals,
            and that something is going on in space and time, and beyond space and time, which,
            whether we like it or not, spells duty. . . . The whole stature of man, his genius,
            his initiative, and his nobility, is ground down under systems of mechanical barbarism
            and of organized and scheduled terror. For more than a year we British have stood
            alone, uplifted by your sympathy and respect and sustained by our own unconquerable
            will-power and by the increasing growth and hopes of your massive aid. . . . Whatever
            happens we shall endure to the end.[116] 
         

      

      The materialism of modern science overlooks the spirit that lies behind its conquest
         of nature. The worst regime—itself founded upon technology and so-called race science—had
         served as a dark backdrop for the reappearance of the nature of man, obscured by the
         science man’s nature produced. Hitler had succeeded only because the regimes that
         respected human nature had failed to unite; “the nations were pulled down one by one
         while the others gaped and chattered.” Therefore, you sympathetic Americans, remember
         this: “Divided we fall. Divided, the dark age returns. United, we can save and guide
         the world.”[117] 
      

      
       Two months later, Chur­chill joined with President Roosevelt in issuing a declaration
         of aims in the war—not yet joint war aims, because the United States had not entered
         the war militarily, although it supported Great Britain materially. The Eight Points,
         soon known as the Atlantic Charter, eschewed territorial or other aggrandizement;
         endorsed popular consent for any territorial changes that resulted from the war; demanded
         popular consent respecting every regime; upheld free trade; called for international
         cooperation to establish “improved labor standards, economic advancement, and social
         security”; aimed at a peace settlement guaranteeing the national security of all countries
         “after the final destruction of Nazi tyranny”; guaranteed freedom of the seas; and,
         finally, promised disarmament.[118]  The British prime minister and the American president thus clarified the purposes
         of the war and of the eventual alliance between their countries. As for the strategic
         means to these ends, Chur­chill held throughout the war to the three elements he cited
         in “Their Finest Hour.” In the North Atlantic, the navy would keep English supply
         lines open; in the Mediterranean it would support ground troops in North Africa and
         southern Europe. In the air, fighter bombers would defend England against German bomber
         attacks and eventually provide escort for the bombers that devastated German cities
         and factories. Military action in the Mediterranean would shield the Suez Canal and
         Middle East oil suppliers. Each element reinforced the others and eventually worked
         as parts of a comprehensive attempt with Great Britain’s future allies to surround
         and squeeze the Germans to death from all points of the compass.[119] 
      

      
      The Allies

      
      In the First World War Germany’s alliance structure had proved vulnerable. This time,
         however, Germany so dominated the European side of the Axis that unity of command
         from Berlin was never placed in question. Chur­chill’s alliance structure, by contrast,
         although materially much more powerful than Hitler’s, consisted of (among others)
         two former British enemies in war—the United States and France—and a deadly regime
         enemy and potential future war enemy, the Soviet Union. Could such an entity unite
         sufficiently to coordinate its substantial advantages and defeat its smaller but better
         organized enemy?
      

      
       Chur­chill had long worked for an Anglo-American alliance. As early as 1919 Chur­chill
         had described Great Britain’s paramount foreign policy: “to keep firm friends with
         our kinsmen in the United States.”[120]  After the Great War, however, the United States acted toward Europe rather like
         British Tories had so often acted toward the Continent: hands off. By the mid-1930s
         Chur­chill’s urgency swelled: “The first and surest of all methods for maintaining
         the peace of the world would be an understanding between Great Britain and the United
         States whereby they would together maintain very powerful air forces, and navies decisively
         stronger than those of other countries put together; and secondly, that they would
         use these forces, as well as the whole of their influence and money power, in support
         of any state which was the victim of unprovoked aggression.” The British Empire and
         the United States should become nothing less than “the policemen of the world.” Unfortunately,
         this would not happen because it’s “vain to expect such commanding foresight and prudence
         from modern governments.”[121]  For this reason, Chur­chill did what he could to prepare Americans for the necessity
         of their intervention in the war he foresaw, inviting them to think geopolitically:
      

      
         Would the complete domination of Europe by a Nazi regime be compatible with the safety
            of the American Republic? Could the United States afford to see, for instance, the
            subjugation of the British Isles and the transference of all the immense territories
            of the British Empire to the control of the European conqueror? There are many people
            on the continent who consider that the most suitable area for Teutonic racial expansion
            lies in South America, and especially in Brazil, the Argentine, and Chile. At present,
            Britain and her navy stand as an obstacle so serious that such ideas seem fantastic.
            But if Britain were either crushed into surrender or force (even, perhaps, without
            a war) to enter the vast Nordic system, then, for the first time, the New World, with
            all its hopes of freedom, would stand face to face with the Old World and its armed
            ambitions.[122] 
         

      

      With the probable exception of President Roosevelt (“our best friend,” he called him
         in a letter to his ambassador in Washington in June 1940)[123]  and a few others, Americans tended to find such “horribles” implausible in 1937.
         In spring 1940 Americans opposed involvement in the European war by a margin of 13-1.[124]  As late as August 1940, a bill to extend the Selective Service Act for six months
         passed the House by only one vote.[125]  It was not until that fall—as the Royal Air Force staved off Luftwaffe bombers over
         British skies—that American opinion turned around, with slightly more than half the
         Gallup poll respondents willing to risk war to assist Great Britain.[126]  As the battles of France and of Britain eroded American complacency, Chur­chill
         returned to the theme at the beginning of 1941: “It is no exaggeration to say that
         the future of the whole world and the hopes of a broadening civilization founded upon
         Christian ethics depend upon the relations between the British Empire or Commonwealth
         of nations and the U.S.A.”[127]  Privately, he advised Roosevelt that if his own cabinet fell, the next prime minister
         might open negotiations with Hitler; the price of that peace might be Nazi control
         of the British navy—“a brutal prospect to lay before Roosevelt,” one historian observes,
         but “by no means a bluff,” given the continued hopes for appeasement in many influential
         British circles.[128] 
      

      
       After his conference with Roosevelt off the coast of Newfoundland in 1941 Chur­chill
         could speak with more confidence about the de facto alliance with Roosevelt and America. Reporting to Parliament on the Atlantic Charter,
         Chur­chill remarked “two distinct and marked differences” in “the attitude adopted
         by the Allies during the latter part of the last war.” First, “the United States and
         Great Britain do not now assume that there will never be any more war again.” The
         foreign policy illusions of Wilson’s brand of Progressivism no longer ruled Anglo-American
         deliberations. “On the contrary, we intend to take ample precautions to prevent [war’s]
         renewal in any period we can foresee by effectively disarming the guilty nations while
         remaining suitably protected ourselves.” Second, Allied victory would not issue in
         an attempt to ruin the German economy, “as was the mood in 1917.” With perhaps a nod
         to Soviet apprehensions as well, he said that “we have definitely adopted the view
         that it is not in the interests of the world and of our two countries that any large
         nation should be unprosperous or shut out from the means of making a decent living
         for itself and its people by its industry and enterprise.”[129]  More than three months before America entered the war Chur­chill already called
         the minds of British parliamentarians—along with those of any Americans and Russians
         who might be listening—toward the principles that would animate a postwar settlement,
         a settlement congenial to commercial republicanism and not overtly hostile to communist
         tyranny. Temporary wartime alliance with one tyranny against another tyranny, without
         denying the possibility of postwar rapprochement; long-standing peacetime alliance
         with the offshore balancer of all offshore balancers, the American commercial republic:
         these policies constituted the ultimate goals of Chur­chill’s foreign policy at the
         outset of the war. He would not abandon them.
      

      
       In December 1941 Chur­chill worried privately that the Americans might “concentrate
         upon Japan and leave us to deal with Germany.”[130]  He assured the Americans that Great Britain would not rest after Nazi defeat but
         join with his ally in prosecuting the war in the Pacific, where the war had begun
         for the United States and where, in the first two years of their fighting, “the main
         forces of the United States [had] been deployed.”[131]  In May 1943 he told the U.S. Congress, “[W]e will wage that war, side by side with
         you, in accordance to the best strategic employment of our forces, while there is
         breath in our bodies and while blood flows in our veins.” He pointed to the “large
         armies,” as well as air and naval forces, “now marshaled by Great Britain on the eastern
         frontiers of India” for the relief of China. He also urged that the European war take
         first priority, inasmuch as “the defeat of Japan would not mean the defeat of Germany”
         whereas “the defeat of Germany would infallibly mean the ruin of Japan.”[132]  A glance at the map shows why this must be so; German troops sat across the English
         Channel from Great Britain, while the Japanese could not seriously threaten either
         the American or British metropoles. Chur­chill further noted that the British had
         taken “the main burden in the Atlantic”—quite properly so, inasmuch as “unless the
         ocean life-line which joins our two peoples could be kept unbroken, the British Isles
         and all the very considerable forces which radiate therefrom would be paralyzed and
         doomed.” In the meantime, “the prodigious output of new ships from the United States
         building-yards” had overtaken and surpassed “the losses of both Allies.”[133]  In the air, in mid-1943, the British had also conducted “the principal air offensive
         against Germany,”[134]  while on the ground “the outstanding event of this famous year has been the victorious
         advance of the Russian armies,” which by then had liberated “two-thirds of the occupied
         Russian soil from the foul invader” and “inflicted deep and dire injury upon the whole
         life and structure of the German military power.”[135] 
      

      
       As the Allied countries—first among them the Soviet Union, with its vast territories
         and mass armies—continued to wear down the Axis powers, Chur­chill’s concern with
         the alliance centered on the sustainability of the war effort by the democratic-republican
         regimes. “We have surmounted many serious dangers,” he told Congress in 1943, “but
         there is one grave danger which will go along with us till the end: that danger is
         the undue prolongation of the war” for another four or five years. “[I]t is in the
         dragging-out of the war at enormous expense, until the democracies are tired or bored
         or split, that the main hopes of Germany and Japan must now reside.”[136]  As the weakest Axis regime began to disintegrate, Chur­chill warned against spending
         too much effort and time in governing Italy, turning the Italians’ “sense of liberation”
         from fascism “into a sullen discontent against us and all our works.” Let them “stew
         in their own juice for a bit, and hot up the fire to the utmost in order to accelerate
         the process, until we obtain from the Government, or whoever possesses the necessary
         authority, all our indispensable requirements for carrying on the war against our
         prime and capital foe, which is not Italy but Germany.”[137] 
      

      
       With their huge populations and commercial habits, modern republican regimes easily
         suffer from distraction and impatience. Knowing this, Chur­chill kept his publicly
         stated war aims simple: defeat Hitler; defeat Japan; organize a three-power conference
         on “the future world organization.” Upon their victory (early in 1943, Chur­chill
         confidently projected), Great Britain, the United States, and the Soviet Union “should
         immediately begin to confer upon the future world organization which is to be our
         safeguard against further wars by effectually disarming and keeping disarmed the guilty
         States, by bringing to justice the grand criminals and their accomplices, and by securing
         the return to the devastated and subjugated countries of the mechanical resources
         and artistic treasures of which they have been pillaged.” Beneath the overall United
         Nations organization a Council of Europe should aim at achieving “the largest common
         measure of the integrated life of Europe that is possible without destroying the individual
         characteristics and traditions of its many ancient and historic races,” in harmony
         with “the high permanent interests of Britain, the United States, and Russia.” “Thus
         and only thus will the glory of Europe rise again.”[138]  In this way, Chur­chill linked the renaissance of Europe not only to a world organization
         of states but to continued cooperation with the United States.
      

      
       But why should Americans want such cooperation?

      
         Twice in my lifetime the long arm of destiny has reached across the oceans and involved
            the entire life and manhood of the United States in a deadly struggle. There was no
            use in saying “We don’t want it; we won’t have it; our forebears left Europe to avoid
            these quarrels; we have founded a new world which has no contact with the old.” There
            was no use in that. The long arm reaches out remorselessly, and every one’s existence,
            environment, and outlook undergo a swift and irresistible change.[139] 
         

      

      Why so? Physically, as Alexander Hamilton had seen nearly two centuries earlier, modern
         technology reduces distance. “Where, then, are those broad oceans, those vast staring
         deserts? They are shrinking before our eyes.” While distances between nations shrank,
         the American nation grew to greatness. But “the price of greatness is responsibility.”
         A great nation—design­edly great, made so by the American founders and by the American people themselves as they
         pushed across a continent—in a “smaller” world cannot evade responsibility for the
         way that world orders itself. “We have now reached a stage in the journey where there
         can be no pause. We must go on. It must be world anarchy or world order,” and the
         United States, by its actions, will contribute to one or the other whether its people
         want to or not.[140] 
      

      
       As the Allies replaced the anarchy of world war with world order, what would be the
         character of that order? The purpose of the war does not involve an attack on other
         nations as such. The war against Germany, Italy, and Japan does not aim finally at the Germans, Italians,
         and Japanese but against their regimes. “Tyranny is our foe, whatever trappings or
         disguise it wears, whatever language it speaks, be it external or internal, we must
         forever be on our guard, ever mobilized, ever vigilant, always ready to spring at
         its throat.”[141]  By its very achievement of greatness commercial, democratic-republican America has
         placed itself in a position of permanent responsibility—just the thing democracy dislikes.
         Like it or not, there it is.
      

      
       “Throughout all this ordeal and struggle which is characteristic of our age, you
         will find in the British Commonwealth and empire good comrades to whom you are united
         by other ties besides those of State policy and public need”: “blood and history,”
         law, language, literature, “common conceptions of what is right and decent, a marked
         regard for fair play, especially to the weak and poor, a stern sentiment of impartial
         justice, and above all the love of personal freedom.”[142]  But on the American side, when it came to the British Empire, Roosevelt demurred.
      

      
       Famously, Americans never had liked it much. Roosevelt typified America in this respect.
         He set about undermining the British Empire during the war, as forcefully described
         in Elliott Roosevelt’s book, As He Saw It.[143]  
      

      
       Roosevelt had opposed imperialism since his adolescence, arguing against the United
         States’ annexation of Hawaii in a school debate in 1898 (“Why should we soil our hands
         with colonies?”).[144]  As the principal spokesman on foreign policy for the Democratic Party in 1928 he
         reaffirmed American policies of self-government for the Philippines and cited President
         Wilson as an advocate of “a vision of a new relationship between nations” including
         the abandonment of “imperialistic encroachment” in Latin America and, of course, the
         steady replacement of imperial structures worldwide with the League of Nations “mandate”
         system, looking toward the eventual independence of all nations.[145]  
      

      
       Nonetheless, Roosevelt understood the importance of imperialism to Great Britain
         and to its war effort. As the Battle of Britain wore on in 1940 he wrote that the
         British “defense strategy must be global”:
      

      
         The British Isles, the British in those Isles, have been able to exist and to defend
            themselves not only because they have prepared strong local defenses but also because
            as the heart and the nerve center of the British Empire they have been able to draw
            upon vast resources for their sustenance and to bring into operation against their
            enemies economic, military and naval pressures on a world-wide scale. They live by
            importing goods from all parts of the world and by utilizing large overseas financial
            resources.[146] 
         

      

      Their “wide-spread economic, military, and naval activities . . . both diminish the
         vital strength of their enemies and at the same time prevent those enemies from concentrating
         the full force of their armed power against the heart and the nerve center of the
         Empire.”[147]  
      

      
      But to understand was not forever to endorse. In the early 1940s Roosevelt told his
         son that “British bankers and German bankers have had world trade pretty well sewn
         up in their pockets for a long time.” Because “that’s not so good for American trade,”
         Americans “have got to make clear to the British from the outset that we don’t intend
         to be simply a good-time Charlie who can be used to help the British Empire out of
         a tight spot, and then be forgotten forever.” Drawing upon his Wilsonian progressivism,
         at their first meeting Roosevelt lectured Chur­chill on the need to abandon “eighteenth-century
         methods” for “twentieth-century methods”—that is, to replace colonialism with “equality
         of peoples” and “the utmost freedom of competitive trade.” Considering Chur­chill
         “a real Tory, of the old school,” Roosevelt regarded him as “perfect” for “a war leader”
         but inadequate as a leader in the postwar world precisely because Chur­chill clung
         to imperialism.[148]  
      

      
      Chur­chill regarded Roosevelt as the one who looked backward: “The President’s mind
         was back in the American War of Independence, and he thought of the Indian problem
         in terms of the thirteen colonies fighting George III at the end of the eighteenth
         century. I, on the other hand, was responsible for preserving the peace and safety
         of the Indian continent, sheltering nearly a fifth of the population of the globe.”[149]  To become a self-governing people, in Chur­chill’s view, one needed either a long
         period of gradually increasing civilization, as seen in Great Britain, or a long period
         of tutelage by a more civilized people—also as seen in Britain itself, under Rome.
         Just as peace among the democratic nation-states would require a sort of international
         aristocracy of prominent statesmen sitting in a World Council, so “the few”—that is,
         the British and the other civilized countries—needed to guide nations with no experience
         in self-government toward it.[150] 
      

      
      As was often his practice, Roosevelt challenged Chur­chill’s opinion somewhat indirectly,
         after the direct approach only provoked stout resistance. Roosevelt sent a February
         1944 memorandum prepared by Major General Patrick Hurley, an attorney and former Hoover
         Administration Secretary of War who served as Roosevelt’s special representative in
         Iran, beginning in 1942. According to Hurley, both British and Soviet imperialists
         opposed Iranian self-government, the first because they were not thoroughgoing democrats
         and the second because they were not capitalists.
      

      
         The imperialism of Germany, Japan, Italy, France, Belgium, Portugal, and the Netherlands
            will, we hope, end or be radically revised by this war. British imperialism seems
            to have acquired a new life. This appearance, however, is illusory. What appears to
            be a new life of British imperialism is the result of the infusion, into its emaciated
            form, of the blood of productivity and liberty from a free nation through lend lease.
            British imperialism is also being defended today by the blood of the soldiers of the
            most democratic nation on earth. . . . We are approaching the irrepressible conflict
            between world-wide imperialism and world-wide democracy. It is depressing to note
            how many of our real friends in the world seem to be irrevocably committed to the
            old order of imperialism.[151] 
         

      

      Hurley cited Wilson’s policy, “To make the world safe for democracy,” as a vision
         tragically sacrificed to a mistaken policy of making “the world safe for imperialism.”
         He regarded the Second World War to have been in part the result of that policy. The
         price of continuing to sustain Great Britain “as a first class power” ought to be
         its acceptance of “the principles of liberty and democracy” and its rejection of “oppressive
         imperialism.”[152] 
      

      
       To this riposte Chur­chill contented himself with replying that if America would
         fix “no sheep’s eyes at our oilfields at Iran and Iraq” Great Britain would “reciprocate
         by giving you the fullest assurance that we have no thought of trying to horn in upon
         your interests of property in Saudi Arabia.”[153]  More fully, some ten years later, he argued in a letter to President Eisenhower
         that in the exercise of imperialism, particularly in India, “Britain has a story to
         tell which will look quite well against the background of the coming hundred years.”
      

      
         I am a bit skeptical about universal suffrage for the Hottentots even if refined by
            proportional representation. The British and American democracies were slowly and
            painfully forged and even they are not perfect yet.[154] 
         

      

      Thus, as late as the mid-1950s, Chur­chill suspected that the decline of civilizing
         empires—civilizing in the primary, political sense of “making-civil”—might well come
         to be regretted by friends of commercial republicanism and that an international order
         based upon national self-determination, prematurely achieved, might well lead toward
         illiberal democracy, or to no democracy at all, for the nations ostensibly liberated.
      

      
      Chur­chill consistently urged Anglo-American attacks on Germany from the north—via
         Scandinavia—and the south—via Italy. With the Soviets counter-attacking in the east,
         this amounted to an encirclement strategy—similar to the United States’ “Anaconda
         strategy” against the Confederacy in the 1860s. Chur­chill considered that such a
         strategy would diminish Soviet territorial gains in central Europe by inserting British
         and American troops into the area before the Soviets could advance throughout it.
         Roosevelt would have none of this, regarding Chur­chill’s stated intention to block
         the military advances of the Red Army in eastern and central Europe not so much as
         a means of resisting the extension of communist rule as an attempt to maintain British
         imperial dominion in the Middle East by sealing off Russian access to that region.
         Roosevelt and his generals consistently preferred what eventually became the main
         Anglo-American military thrust of the war: invasion of continental Europe across the
         English Channel in order to drive the Germans back to Germany and to join hands with
         the Red Army over the dead body of the Nazi regime. Uncommitted to the perpetuation
         of the British Empire, Americans regarded this direct, concentrated assault as militarily
         and politically preferable to encirclement.[155]  However, it took two and a half years between the American entry into the war in
         December 1941 to the invasion of Normandy in June 1944 to ready sufficient American
         troops for such an effort, and in the meantime Chur­chill’s Mediterranean strategy
         received a full trial in North Africa (1942) and Italy (1943). In the event, the supposedly
         soft underbelly of Europe proved harder than Chur­chill anticipated, but the Mediterranean
         campaigns succeeded in rolling back German encroachments in Africa, protecting Suez
         and the Middle East, drawing off some German troops from use against the hard-pressed
         Russians, and—perhaps not least—giving hitherto untested American forces the experience
         under fire that served them well on D-Day and thereafter.[156] 
      

      
      But more, Roosevelt inclined to deprecate the prospect of Soviet domination in eastern
         and central Europe. “He’s scared of letting the Russians get too strong,” Roosevelt
         said of Chur­chill—adding, somewhat astonishingly, “Maybe the Russians will get strong
         in Europe. Whether that’s bad depends on a whole lot of factors.”[157]  In June 1941, predicting Nazi defeat after its attack on the Soviet Union, he told
         Admiral William Leahy, “I do not think we need worry about any possibility of Russian
         domination” of Europe after its “liberation from Nazi domination.”[158] 
      

      
      Roosevelt worried that the insertion of American and British troops in southern and
         central Europe would confirm to Stalin that the United States and Great Britain were
         allied against the Soviet Union. “The one thing that could upset the applecart, after
         the war, is if the world is divided again, Russia against England and us.”[159]  As a liberal internationalist he evidently hoped that the improved League of Nations,
         the United Nations, could significantly affect the character of the Soviet regime,
         even as it provided a safe framework for the dissolution of the British and French
         empires.[160]  Roosevelt never quite made it clear why he regarded the Soviet Union as any less
         an empire than Great Britain. Nor did he ask himself why a regime founded upon the
         principles of Marxism-Leninism would ever cease to consider the commercial republics
         as political embodiments of its international “class enemy,” the bourgeoisie.[161] 
      

      
      Chur­chill understood the Soviet Union precisely as an empire, an empire of an especially
         malignant sort, given the character of its regime and the ideology animating it. This
         understanding in no way detracted from his understanding of and public praise for
         the Russian war effort. In May 1943 he told the U.S. Congress that “the main burden
         of the war on land is still being borne by the Russian armies,” which then engaged
         218 German and German-allied divisions on the Eastern Front, in contrast to the fifteen
         divisions the Anglo-American forces had defeated in Tunisia.[162]  By July, the “mighty battles on the Russian front, far exceeding in scale any of
         the operations in which we and the United States have hitherto been engaged on land,”
         had inflicted “deep injuries upon the German army,” even as the Anglo-American forces
         had turned the war against Germany on sea—blunting the Nazi submarine campaign—and
         in the air—first in the Battle of Britain, but now in “the systematic shattering of
         German cities.”[163]  And by November, while “I rate the Anglo-American air attacks on Germany as one
         of the prime causes of the impending ruin of the Hitler regime,” it “must never be
         forgotten that there was not in the whole world, nor could there have been created
         for several years, any military organism which could ever have given the blows which
         Russia has given, or survived the losses which Russia has borne.”[164] 
      

      
      All this notwithstanding, Chur­chill also never forgot the Soviet contributions to
         the German and finally the Nazi war-fighting capabilities. From 1927 on, the Soviets
         had trained German pilots and extended technical liaison with the Red Army; “the relations
         between Nazi Germany and the vast Soviet State appeared to be unprejudiced by public
         ideological controversy.”[165]  The 1936 purges eliminated the pro-German faction in the Stalinist regime.[166]  In 1938, Chur­chill had proposed an alliance of Britain with France and Russia “as
         the only hope of checking the Nazi onrush,”[167]  a policy complicated by the reservations of the small eastern and central European
         countries, which “did not know whether it was German aggression or Russian rescue
         that they dreaded more.”[168]  But Stalin finally rejected alliance with the commercial republics because he correctly
         calculated that he would need to put at least three times more divisions into a war
         with Germany than the British and the French would do. This, along with memories of
         the Czarist regime’s catastrophe in the Great War, led to the Non-Aggression Pact
         between the Nazis and the Soviets in 1939.[169] 
      

      
      Chur­chill judged that both parties to the pact knew “it would only be a temporary
         expedient,” given that “the antagonisms between the two empires and systems were mortal.”[170]  But for the two years the Pact lasted, the two regimes “worked together as closely
         as their deep divergences of interest permitted,” even as both prepared for an eventual
         showdown.[171]  The Soviets, for their part, “poured a heavy flow of food and essential raw materials
         into the Reich,” directed their British operatives to disrupt factory production,
         and “diffused [their] hatreds and slanders against us” in radio broadcasts.[172]  Hitler seems to have offered the Soviets a place in the Axis, “but Hitler’s heart
         was set on destroying the Bolsheviks, for whom his hatred was mortal,” and when Stalin
         cautiously delayed, Hitler—his air war against Great Britain now stymied—attacked.[173]  
      

      
      Thus the Soviet Union should not rank as a British ally in the war in any but the
         military sense—although of course in this sense its resistance proved the single greatest
         factor in the defeat of the Nazi regime. The United States favored the British regime
         but not its polity, its empire; the Soviet Union favored neither the British regime
         nor its polity. The Soviet tyrant never wavered in his recognition of the British
         and American regimes as his enemies. He told his ambassador in London that British
         incapacity to open a second front as early as 1941 proved that the survivors of the
         Battle of Britain dawdled in the hope of seeing the Nazis weaken the Communists.[174]  The reverse was true: the British and the Americans needed the Soviets to weaken
         the Nazis; as late as 1944–1945 the U.S. Army “never became large enough to defeat
         even the one-third of Hitler’s forces then deployed on the Western Front, until these
         had been drastically weakened by the Russians.”[175] 
      

      
      Having “shown a total indifference to the fate of the Western Powers”—“the hated and
         despised” “democracies of the West”—the Soviet rulers “allowed the whole of the Balkans
         to be overrun by Germany”—countries “of vital interest to them and their own safety”
         which could have been combined “with active British aid to form a Balkan front against
         Hitler.” In failing to see and to do this, “Stalin and his commissars showed themselves
         the most completely outwitted bunglers of the Second World War.”[176]  The Nazi onslaught of June 1941 surprised them as much as the previous year’s attack
         had surprised the French. But unlike France, “vast Russia had the supreme advantage
         of depth; and this was once again to prove her salvation.”[177]  “The strength of the Soviet Government, the fortitude of the Russian people, their
         immeasurable reserves of man-power, the vast size of their country, the rigors of
         the Russian winter, were the factors which ultimately ruined Hitler’s armies.”[178]  
      

      
      As a strategist, Stalin smartened up quickly once he knew exactly who his immediate
         enemy was. After initially calling for a Western Front in northern Europe—quite impossible
         in 1941—and generally entertaining unrealistic expectations of Anglo-American military
         capabilities,[179]  Stalin saw the geopolitical advantages of an Allied attack in the Mediterranean:
         it would hit General Rommel’s army in North Africa (which threatened the Suez Canal);
         it would “overawe Spain” and keep it out of the war; it would “produce fighting between
         Germans and Frenchmen in France”; it would strike at Italy.[180]  With this operation drawing off some of the German forces (particularly aircraft),
         the Red Army and its much-improved air force turned the war around on the Eastern
         Front by spring 1943; by September the Germans were in retreat from west of Moscow
         to the Black Sea.[181]  By the Tehran Conference in late 1943 the Allies could plan the next assault, this
         time mostly from England into France; Chur­chill wanted to include a follow-up to
         the Mediterranean campaign—now in Turkey, which would have linked the Anglo-American
         forces with the Soviet in the Black Sea. Not Stalin but Roosevelt (again perhaps eyeing
         possible postwar imperial ambitions by the British) vetoed the Mediterranean dimension
         of the plan, the success of which had been prepared by earlier campaign, by the establishment
         of unquestioned Anglo-American naval and air superiority, and above all by the Soviet
         advances along their 2,000-mile front.[182] 
      

      
      At Tehran both Roosevelt and Stalin pushed for dismemberment and economic suppression
         of Germany after the war. Roosevelt wanted Germany divided into seven sections—five
         of them self-governing, two (including the principal industrial and mining areas)
         governed by the United Nations as trustees. Stalin concurred, remarking (in Chur­chill’s
         paraphrase) that it was good “to break up and scatter the German tribes,” which could
         be prevented from reuniting by “various economic measures.” Chur­chill preferred to
         separate militaristic Prussia from the rest, but to form a “Danubian Confederation”
         of southern Germans, whom he deemed “not the most ferocious” sorts. The Danube River
         being an artery of commerce, Chur­chill clearly wanted the economic measures of pacification
         to include recovery and growth. Roosevelt and Stalin seem to have entertained no such
         understanding of pacification.[183]  In the event Germany saw military occupation and the East-West division Roosevelt
         had sought to avoid etched into its territory for the next two generations. “About
         this tragedy,” Chur­chill wrote in 1951, “it can only be said, ‘IT CANNOT LAST.’”[184] 
      

      
      Despite at times bitter disputes with de Gaulle, and despite the centuries-old suspicions
         of the English for the French (and vice versa), and despite Chur­chill’s family and
         political connections to America, France’s government-in-exile stood as the ally with
         whom Chur­chill shared the most profound sympathy of outlook. For Stalin and the Soviet
         Union he felt the repugnance of a free man towards tyranny, while acknowledging the
         courage of the Russians and the indispensability of both the regime and the nation
         to the achievement of victory over a still more threatening tyranny. Roosevelt presented
         a more complicated problem. Personally charming, he not only took British imperialism
         to be a nearly undiluted evil but he also espoused a very different understanding
         of politics generally and of republicanism in particular. Since his first election
         in 1910 to the office of state senator in Dutchess County, New York, Roosevelt had
         attached himself to the ideology of Wilsonian Progressivism. In one sense, like Wilson,
         Roosevelt found democracy to be untroubling and believed both aristocracy and monarchy
         to be retrograde and unjust, like imperialism. In another sense, again like Wilson,
         Roosevelt evidently supported a new form of aristocracy, namely, the bureaucracy of
         the modern state, the rule of experts in social-scientific administration, and also
         a new form of monarchy, seen in the Progressives’ esteem for presidential “leadership.”[185]  Chur­chill and de Gaulle, for all their awareness and promotion of the most advanced
         technology for military use, nonetheless shared reservations about both modern technocracy
         and the modern science of administration as substitutes for those humane virtues coeval
         with human life, the potential of human nature attained in varying degrees by individual
         persons and by particular countries.
      

      
      Chur­chill accordingly could understand de Gaulle’s character much more readily than
         Roosevelt could do. He praised de Gaulle for “his massive strength,” his “extremely
         surefooted” judgment, and his “impassive, imperturbable demeanor” covering “a remarkable
         capacity for feeling pain.”[186]  He also understood de Gaulle’s notorious refusal to compromise on any matter that
         might be deemed injurious to French interests: “He had to be rude to the British to
         prove to French eyes that he was not a British puppet.”[187] 
      

      
      Chur­chill admits that de Gaulle had a right to some of his suspicions. Chur­chill
         and the Americans, Chur­chill writes, dealt with the French in a spirit of justifiable
         duplicity, with Chur­chill sponsoring de Gaulle while the Americans stayed “in close
         and helpful touch with Vichy.” By the end of 1941 Chur­chill urged that this tactic
         be made part of a policy: if Vichy would cooperate with the Allies in French North
         Africa, then postwar reconciliation with their regime could be possible; if Vichy
         continued its collaboration with the Nazis, “the Gaullists’ movement must be aided
         and used to the full.”[188]  For his part, Chur­chill trusted de Gaulle no more than de Gaulle trusted Chur­chill,
         suspecting that de Gaulle intended to drive a wedge between Great Britain and the
         Americans, to upset Chur­chill’s grand strategy of permanent Anglo-American alliance.[189] 
      

      
      The Americans persistently balked at any rapprochement with de Gaulle searching instead
         for an alternative to him. Roosevelt assumed that de Gaulle—whom he described as “owned”
         by the British, “body, soul, and britches”—had no genuine popular approval in France,
         that Chur­chill and the British Cabinet only propped him up because he shared their
         aspirations to preserve the European empires.[190]  Roosevelt suspected de Gaulle of Napoleonic ambition; he told his son that de Gaulle
         was “out to achieve one-man government in France,” adding, “I can’t imagine a man
         I would distrust more.” The Americans’ initial choice for French wartime leadership,
         Admiral Jean-François Darlan—an erstwhile Vichy loyalist who nonetheless exhibited
         a willingness to rent himself to the highest bidder—struck Chur­chill as “an ambitious
         crook.”[191]  His murder by an individual who may or may not have had links to de Gaulle’s organization,
         “however criminal, relieved the Allies of their embarrassment at working with him,
         and at the same time left them with all the advantages he had been able to bestow
         during the vital hours of the Allied landings in North Africa.”[192]  The Americans’ next candidate, Army General Henri Giraud, proved more decent than
         Darlan but irremediably inept. By the summer of 1943, when de Gaulle arrived in Algiers,
         the Anglo-Americans forced the two men to serve as co-chairmen of a “French Committee
         of National Liberation”—no more “La France, c’est moi” for you, de Gaulle—leaving de Gaulle to chafe over Giraud’s selection as Supreme
         Commander of the French forces.[193]  British parliamentarian and Chur­chill ally Harold Nicolson had already seen the
         problem with Giraud, several months earlier. The future Supreme Commander “was thinking
         in terms of 1920.” By contrast, “de Gaulle realizes that France is in a revolutionary
         mood and that no authority will have any prestige which is based on the old gang.
         Giraud won’t see this.”[194]  Another problem surfaced by November, when Nicolson spoke with the London Times correspondent in Algiers. The journalist told him that
      

      
         Giraud is really stupid, and that if left to himself de Gaulle would sweep the board.
            But the Americans do not like de Gaulle, as they feel that he is too independent,
            whereas they imagine that Giraud will open all North Africa to American capital and
            exploitation.[195] 
         

      

      Chur­chill independently concurred with the Times correspondent’s judgment respecting de Gaulle’s superiority; by the fall of 1943 “de
         Gaulle had showed himself incomparably the stronger personality,” and, despite his
         misgivings about de Gaulle and the threat he might pose to the Anglo-American alliance,
         Chur­chill resolved to work with him. He would deal with de Gaulle (who soon shouldered
         Giraud aside, with the consent of the majority of their colleagues) and recognize
         the Committee as an interim government during the early stages of the occupation without
         “giv[ing] him the title deeds to France.”[196]  In effect, both Chur­chill and Roosevelt were caught in their own game. Having recognized
         not de Gaulle but the Committee they could not but continue to recognize the Committee
         once its members chose to back de Gaulle over Giraud. Such considerations would not
         have swayed Stalin, but neither Chur­chill nor Roosevelt enjoyed or coveted tyrannical
         rule.
      

      
       After D-Day in 1944 Chur­chill firmly told Roosevelt that “in practice . . . I think
         it would be found that de Gaulle and the French National Committee represent most
         of the elements who want to help us,” whereas “Vichy is a foe.”[197]  And by November he could report, “I reestablished friendly private relations with
         de Gaulle, who is better since he has lost a large part of his inferiority complex”
         as a result of the Allied recovery of Paris. “Generally I felt in the presence of
         an organized government, broadly based and of rapidly-growing strength, and I am certain
         that we should be most unwise to do anything to weaken it in the eyes of France at
         this difficult, critical time,” in view of “communist threats.”[198]  He pressed Roosevelt to accept not only the participation of the French army in
         the conquest of Germany but a French share in the subsequent occupation. With Roosevelt’s
         death the following spring, Chur­chill would find in Secretary of State Stettinius
         and President Truman persons far less prejudiced against de Gaulle.[199] 
      

      
       To the good sense of the Truman Administration, Chur­chill, for his part, in delivering
         his final judgment, added the magnanimity of a statesman:
      

      
         I could not regard him as representing captive and prostrate France, nor indeed the
            France that had a right to decide freely the future for herself. I knew he was no
            friend of England. But I always recognized in him the spirit and conception which,
            across the pages of history, the word “France” would ever proclaim. I understood and
            admired, while I resented, his arrogant demeanor. Here he was—a refugee, an exile
            from his country under sentence of death, in a position entirely dependent upon the
            good will of the British Government, and also now of the United States. The Germans
            had conquered his country. He had no real foothold anywhere. Never mind; he defied
            all. Always, even when he was behaving worst, he seemed to express the personality
            of France—a great nation, with all its pride, authority, and ambition. It was said
            in mockery that he thought himself the living representative of Joan of Arc, with
            whom it is said one of his ancestors served as a faithful adherent. This did not seem
            to me as absurd as it looked. Clemenceau, with whom it was said he also compared himself,
            was a far wiser and more experienced statesman. But they both gave the same impression
            of being unconquerable Frenchmen.[200] 
         

      

      Beyond de Gaulle, Chur­chill saw the geopolitical importance of France to British
         security and prosperity. In 1933 he considered it “the sole great surviving democracy
         in Europe,” the “strongest military power,” and “the head of a system of states and
         nations” from Belgium to the Balkans. All of those countries “look to France”; whenever
         French strength weakens “all these small nations tremble with fear and anger” at the
         country or countries causing the decline.[201]  He shared the general astonishment at its collapse in 1940.[202]  During the war itself, once de Gaulle had proven himself more capable of rule than
         any alternative, Chur­chill moved to build him up in liberated France—agreeing (for
         example) with General Eisenhower that Fighting French troops would enter Paris before
         any others.[203]  After seeing the French Resistance forces and the French generally rallying to the
         National Committee, Chur­chill decided to recognize de Gaulle’s group as the Provisional
         Government of France.[204]  To Roosevelt he insisted, “One must always realize that before five years are out
         a French army must be made to take on the main task of holding down Germany.”[205]  If NATO hadn’t been forged—out of the need to contain the Soviet Union—French military
         strength, along with really effective regime change in Germany, would indeed have
         been indispensable to a long-lasting peace settlement. To his credit, Roosevelt too
         wanted, in his son’s paraphrase, “France to be restored as a world power, then to
         be entrusted with her former colonies, as a trustee” reporting to the United Nations.[206]  By February 1945 Chur­chill was telling the House of Commons, “The first principle
         of British policy in Western Europe is a strong France and a strong French army.”[207] 
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      Chapter 8

      How de Gaulle Understood the 
Geopolitics of the Second World War
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      The Geopolitics of the Interwar Years

      
      Victory in the Great War had saved the French nation and state from German conquest;
         it had also preserved the regime of parliamentary republicanism. Born of the defeat
         of the Second Empire by the Germans, the Third Republic had proven its mettle by defeating
         the Germans and recovering the lost provinces of Alsace and Lorraine. Although “deprived
         of the necessary means of defense by an insufficient birth-rate, by hollow ideologies,
         and by the negligence of the authorities,” France, “in the most critical days,” had
         “pull[ed] herself together morally”—first, militarily under General Joffre at the
         Battle of the Marne, and then politically under “the impulsion of ‘The Tiger,’” Georges
         Clemenceau, after the Chamber of Deputies named him Premier and Minister of War in
         November 1917. But when Clemenceau could not win what his countrymen believed to be
         sufficiently draconian sanctions against Germany at the Versailles Conference, a newly
         elected Chamber of Deputies removed him as Premier; in 1920, an attempt to elect him
         President of the Republic failed. In de Gaulle’s judgment, “the regime” had thereby
         reverted to type, “reject[ing] grandeur and return[ing] to confusion.”[1]  Thus—de Gaulle invites his readers to think—Clemenceau’s destiny prefigured de Gaulle’s;
         both statesmen helped to save an imbecilic regime but then met frustration at the
         hands of parliamentary politicians. Not republicanism as such but parliamentary republicanism
         preferred mediocrity. French parliamentarians ran a regime similar in one respect
         to the United States regime under the Articles of Confederation; the legislative branch
         kept executive powers for itself. “To my mind, our misfortunes [came] not from [the
         parties’] existence, but from the fact that, under cover of decadent institutions,
         they had wrongly arrogated to themselves the powers of government”—by which de Gaulle
         means cabinet or executive powers.[2] 
      

      
       Geopolitically, the Great War “had not established peace.” German ambition waxed
         with the nation’s returning strength. Preoccupied with Bolshevik regime change and
         its aftermath, Russia isolated itself. The United States Senate rejected the terms
         of the Versailles Treaty and “held aloof from Europe” while Great Britain “treated
         Berlin gently in order that Paris might have need of her.” With the new states liberated
         from the Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman empires “weak and disunited,” France alone attempted
         to contain Germany.[3]  By 1934, in his post at the Secrétariat Général de la Défense Nationale, de Gaulle
         saw the rise of Hitler and wrote, “Today more than ever, we are destitute of guarantees,”
         as “in five hours of flying by airplane from Berlin to Paris, the voyager sees marked
         in the soil the German safeguards and the French weaknesses.”[4]  In his five years at the Secrétariat, de Gaulle saw the state’s executive functions
         foiled by a legislature that made and unmade more than a dozen administrations, none
         of which could undertake a sustained policy of military defense. The feverish stagnation
         of the regime promoted intellectual stagnation in the army. Having laid down the passive
         defense of the Maginot Line system of fortifications, French army officers adopted
         an ethos and a way of life consonant with such a system—one that “accorded with the
         spirit of the regime.” Worse still, neither the regime nor the army received any correction
         from the nation. “[T]he state of mind of the country”—its ethos and its way of life—approved this “reassuring panacea” of passive defense. Although
         the Treaty of Versailles had guaranteed a joint French and British military response
         to any German move into the Rhineland—the demilitarized territorial buffer between
         Germany in the east and France and the Low Countries in the west—“public opinion did
         not care for offensives, yielding to the illusion that by making war against war the
         bellicose would be prevented from making war, remembering many ruinous attacks [during
         the Great War], and failing to discern the revolution in military strength produced
         since then by the internal-combustion engine.” Morally, “it seemed to me deplorable
         to make the country believe that war, if it came, ought to consist in fighting as
         little as possible.”[5]  Although France’s geopolitical conditions compel the French to be “a military people,”
         the regime discouraged the very character that could defend them, the French state,
         and the regime responsible for both.[6] 
      

      
       In the 1930s, de Gaulle recommended a professional army manning not only fortifications
         but also motorized forces—professional soldiers in fast-moving and maneuverable tanks.
         Animated by “military honor” and imbued with “the habit of not being astonished” by
         enemy attack, a professional army would serve as an “aristocratic” counterbalance
         to the vulnerability of French terrain, the impotence of its politicians, and the
         vagaries of the French temperament—in short, to democracy.[7]  Although “the notion of quantity,” supported by “passionate political theories,”
         had dominated military thinking since the French Revolution—having “accorded so well
         with the egalitarian tendencies” of that revolution by “flatter[ing] the general passion
         of leveling” seen in it—today the masses find peacetime military duties irksome.[8]  “To renew the ancient process of maneuver, thanks to all that modern engines possess
         of power, precision and speed, is for our day the labor of technicians.”[9]  The tank is the horse of the new cavalry, bringing back “to quality, as opposed
         to number, the importance which [quality] had once lost.” Until such time as the masses
         consent to organization—“in short, when the crowd ceases to be the crowd”—“the professionals,
         in their ships, their planes, their tanks, are assured of dominating” the battlefield.[10]  De Gaulle in effect replies to Max Weber’s celebrated criticism of the modern state—that
         it is populated by specialists without spirit or vision, voluptuaries without heart.
         De Gaulle’s specialists will be warriors, not bureaucrats; they will have a mind for
         France, and their moral example may prove a leaven for national renewal, as well.
      

      
       Military actions will change accordingly. Wars will not begin with total mobilization
         but with the swift seizure of limited areas. “Total” war, mass mobilization, will
         come only after an initially defeated nation resists. Only a professional army can
         respond rapidly and precisely to the enemy’s first move—perhaps preventing escalation
         by reversing the initial thrust or, failing that, providing a trained and experienced
         cadre of officers for the mass war that follows.[11]  When mass war first prevailed, France was more populous, wealthier, with a more
         centralized state than any of the neighboring countries. But French demographics had
         eroded the strength of French democracy. By the 1930s it was the least heavily populated
         of any great power, with less industrial strength than Germany. Only a professional
         army ruled by officers of character—only quality—could compensate for this quantitative
         disadvantage.[12]  France lived in a neighborhood too dangerous for moral mediocrity.
      

      
       Few other French officials saw things that way. Hitler, founder of Germany’s new
         regime, seized the Rhineland in 1936; materially, France still had the military strength
         to stop him, but the organization, methods, and spirit of “our national defense” proved
         incapable of any action.[13]  Although France signed a mutual defense treaty with the Soviet Union in 1935, when
         France finally did declare war in September 1939, the Nazis and the Soviet Union operated
         under a peace treaty they had recently signed with one another; consequently, both
         the fascist and communist factions in the French assembly resisted any real action.
         The May 1940 German invasion proved them, and all the political parties, wrong. But
         it therefore demoralized the professional partisans: “A sort of moral inhibition made
         them suddenly doubt all and, in particular, themselves.”[14]  They who had been so sure of themselves and their politique, so complacent, continued their inaction on this new and equally weak foundation.
      

      
         The regime, without faith or vigor, opted for the worst abandon. France would therefore pay, not only by a disastrous military armistice, but also
            the enslavement of the State. So true it is that, faced with great perils, salvation
            is only in greatness.[15] 
         

      

      The regime of France—its rulers, its institutions, its way of life—lacked moral unity,
         faith, and vigor. France—that being of magnificent harmony—would pay both militarily—with
         defeat in a war against Germany, the sublime and glaucous neighboring sea that most
         recently had cast up the monster, Hitler—and politically—with the destruction not
         only of the regime but of the State.
      

      
         After all, this annihilation of the State was at the bottom of the national drama.
            By the light of the thunderbolt, the regime appeared, in its horrible infirmity, without
            any mesure and without any relationship with the defense, the honor, the independence of France.[16] 
         

      

      Before the war, salvation lay in grandeur, in national renewal, in France “becoming
         itself,” a magnificent harmony, again. Salvation during the war also lay in grandeur,
         in resistance to defeat. But salvation after the war lay in managing a remnant-state
         in wartime in such a way as to form the nucleus of a reformed state and a new regime.
         This is why de Gaulle, when told that he was “talking politics” during wartime, replied,
         “Yes, for we make war. But war, it is a politique.”[17]  Statesmen direct the state, including the state’s military commanders, in order
         to achieve ends that those statesmen deem to be good. Properly subservient to politics,
         war ought to serve political ends; political ends center on the question of regime.
      

      
       Specifically, after the debacle of June 1940 a politique of grandeur required the removal of the French state to France’s overseas territories.
         This policy could be pursued because the Battle of France was an episode in a worldwide war, not a Franco-German
         war. This policy must be pursued because “the ideological consequences of the victory of Hitler” were profound;
         the mock philosophy that animated the German rulers of the First World War, their
         “Nietzscheism,” had returned in an even more grotesque form, seeking to force “the
         destiny of man” into a universal abyss of tyranny.[18]  De Gaulle told Prime Minister Paul Reynaud that to direct a policy of resistance
         to this tyranny “a statesman is needed.”[19]  Reynaud wasn’t that statesman. De Gaulle was; a mere Cabinet undersecretary for
         defense, along with five other colleagues he voted against the armistice. Marshall
         Pétain, de Gaulle’s old commanding officer, whom Reynaud had brought into the Cabinet
         during the emergency, ruled a subservient regime headquartered in Vichy, in southern
         France, while the Nazis established themselves in Paris and ruled the north. Chur­chill
         welcomed de Gaulle to London, where he established a government in exile, “France
         Libre.” In so doing, de Gaulle acted with no authorization from the Cabinet, judging
         right superior to legality—as any political founder must.
      

      
      How de Gaulle Used the War to Reconstitute 
the French State
      

      
      To renew French grandeur, the souls of the statesmen and the people must rededicate
         themselves to the national safety, welfare, and salvation. “For me, what was necessary
         to serve and to save was the nation and the State.” Military and political surrender
         to the Nazis would bring moral surrender—self-disgust in the souls of the French,
         causing foreigners to view the French with disgust. (In the event, at least one important
         foreigner already did: the American president, Franklin Roosevelt). Surrender “would
         poison [France’s] soul and its life for long generations.”[20]  The statesman must therefore bring France back into the war as an independent, self-governing
         polity, and not as an appendage of its surviving ally, Great Britain, on which territory
         he initially lived and upon whose treasury he initially depended.[21] 
      

      
       This purpose would be served by a non-republican regime while the French state was in exile, but one aiming at the reestablishment
         of—de Gaulle hoped—a new form of republicanism after the state returned to Metropolitan
         France. As the statesman of this remnant of France, de Gaulle had almost nothing with which to do
         this in June 1940, when he arrived in London.
      

      
         But this very destitution traced for me my line of conduct. It was in espousing, without
            reserve, the cause of national salvation that I could find authority. It was in acting
            as the inflexible champion of the nation and the State that it would be possible for
            me to gather, among the French, consents, indeed enthusiasms, and to obtain from foreigners
            respect and consideration.[22] 
         

      

      “Consents” and “enthusiasms”: out of these plural things, unity. In his first radio
         address from London de Gaulle justified not only his action but his new, public identity
         as a statesman embodying the defense of le salut national: “Before the confusion of French souls, before the liquidation of a government fallen
         under enemy servitude, before the impossibility of making our institutions work I,
         General de Gaulle, French soldier and leader, I have the conscience [i. e., consciousness and conscience in English] of speaking in the name of France.”[23]  Like Machiavelli’s prince, de Gaulle in 1940 was a “man alone,” and would retain
         the reserve he had developed as a prisoner of war, the reserve he had described in
         Le fil de l’épée. Unlike Machiavelli’s prince, his soul encompassed more than his own will to power:
         “Limited and solitary as I was, and exactly because I was, it was necessary for me
         to gain the summits and never descend.”[24]  By early July the National Assembly, meeting in the south, had voted full powers
         for Pétain. Foreign states soon sent ambassadors to Vichy. “Before the frightening
         void of general renunciation, my mission appeared to me, at one single blow, clear
         and terrible: that this moment, the worst in her history, it was for me to assume
         France.”[25]  Grandeur in the person, in the individual soul, means not the Machiavellian seizure
         of great power but the assumption of great moral responsibility of fighting alone
         for le salut national of one’s country. This responsibility
      

      
         went to command my comportment and to impose on my personality an attitude that I
            could no longer change. This was for me, without respite, a strong inn guardian and
            at the same time a very heavy tutelle.[26] 
         

      

      A tutelle burdens (as a yoke, protects, and educates [as in the English “tutor”]). The tutelle of “assuming France” requires of the soul of the statesman that it choose for itself,
         imitate, live up to, the same magnificent harmony that France is. His soul—or hers,
         if she is Joan of Arc—must strengthen and enlarge itself—govern itself, yes, but govern
         itself under conditions of the most profound political responsibility, the responsibility to rule and to be ruled under the most exact mesure, the very safety, welfare, and salvation of la France entière. The melancholy of choosing to be part of the grandeur of France, of refusing the Machiavellian
         and Nietzschean call to exalt oneself above all other individuals, finds its salve
         in the austere joy of being responsible—austere, because the opposite of self-indulgent; joyful, because
         it partakes of at least part of the greatest good for any human soul, the fullest
         exercise of practical reason at the highest levels of practice.
      

      
       At the same time, Nazi tyranny in France served as a compulsory tutelle for the French whom de Gaulle addressed. In doing so de Gaulle undertook on a national
         scale the responsibility he had taken in the prison camp during the First World War:
         gathering a defeated and imprisoned people around himself as one who attended to the salvation of France, bringing the French together as thinking and fellow-feeling citizens of France. Because he spoke to them as they suffered
         under that yoke, his invocations of “national pride” “moved [their] souls profoundly.”[27]  He spoke in order to save them from the self-disgust characteristic of the victim
         of conquest and of tyranny, a conquest and a tyranny that the victim now knows he
         might have prevented.
      

      
       He could not yet persuade many of them to take action against that tyranny. De Gaulle’s
         organization remained small and weak for a long time. Free France numbered only 7,000
         at the end of July 1940; thousands more Frenchmen had been stationed in British ports
         at the beginning of the war, but they returned home after the British seized French
         ships immediately after the Vichy-Nazi armistice. Pétain remained “very popular”;
         some of the French even imagined that the Hero of Verdun stayed in secret alliance
         with his old protégé, de Gaulle—despite the fact that the Vichy regime had condemned
         the “rebel” to death.[28]  De Gaulle never supposed that words alone could move the people (much less foreign
         states) to action; only events could do that. Nonetheless, the words did bespeak the
         existence of at least one soul that had not surrendered, symbolizing a country that
         still had an ally, the British Empire.
      

      
       De Gaulle’s weakness and isolation also proved an astonishing opportunity for changing
         the state and the regime that had resulted in the defeat and humiliation of France.
         In effect, de Gaulle could form a new state and perhaps even the beginnings of a new
         regime with less interference from the worst of the old factions that had intended
         the regime’s defeat: the monarchists and quasi-monarchists on the “right” and the
         Communists on the “left.” In effect, and with a mighty assist from Hitler, France
         had done to itself what the Jacobins, the Nazis, and the Communists did when they
         ruled: eliminated the enemies from the regime and from the state. By surrendering
         to the German tyrant, the political classes had effectively purged themselves. The
         true France—now boiled down, as it were, to Free France and its sympathizers on the
         mainland and in the colonies—could regroup under de Gaulle’s (for the most part) prudent
         and just rule, which aimed at re-founding the state and the regime along sounder lines.
      

      
       In 1940, De Gaulle organized basic state infrastructures, beginning with a central
         bank so that British funds would go to Free France and no one else. Crucially, in
         preparation for the return of the renewed state to French soil, de Gaulle established
         an intelligence service that would gather information and garner support in Metropolitan
         France, eventually funneling military supplies to the French in preparation for the
         time of liberation. De Gaulle’s intelligence service established networks among the
         French, both in the Nazis’ north and Vichy’s south—networks that would be ready to
         stand up to a French state when Allied armies, along with whatever troops France could
         muster, would begin to roll back the forces of the enemy. The re-founding of France
         thus began in London, when de Gaulle had nearly nothing but turned poverty to advantage
         because it was, so to speak, a virtuous poverty.[29] 
      

      
       By the following year, as Free France added recruits and renamed itself “Fighting
         France,” “De Gaulle could no longer direct everything himself.”[30]  He established a National Committee—in effect a cabinet with officers given such
         standard portfolios as foreign affairs, war, labor, economy and finance, justice,
         and public education. He faced down a challenge from Admiral Émile Muselier, who wanted
         Fighting France to adopt a more accommodating position vis-à-vis the British; such challenges recurred throughout the war, as some of de Gaulle’s
         colleagues hesitated to endorse his uncompromising insistence on French self-government
         and, at times, hoped to ingratiate themselves to the far more powerful Allied governments
         in order to elevate themselves to command of the organization. Later on, beginning
         in 1942, he would encounter a similar rival in French General Henri Giraud, who had
         American backing.[31] 
      

      
       Fighting France’s best if inadvertent recruiters proved to be the Vichyites in collaboration
         with the Nazis. As the war continued, “the illusions of the [Vichy] regime were being
         finally dispelled.”[32]  With the Soviets’ entry into the war in response to Hitler’s attack, questions arose
         concerning the certainty of German victory. The Germans took 1.5 million French prisoners
         for work in Germany, effectually annexed Alsace and Lorraine, and imposed exhausting
         levies of money, materiel, food, and industrial products. Vichy forces fought the
         Allies in Africa and the Middle East. The French Resistance grew; de Gaulle’s intelligence
         network monitored and encouraged its progress.
      

      
      New recruits for the Resistance included the Communists who, having directed their
         rhetorical energies against “Anglo-Saxon capitalism and its lackey Gaullism,” found
         themselves heading for the underground after Hitler broke the Nazi-Soviet pact. Henceforth
         they participated “with courage and skill in the national war,” although “never, as
         an army of revolution, losing sight of the objective, which was to establish their
         dictatorship by making use of the tragic situation of France.” Employing their usual
         “popular front” strategy, the French Communist Party entered into alliance with many
         non-Communists, “camouflag[ing] some of their own people and push[ing] them into the
         directing organs of all the other movements.” De Gaulle remarks, “I wanted them all
         to serve” but only—“to be quite frank”—“under my control.” His own network kept him
         informed, and he remained confident that while “Communism will pass, France will not
         pass.”[33]  For its part, the portion of the French Communist Party led by Maurice Thorez intended
         “to infiltrate the state by collaborating with others, first of all with me.”[34] 
      

      
      In this effort on French soil, de Gaulle had as his ally a former departmental prefect
         named Jean Moulin, who shared his conviction “that Gaullism must be not only the instrument
         of the fight but also the motive power of a complete renovation” of French political
         life. Moulin would be dead in eigh­teen months, but in the meantime he organized the
         principal elements of the Resistance within an organization “directly tied to the
         National Committee” instead of (in the alternative model) Moscow. This organization
         would include members of the temporarily repentant political parties who would serve
         alongside members of the Resistance groups. Similarly, the guerrilla elements of the
         Resistance could now be coordinated with Allied forces, through de Gaulle and particularly
         through his intelligence organization. “In this way Moulin, keeping the essential
         instruments in his hands, made the action of our government felt in practice.” And,
         “provided it did not disperse after victory, one might hope that [the Resistance]
         would serve as the lever for a profound change of system and for a vast national effort.”[35]  De Gaulle announced his regime change policy publicly in June 1942 with a manifesto
         adopted by the National Committee: “While the French people are uniting for victory,
         they are assembling for a revolution.”[36]  To this end, Moulin founded the Comité Générale d’Études, consisting largely of
         lawyers charged with “prepar[ing] the governmental structure of post-war France and
         its relationship with the Allies.”[37]  In the aftermath of Moulin’s murder by the Gestapo, de Gaulle appointed a new president
         for the Resistance council, tightened the organization of the Fighting French army,
         and toured French territories in the Middle East and Africa, readying his organization
         for the eventual Anglo-American assault on the occupiers.
      

      
      With still more adherents in 1943, de Gaulle brought more into his government-in-exile—now
         centered in France’s Algerian colony—by forming a Consultative Assembly, which met
         for the first time in November. De Gaulle himself belonged to none of the political
         parties “or, more accurately,” the “spiritual families among which the French people
         have traditionally distributed themselves” along a spectrum ranging from Catholic
         monarchists to materialist Communists. “But today it was the resistance that furnished
         the war effort and bore within it France’s hope of regeneration.” Those who, like
         de Gaulle, had no party affiliation, “should also sit beside me in the government”—perhaps
         giving de Gaulle his own political base. But precisely because they had not participated
         in party politics and lacked political experience, many of the Resistants tended to
         be utopians, “enthusiasts of formulas for reconstructing the universe.” And because
         they tended to distrust all authority (the cause of their previous political non-involvement),
         they distrusted de Gaulle as well. Could this distrust be overcome? De Gaulle presided
         over twenty meetings of this Assembly, learning more about the intentions of all the
         factions and in a measured way attempting to persuade them of his own policies.[38]  This work resulted in “ever more pronounced” cohesion; the Resistance thus became
         “a valuable instrument in the struggle against the enemy and, in relation to the Allies,
         an essential prop for my policy of independence and unity.”[39] 
      

      
      Specifically, while the Communists “made every effort to seize control of the National
         Council of the Resistance, to turn it into a kind of interior government opposed to
         the government in Algiers,” de Gaulle, Moulin, and the other French republicans out-organized
         them. By spring 1944, the republican Resistants had been “organized as nearly as possible
         into well-regulated military units” under General Joseph-Pierre Koenig, who coordinated
         their military strategy with that of the Allies. “Our army, reconstituted in Africa,
         should re-enter metropolitan France, contribute with our clandestine forces to the
         country’s liberation, take part in the invasion of the Reich, and obtain on the way
         the desired pledges so that a final settlement could not be reached without us.”[40] 
      

      
      From observing the debates among the Resistants, de Gaulle saw that the effort to
         “restrain the spirit of vengeance” against the Vichyites would cause him “difficulties”
         after the liberation; he also saw that most delegates wanted not the return of the
         Third Republic but the constitution of a hyper-parliamentary version of that regime—similar
         to the Convention of the French revolutionaries in 1789. For their part, the Communists
         wanted such an assembly to be elected in public squares by acclamation, “under the
         control of the organizations and the troops of the resistance.” De Gaulle, however,
         envisioned “a regime of action and responsibility,” neither of talk and evasion nor
         of militias under the control of a foreign power. For this, France would need three,
         separated powers—executive, legislative, and judicial—with a chief of state empowered
         “to fulfill the function of national arbiter.” The new constitution must include a
         provision for national referenda on “the crucial decisions that would determine its
         destiny”; in particular, de Gaulle wanted to ensure that the future constitution would
         win national approval, its ratification and any subsequent amendments placed beyond
         the reach of party politicians.[41] 
      

      
      Before the Allied invasion of France finally began in June 1944, de Gaulle readied
         the institutions that would exercise authority during the liberation. Seventeen Regional
         Commissioners of the Republic were charged with insuring the security of French and
         Allied armies from behind-the-lines attack, providing administration, re-establishing
         “republican legality,” and coordinating material supplies to the population. Municipal
         councils consisting of previously identified republicans, a Committee of Liberation
         representing the Resistance groups who would aid in political reconstruction, rounded
         out the new provisional government, which would enable the Allied armies, headed by
         General Dwight D. Eisenhower, to concentrate on fighting the Germans not ruling France
         and, as crucially, prevent existing Communist Party cells from seizing control throughout
         the country. For this task de Gaulle had appointed Moulin’s successor, Alexandre Parodi,
         and his assistant Michel Debré, who identified French republicans with administrative
         experience and secretly gave them a “decree instituting them in office” so that they
         “were ready at a moment’s notice to rise out of the smoke of battle” and reconstitute
         the French state. Thus, “among the French people, in the face of the Allies as of
         the defeated invader, the authority of the state would appear: integral, responsible,
         and independent.” This skeletal but sound state apparatus would make justice “appear
         at the same time,” moderating as much as possible the “elementary impulse of punishment,
         retribution and revenge.” In spite of Nazi and Vichyite atrocities, “no individual
         had the right to punish the guilty. That was the affair of the State.”[42]  Further, “to take account of this unprecedented political situation and to place
         the judges in a position where they need not apply automatically the punishments habitually
         invoked for faults that were not habitual,” the Committee of the Liberation established
         a new category of punishment, “National Disgrace,” which would punish collaborators
         civilly with loss of political rights, exclusion from public employment and, in extreme
         cases, exile.[43]  “Thus on all sides, and especially on the doleful soil of France herself, a well-prepared
         harvest was ripening against the longed-for moment”: the return of the French republic
         to France.[44] 
      

      
      Under such conditions, “no magic formula and no technical skill would change [France’s]
         ruins into riches.” France would need its industrial working classes to hold firm
         for republicanism and against communism; without the workers, “everything would collapse
         in disorder and demagogy.” Three months before D-Day, De Gaulle’s government moved
         to neutralize Communist Party demands by proclaiming the future nationalization of
         the energy and financial firms, the provision of medical, unemployment, and old-age
         pensions, and the institution of labor commissions to provide orderly, legal means
         of unionization. He also promised a family allowance aimed at increasing the birthrate
         “and thereby recovering for France the vital source of her power.” Given the economic
         ruin sure to result from invasion, Nazi occupation, and the Allied war of liberation,
         “if nothing could be done in this direction, the slow movement of the masses toward
         Communist totalitarianism would be rendered inevitable.”[45] 
      

      
      The worldwide war had also reinforced nationalism—in the name of which the war in
         no small measure had been fought—throughout the world. France must therefore transform
         “the status of the overseas territories and the rights of their inhabitants.” France’s
         colonial people had fought in the war for France; they had earned the right to advance
         toward self-government. “How could I doubt that on the morrow of the conflict that
         now enflamed the world, the passion for freedom would rise and swell universally?”
         Under de Gaulle’s policy, in postwar Algeria the French colonists and some Muslims
         would take control of local government and vote for representatives in the French
         Assembly—a reform proposed initially by French social democrats in the late 1930s
         but defeated. Overall, de Gaulle intended not to end the French Empire but to devolve
         authority from the center to the peoples in each colony; the extent of this devolution
         would have depended upon each people’s perceived readiness for political responsibility.[46]  
      

      
      De Gaulle maintains that by 1944, republican France could field a campaign army of
         230,000 men, a navy of 50,000, and an air force of 30,000—much smaller than the militaries
         of the three major Allies, but creditable.[47]  He moved quickly to integrate the irregular Resistance forces into the regular army,
         stifling “the secret intentions of certain individuals as to the direction of the
         State which I would not admit.” He advised the militia leaders that “as soon as Paris
         was torn from the enemy, the National Council of the Resistance would be a part of
         the glorious history of the liberation, but would have no further raison d’être as an organ of action,” as “the government would assume entire responsibility.” In
         particular, the Communist Party militias would “disappear” and public order would
         be maintained by the regular police, with the assistance of regular army garrisons,
         “should the occasion arise.”[48]  (In this he had an advantage he could not know: Stalin probably calculated that
         a Communist uprising behind the lines of his Western allies would only slow their
         advance toward Germany, with whose Führer they might then make an agreement, even as Stalin himself had done in 1939.)[49]  De Gaulle understood that “there would not be a single habit or hostility, not one
         weakness or claim, not one attitude of surrender or self-interest that would not,
         first in secret, later openly, rise up against my enterprise of rallying the French
         in France and building a state that was just and strong.”[50] 
      

      
      By such means de Gaulle readied the French for a liberation that could liberate it
         from any and all foreign states, including the Allies. In so doing, he had struggled
         with powerful statesmen whose considerable virtues and vices, amplified by the cataclysm,
         de Gaulle assessed with an eye sharpened by the study of political history.
      

      
      The Soul of the Enemy: Hitler and His Reich

      
      Europeans in the 1930s had become “exasperated with democracy and encumbered with
         old men.” Communism and fascism lured some, frightened others; often fear of one enhanced
         the allure of the other. Such a climate of opinion “offered many opportunities to
         German dynamism.”[51] 
      

      
      In 1934, de Gaulle published his warning to his countrymen on Germany and Italy. The
         “nature of things” makes Germany a perennial concern to France, as “no geographical
         obstacle separates the two races.” Not only geography but “the opposition of temperaments
         irritate [the] bitterness” that lingers after two wars. “Changeable, uncertain, contradictory,”
         the French do not inspire German sympathy, comprehension, or trust. For their part,
         the French find contradictions in the Germans, too. It is not that the Germans are
         fickle but that they consistently display opposite tendencies: artistic and savage, technically advanced but with nostalgia for feudalism.[52]  For centuries French statesmen “limited the dangers of the East by a traditional
         policy which divided our neighbors,” but Bismarckian-Wilhelmine unification now precluded
         that option. Insofar as disunion threatens Germany its statesmen—and now, especially,
         Hitler—have aimed at unifying the nation with imperialism, on “expansion to the outside
         and great designs.”[53]  This road must someday lead to Paris, through Belgium—a “recent and suspect state,”
         ethnically and linguistically divided and therefore exploitable.[54]  Historian François Kersaudy quotes a letter de Gaulle wrote to his brother-in-law
         in 1937, one year after Hitler had seized the Rhineland in violation of the Treaty
         of Versailles and the Treaty of Locarno. “France will be unable to defend herself”
         against a future German attack, he predicted, as Great Britain was unprepared for
         war, Russian support was uncertain (despite the 1935 treaty), and the Americans were
         too far away.[55]  
      

      
       De Gaulle assessed the characters of the two enemy tyrants quite differently. He
         regarded Mussolini as something of a mountebank. “How much sound and fury had this
         ‘Duce’ caused in the universe,” this “ambitious, audacious, vainglorious statesman,”
         this “grandiloquent and excessive orator!” He saved his country from communism and
         restored it to order but then, like the Germans, attempted to unify the country with
         an imperial project decorated with “parades, fasces and lictors” intended to “make
         his country look united and resolute.” Assuming that Germany would win the war quickly,
         he rushed to join in. But as reverses mounted, “having tried to grasp too much, he
         now had nothing left to hold on to” because his regime only seemed solid. “But fundamentally,
         how could it be,” given its incoherent mixture of “monarchism, the Catholic Church,
         and capitalism”—to say nothing of the less-than-stalwart support of “its people, jaded
         by the centuries”? While there was “some grandeur in claiming to revive the ancient
         primacy of Rome” the claim necessarily remained empty in a world now so much bigger
         than the Roman world had been, a world profoundly changed by the modern project that
         made all the ancient empires seem puny. And insofar as modern Italy remained Latin,
         what had it to do with German Kultur? “To oppose to the west an Italy which was the mother of its genius, to associate
         the homeland of Latin culture with the explosion of German oppression, in short to
         hurl an entire people into battle for a cause not its own—was this not to contradict
         its very nature?”[56]  De Gaulle intended to wrest the mantle of true Latinity, of classical mesure, from the false Latinity of Mussolini’s Italy for a reconstituted France at the heart
         of Western Europe.
      

      
       Hitler was another matter, an “unknown man-in-the street who represented adventure,
         promised domination, and whose hysterical voice stirred [the] secret instincts” of
         a Germany wearied by the weak appeals of defeated generals and “absurd politicians.”
         Strong but “no less cunning,” Hitler “knew how to entice, and how to caress” the Germans.
         With a doctrine comprised of fascism and racism, and—with the marriage consummated—a
         “totalitarian system” and a technologically advanced military, Hitler dominated a
         nation he had “profoundly seduced,” which “followed her Fuehrer ecstatically” and
         “serv[ed] him slavishly, with greater exertions than any other people has ever furnished
         any leader.” Counting on “the democracies’ fear of war” and “the complicity of Moscow,”
         Hitler broke the Versailles treaty, annexed Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Poland, then
         planned to attack either France or Russia, assured that in either case the country
         he left alone would stand back. He then planned to conquer the remaining continental
         power, draw England “beneath the yoke, thanks to the sybaritic neutrality of the United
         States,” and, with Europe “under the ferule of the New Order, and Japan serving as
         an ally, America outflanked and isolated would yield in her turn.”[57] 
      

      
       Hitler’s hyper-Machiavellian ambition ran into “the human obstacle, the one that
         cannot be surmounted.” For success, it required human beings to be utterly base. “Yet
         men are made of souls as much as of clay. To behave as if everyone else will never
         have any courage is to venture too far.” The conquest of Poland finally aroused the
         courage of the French and the British, albeit too late for the French to avoid conquest.[58]  Without the mechanized infantry de Gaulle had advocated, France lacked the means
         to respond rapidly when the Germans seized the Rhineland in 1936. When Belgium dissolved
         its alliance with France and Great Britain, correctly saying that it no longer afforded
         them protection from Germany, de Gaulle told Prime Minister Léon Blum that modern
         tanks and airplanes would overcome the Maginot Line defense.[59]  But although, a few years later, Hitler’s “armor-clad army” did “thunder across
         a France without a state and without a command,” England “refused to yield, and the
         flame of resistance was lit among the French.” The worldwide scope of the war prevented
         Germany from tasking adequate troops to the conquest of Russia; “despite the phenomenal
         energy of Germany and her Führer, their fate was sealed.” Although the Hitler regime
         could crush the French parliamentary regime in its decadence, it could not win a war
         against all humanity. It could not, for the same reason, finally defeat France, the
         meaning of which encompasses certain perennial human virtues. At the surrender ceremony, German
         Field Marshal Wilhelm Keitel saw the French representative and blurted out, “What,
         the French too!” De Gaulle satisfied himself with remarking that this man “thereby
         paid tribute to the tour de force which had brought France and her army to such a recovery.”[60] 
      

      
       Nonetheless, until the very end Hitler overcame the sense of reality in the minds
         of the Germans. As Allied armies advanced on three fronts, “the Fuehrer continued
         to demand the supreme resistance of his people and, it must be said that he obtained
         it”; “in the ruined cities and the panic-stricken villages, the populace maintained
         perfect discipline in the execution of a labor which henceforth would have no effect
         upon its fate.” Germany descended into “a sort of mad phantasmagoria,” as its Fuehrer
         “probably preferred his creation to meet its destruction in apocalypse.”[61] 
      

      
      The Enemy within: Petain’s Regime of Surrender

      
      In the 1930s, neither the “Left” nor the “Right” in the National Assembly supported
         de Gaulle’s proposed army reforms. The top-ranking military officials—professional
         and civilian—rejected them more vehemently. Whereas the parliamentarians’ opposition
         centered on the notion of a professional army—a regime-change-in-the-making, socialists
         feared, and a potential destroyer of the bourgeoisie if placed in socialist hands,
         according to the rightists—the military had staked too much on passive defenses to
         back down now.[62]  When those defenses broke in spring 1940 and Pétain headed the capitulationist regime
         in Vichy, his support came from those elements in France who remained not only anti-socialist
         but anti-republican—particularly the substantial right wing of the clergy and the
         minor nobility, “who still cursed the principles of 1789.”[63]  The Marshall’s actual vestment with full powers in early July 1940 had broad support
         in the National Assembly, with only a few dozen members voting “no,” but without giving
         voice to their objections. “No public man anywhere acted as if he still believed in
         [France’s] independence, pride, and greatness.”[64] 
      

      
       “Too proud for intrigue, too forceful for mediocrity, too ambitious to be a time-server,
         [Pétain] nourished in his solitude a passion for domination, which had long been hardened
         by his consciousness of his own value, the setbacks he had encountered, and the contempt
         he had for others.” “Under the outer shell the years had gnawed his character.” Hitler
         offered him a bargain: the opportunity to “expand without limits,” to rise to supreme
         political authority. But Hitler attached a condition: “that he should accept disaster
         as his elevation’s scutcheon and should adorn it with his glory.” Believing the war
         lost in any event, and assuming that it would resemble the Franco-Prussian War in
         its harsh but limited results, Pétain accepted this as a “cruel but normal” defeat.
         “In the old Marshal’s judgment the world character of the conflict”—which gave France
         the opportunity to hold fast to a regime of liberty, even if in exile—“the possibilities
         of the overseas territories”—where republicanism could find new recruits to regroup
         for an Allied invasion—“and the ideological consequences of Hitler’s victory”—rather
         more severe than those demanded by the regime of Wilhelmine Germany—“hardly entered
         into account.” His mind narrowed by a long life of military discipline, Pétain was
         not “in the habit of considering” such larger matters. As a general turned statesman
         he lacked only one thing: statesmanship.[65] 
      

      
       The Vatican, the Soviet Union, and the United States—not often regimes in agreement
         with one another—all sent diplomatic representatives to Vichy, thereby discouraging
         those who might have joined Free France. Pétain himself crystallized matters in late
         October, meeting with Hitler and officially proclaiming collaboration with the Nazis.
         This meant that de Gaulle could now claim that he alone could claim “responsibility
         towards the sovereign people, engaging myself solemnly to render account to it as
         soon as it should have regained its liberty.”[66]  In his October 27 Brazzaville Manifesto, de Gaulle proclaimed, “France is crossing
         through the most terrible crisis in her history. Her frontiers, her empire, her independence,
         and even her soul are menaced with destruction.” Despite Pétain’s investiture by the
         Assembly, his submission to foreign law, his acquiescence in making his so-called
         state “an instrument used by the enemies of France against her honor and interest
         of the country,” rendered his rule—such as it is—“unconstitutional.”[67] 
      

      
       For his part, Pétain maintained that as a result of his agreement with Hitler he
         had retained for France its empire and its fleet, along with guarantees of French
         self-government in the south of the country. But in fact the agreement gave Hitler
         what he wanted: in the words of two historians, “a country promising to police itself
         in the Nazi interest,” thereby saving the Nazis themselves the bother of needing to
         do so. Under this condition of “imaginary autonomy,” Germany needed only 30,000 occupiers
         to keep both northern and southern France “in order.” “Vichy bent over backwards to
         help the occupier—a policy that was taken to appalling lengths when assisting with
         the deportation of Jews to Germany.”[68]  As de Gaulle puts it, “The enemy, wherever he was, ran no risk in our country,”
         and “the Marshall himself remained very popular.” Along with so much else, popularity
         “depended on events.”[69]  So did the allegiance of the army, prevented by its adherence to “formal discipline”
         to its command structure from organizing the cadres of the Resistance.[70] 
      

      
       Near the end of the war in Europe, Pétain sent a letter to de Gaulle, worrying about
         civil war in France and offering his assistance to prevent it. But “no one, now, rose
         up against my power”; no one “professed to oppose de Gaulle out of loyalty to Pétain.”
         De Gaulle ignored the letter on the grounds that Pétain had no moral or legal right
         to recognition by “the Government of the Republic,” “not so much because he had once
         received the abdication of a hysterical Parliament as because he had accepted the
         enslavement of France, practiced an official collaboration with the invader and ordered
         armed opposition to the French and Allied soldiers of the liberation, while not for
         a single day did he permit his countrymen to fire on the Germans.”[71]  By relinquishing French independence, Pétain had effectively dissolved his own sovereignty.
         De Gaulle had taken that sovereignty up; “it was in its name that I could call the
         nation to war and to unity, impose order, law and justice, demand from the world respect
         for the rights of France. In this realm, I could not renounce, not even compromise
         in the slightest degree.”[72]  De Gaulle took this stance as rigorously in front of his allies as he did in front
         of his enemies.
      

      
      Chur­chill, Aristocratic Ally

      
      In 1943, during one of several mid-war rows, the British parliamentarian and diarist
         Harold Nicolson described the collaboration between Prime Minister Chur­chill and
         de Gaulle.
      

      
         All might have been well had de Gaulle been an ordinary General or even an ordinary
            man. He is not. He is an extraordinary man. He is an eagle with bad habits. Winston,
            who is a house-trained eagle, does not see claw to claw with him.[73] 
         

      

      For his part, de Gaulle considered Chur­chill a fitting “guide and chief,” a man “equal
         to the rudest task, provided it had also grandeur”: his prudence, his cultivation,
         his knowledge of “most of the subjects, countries, and men involved” in the war, and
         “his passion for the problems proper to war” itself had found in that war a field
         wide enough for his great soul to be most fully itself. De Gaulle takes care to show
         that Chur­chill’s other gift—his eloquence—impressed him without taking him in; “he
         played upon that angelic and diabolical gift to rouse the heavy dough of the English
         as well as to impress the minds of foreigners.”[74]  If Chur­chill’s rhetoric never blinded de Gaulle to Chur­chill’s purposes, Chur­chill’s
         opposition to some of de Gaulle’s purposes never blinded de Gaulle to Chur­chill’s
         excellence:
      

      
         The harsh and painful incidents that often arose between us, because of the friction
            of our two characters, of the opposition of certain interests in our two countries,
            and of the abuses inflicted by England to the detriment of France, had influence on
            my attitude towards the Prime Minister, but not on my judgment. Winston Chur­chill
            appeared to me, from one end of the drama to the other, as the great champion of a
            great enterprise and the great artist of a great history.[75] 
         

      

      To de Gaulle, Chur­chill, too, was an eagle.

      
       De Gaulle never expected his fellow eagle to overlook the necessity of defending
         his own aerie. Once German victory in the Battle of France seemed likely, Chur­chill
         refused to send the Royal Air Force into the French theater of operations, breaking
         “the strategic unity between London and Paris” in order to prepare the defense of
         Great Britain. What the Germans had failed to do in the First World War—separate Britain
         from France—they had now accomplished, at least for a time, in the military sphere.[76]  After Premier Reynaud’s refusal to establish a government-in-exile in Algeria, de
         Gaulle reaffirmed the political alliance between the small segment of the republican
         regime that refused defeat and established the headquarters of Free France in London.
      

      
       The first crisis in Franco-British relations arose almost immediately, owing to the
         existence of the French fleet at Bordeaux under the command of Admiral Jean Darlan.
         Although “it was certain that Darlan, quite apart from all the obvious patriotic motives,
         would not of his own accord go and surrender to the Germans his own wealth—the Navy—as
         long as it was under his control,” and although the British had received assur­ances
         from the Vichy regime under Pétain that “our ships would not be handed over,” de Gaulle
         understood that the British could not depend upon such motives and 
assurances. When the Royal Air Force destroyed the fleet in early July 1940, de Gaulle
         “considered that the saving of France ranked above everything, even above the fate
         of her ships, and that our duty was still to persevere in the fight.”[77]  Crucially, he said so on his next radio broadcast to the French: “There isn’t the
         least doubt, in principle and by necessity, that one day the enemy would use [the
         ships] against England and against our own Empire. Very well! I say, without circumlocution,
         that it is better that they are destroyed.”[78]  In so saying, de Gaulle angered many potential volunteers, turned many in the French
         Empire and in the French military against him, and laid himself open to Vichy propaganda
         attacks. He impressed Chur­chill—at the moment the most important thing—but determined
         to put himself on a footing that would prevent any more such dilemmas.
      

      
       For starters, “I insisted that Great Britain should guarantee the re-establishment
         of the frontiers of Metropolitan France and of the French Empire” after the war. The
         British only went so far as to guarantee the former.[79]  De Gaulle’s suspicions heightened when Chur­chill interviewed General Georges Catroux,
         possibly with a view to preparing him “to take my place” at the head of Free France,
         but more likely “with the classic objective of dividing in order to rule.” For his
         part, Catroux ignored these overtures and “placed himself under my direction.”[80]  Having consolidated his authority within Free France, de Gaulle could turn to the
         defense of French interests and preparations for the founding of a new republic.
      

      
       De Gaulle would have preferred a closer alliance with the British, particularly in
         view of their own “heavy servitude” in “an alliance with giants”—the United States
         and the Soviet Union—which entered the war against the Axis in 1941. Such an alliance
         eventually would have aligned the two major, fully European empires in between the
         two countries that opposed European colonialism in the name of national self-determination
         and free capital markets, in the case of the United States, and of communism in the
         case of the Soviet Union. It would have ended the “special relationship” between Great
         Britain and the United States, a relationship Chur­chill regarded as indispensable
         to victory and to winning the peace. “In the last resort everything depended on the
         Prime Minister” who, “deep down, could not bring himself to admit the independence
         of Free France”—an independence without which de Gaulle’s authority among his own
         people would have plummeted to nothing.[81]  
      

      
       The first confrontation with Chur­chill occurred in the Middle East. Iraqi Prime
         Minister Rashid Ali al-Gaylani led a revolt against British forces, which held Iraq
         under a League of Nations mandate. Rashid Ali requested military assistance from Hitler,
         who had the Vichyites transfer arms from Syria, then under French rule. De Gaulle
         wanted to attack the Vichy forces in Syria, but the British, their hands full in Iraq,
         demurred. In the face of the facts, however—especially after the Vichyites granted
         Germany landing rights in Syria—Chur­chill gave up any hopes he had entertained for
         Vichy cooperation and approved a joint British–Free French invasion. The allies won
         in June 1940, at which point de Gaulle expected Free France to take over the country.
         This Chur­chill refused to grant, hoping to curry favor with the Arabs in view of
         wartime cooperation and perhaps, holding out the possibility of independence, as part
         of a future understanding in the Middle East generally. De Gaulle, suspecting a British
         attempt to seize Syria, accused the British of dealing with Vichy—and ultimately with
         Germany—over the heads of Free France.[82]  If Syria were to be granted eventual independence, he wanted France to grant it.
         But “I was not willing to renounce the supreme right of France in Syria and Lebanon
         for the moment.”[83]  De Gaulle faced down Chur­chill’s initial fury at being accused of working indirectly
         with the Nazis, eventually placating him by agreeing to broaden the membership of
         the Free French executive committee.
      

      
       The same scenario repeated itself in Madagascar, in which British actions seemed
         to de Gaulle the beginning of a pattern that might be extended to France’s North African
         colonies and, “one day, in Paris itself.” That is, de Gaulle suspected a systematic
         plan to subordinate France to Great Britain.[84]  Under the circumstances, tensions waxed and waned, culminating in a September 1942
         meeting in London in which Chur­chill denied de Gaulle’s status as representative
         of France and de Gaulle replied, “If, in your eyes, I am not the representative of
         France, why and with what right are you dealing with me concerning her world-wide
         interests?”[85]  He went on to say that he refused to accept “any diminution of the position of France
         anywhere,” and that “he must be intransigent or he would count for nothing in France,”
         where Vichy portrayed the Free French as mere “creatures of the British.”[86]  The controversy would not end until the war did, when the Yalta Conference agreement
         “to leave [Chur­chill] a free hand at Damascus and Beirut”—a hand that an exhausted
         France could not resist.[87]  De Gaulle regretted “seeing Great Britain ruin the foundations of our alliance.”[88]  “I did not doubt that the agitation supported in the Levant by our former allies
         would spread through the entire Middle East to the detriment of these sorcerer’s apprentices,
         and that eventually the Anglo-Saxons [i.e., the British and the Americans] would pay
         dearly for the operation they had launched against France.”[89] 
      

      
       In considering Chur­chill’s overall course of action in the war, de Gaulle relegated
         this struggle over imperial territories to a secondary place.
      

      
         [T]his great politician had always been convinced that France remained necessary;
            and this exceptional artist was certainly sensible of the dramatic character of my
            mission. But when he saw France in my person as an ambitious state apparently eager
            to recover her power in Europe and overseas, Chur­chill had quite naturally felt something
            of the spirit of Pitt’s soul in his own soul. Yet in spite of everything, the essential
            and ineffaceable fact remained that without him my efforts would have been futile
            from the start, and that by lending me a strong and willing hand when he did, Chur­chill
            had vitally aided the cause of France.[90] 
         

      

      Accordingly, de Gaulle regarded Chur­chill’s electoral defeat at the hands of the
         Labour Party in July 1945 as proof that such a “nature” and such a “figure” could
         no longer answer the demands of “mediocre times.”[91] 
      

      
      Roosevelt, Democratic Ally

      
      Early in the war, de Gaulle and Chur­chill discussed the possibility of an early intervention
         by America—Chur­chill optimistic, de Gaulle pessimistic. In the end, de Gaulle writes,
         “Mr. Chur­chill and I agreed modestly in drawing from the events which had smashed
         the West this commonplace but final conclusion: when all is said and done, Great Britain
         is an island; France the cape of a continent; America, another world.”[92]  This proved true not only in the geopolitical sense; the New World’s social egalitarianism,
         its contempt for aristocracy, distanced the American president from a man like de
         Gaulle. Roosevelt did not understand de Gaulle and could extend him no sympathy. Although
         Chur­chill was an aristocrat, he knew America and knew how to approach Americans. De Gaulle knew
         little of America, which he had never visited by the time he founded Free France.
      

      
       “Various signs made me aware of his reserve towards me,” de Gaulle writes of Roosevelt.
         Given American military unpreparedness for an immediate invasion of Europe, Roosevelt
         intended to attack German troops in North Africa—where, he expected, the Vichy French
         would collaborate with him. To this military hope, Roosevelt added a political one:
         “With an astonishing contradiction, the policy of the United States, while keeping
         diplomatic relations with Pétain, held aloof from Free France on the pretext that
         it was impossible to prejudge what government the French nation would give itself
         when it was liberated. At bottom, what the American policy makers took for granted
         was the effacement of France.” To this assumption Roosevelt added presumption—going
         so far as to consider breaking France up to form a new state, “Wallonia,” consisting
         of the Walloon parts of northern France, Belgium, Luxembourg, and Alsace-Lorraine.
         In de Gaulle’s view this kind of proposal reflected Roosevelt’s “ambition . . . to
         make law and dictate rights throughout the world.” Accordingly, “I felt that independence
         was truly at stake.”[93]  
      

      
       In 1941, de Gaulle offered Roosevelt air bases in French colonial Africa and French
         assistance on those Pacific islands controlled by Free France. Roosevelt responded
         by extending Lend-Lease to Free France. After the Pearl Harbor attack in December,
         America intended to negotiate with Vichy over the use of two islands off Newfoundland,
         St. Pierre and Miquelon. De Gaulle decided to force Roosevelt to choose between Free
         France and Vichy; “in order to stir up the bottom of things, as one throws a stone
         into a pond,” he ordered Admiral Émile-Henri Muselier to seize the islands. De Gaulle
         could take this risk because he knew that American public opinion preferred Free France
         to Vichy; he also knew that neither Great Britain nor Canada favored Vichyite control
         of the islands. Washington “could in the end only accept the accomplished fact.”[94] 
      

      
       But Roosevelt did not take such a check with equanimity. He considered France a fundamentally
         unstable nation. To the U.S. ambassador in France, Jesse I. Strauss, who had reported
         in 1936 that the French feared the Germans and lacked the moral fiber to stand against
         them, Roosevelt replied,
      

      
         In more pessimistic moments I have of necessity come to believe just as you do about
            France and the French future—yet always say to myself that in previous parties France
            has always “snapped out” of it. This optimism, I must frankly confess, has little
            foundation because of several well-known incidents in the past one hundred and fifty
            years where revolution or its equivalent and the emergence of some strong individuals
            have proved the only salvation.[95] 
         

      

      Neither de Gaulle nor French military officers generally enjoyed his confidence: the
         French had lost their war with Germany, and, later in 1940, the Free French had failed
         to expel the Vichyites from Dakar in French West Africa. A smaller France would not
         number among the “Big Four” powers that would “be responsible for the peace of the
         world” after the war; its place among the war allies—the United States, the Soviet
         Union, and Great Britain—would be taken by China, then under the rule of the anti-communist
         Chiang Kai-Shek. The French also retained an empire that raised Roosevelt’s Wilsonian
         ire. Because Chur­chill had provided safe haven for the Free French, Roosevelt assumed
         that he “owned” de Gaulle—“body, soul, and britches,” in Elliot Roosevelt’s memorable
         paraphrase. Chur­chill would continue to want to own de Gaulle, despite their occasionally
         violent disputes, because they shared an interest in maintaining their empires after
         the war—empires Roosevelt intended to see removed. Indeed, he went so far as to blame
         the Japanese war in the Pacific upon European imperialism—“the shortsighted greed
         of the French and the British and the Dutch.” A (smaller) France would “be restored
         as a world power”—if not of the first rank—and made responsible for “her former colonies,
         as a trustee,” reporting annually “on the progress of her stewardship” to the United
         Nations, Roosevelt envisioned. Finally, there was the regime issue: based on his intelligence
         reports, Roosevelt maintained that “de Gaulle is out to achieve one-man government
         in France. I can’t imagine a man I would distrust more.”[96]  That is, he suspected de Gaulle to be exactly the sort of Napoleonic “man on horseback”
         to which France had proved vulnerable in the past. Contradictorily, he had no serious
         objections to Pétain, whom he long continued to believe might be brought around to
         resisting the German occupiers.[97]  
      

      
       By the end of 1942, Roosevelt had given up on the Marshal. But this did not lessen
         his animus towards de Gaulle, whose wings he still intended to clip. If he could not
         rid himself of de Gaulle, perhaps he could reduce his influence by placing someone
         over or at least beside him within the Free French camp. The first chosen instrument
         of this policy, Admiral of the Fleet Jean Darlan, had been captured during a visit
         to Algiers and forced to switch sides by the Allies in exchange for being named High
         Commissioner for France for North and West Africa; his assassination at the end of
         1942 caused the Allies to turn to General Henri Giraud, another Vichyite but anti-Nazi,
         who had collaborated in the Allied invasion of North Africa earlier in the year. At
         the Casablanca Conference in January 1943, Roosevelt and Chur­chill compelled de Gaulle
         to accept the co-presidency, with Giraud, of an entity called the French Committee
         of National Liberation. De Gaulle observes, “President Roosevelt, under cover of proclamations
         to the contrary, intended that French affairs should fall within his own sphere of
         influence.”[98]  “Governed by the loftiest ambitions,” but “using charm rather than reason to convince
         me,” Roosevelt exemplified America’s relatively newfound “taste for intervention in
         which the instinct for domination cloaked itself.”[99] 
      

      
         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 its arbiter. Therefore the fact that France
            was reviving in the heat of battle, not in terms of a fragmentary and hence convenient
            resistance but as a sovereign and independent nation, contradicted his intentions.
            . . . In short, beneath the courteous manners of the patrician, Roosevelt regarded
            me without benevolence.[100] 
         

      

      “All in all, according to the memorandum signed by General Giraud, everything would
         transpire as if France no longer existed as a state, at least until the victory. Such
         was indeed Roosevelt’s intention.”[101]  Confident that Giraud would never win the support of the French, understanding that
         delay in re-forming the French state would leave the field open to the Communist Party,
         and knowing that Roosevelt could not go too far in view of pro-Gaullist sentiment
         in the Democratic Party at home, de Gaulle bided his time. By the end of 1943 he had
         edged Giraud out of the “co-presidency,” having gained the backing of the other Committee
         members. From his renewed position of authority he was poised to install his government
         in France after D-Day, an operation impossible, as François Kersaudy observes, “without
         French participation.”[102] 
      

      
       Excluded from the Yalta Conference at which the United States, the Soviet Union,
         and Great Britain seemed to settle the borders in Europe near the end of the war,
         he told Roosevelt’s envoy Harry Hopkins that France
      

      
         will never forget that without you her liberation would not have been possible. Still,
            while she is slowly recovering, it cannot escape her notice that America is counting
            on her only as a subordinate. . . . The French have the impression that you no longer
            consider the greatness of France necessary to the world and to yourselves.[103] 
         

      

      In the event, de Gaulle’s absence from Yalta allowed him, and through him France,
         to condemn the settlement without sharing any responsibility for it. No real guarantees
         for Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria; no real guarantees for republicanism in Poland; no
         real guarantees for republicanism in Yugoslavia: de Gaulle could wash his hands of
         all of it, and did. This provoked the censures not only of the French Communists but
         of business interests hopeful for American foreign aid and worried that de Gaulle’s
         presence at the head of the government might result in none. This showed de Gaulle
         that the political parties would return to their old ways once their safety had been
         fully assured. This mattered because the parties still wielded formidable influence
         over public opinion, and because the parties had always preferred a weak French state,
         which they could dominate—a state more or less identical to the one that could not
         defend France against Germany, and would not defend it against pressure from the postwar
         great powers.[104] 
      

      
      Stalin, Tyrannical Ally

      
      In September 1939, Germany and the Soviet Union acted upon their agreement to conquer
         Poland and to share the spoils. De Gaulle saw this as yet another confirmation of
         the infirmity of the Third Republic, which had signed a mutual defense treaty with
         the Soviets in 1935—now obviously to no avail. “In Stalin’s decision to make common
         cause with Hitler one could discern his conviction that the French would remain stationary,
         that the Reich therefore had its hands free, and that it was better to share its prey
         than to be its prey.” For their part, French Communists had switched from noisy condemnations
         of the Reich before the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact to “cursing the ‘capitalist’ war”
         immediately afterwards.[105]  They reversed their propaganda line as suddenly again two years later, when Hitler
         betrayed Stalin and invaded the Soviet Union. Given the Party’s malignancy—in his
         telegram to the French in London he cited “the vices and even crimes of the Soviet
         regime”—de Gaulle unhesitating accepted Stalin as an ally at this time:
      

      
         I had no doubt, obviously, that a victory in which the Soviets would have taken a
            major share might well, by that very fact, later give rise to other perils for the
            world. Those would have to be taken into account even as we fought at their side.
            But I considered that, before philosophizing, one must live—that is to say, win. Russia
            offered that possibility. At the same time her presence in the Allied camp brought
            Fighting France a balancing element over the Anglo-Saxons, upon which I counted to
            serve me well.[106] 
         

      

      In return for French support of the Soviet war effort, Stalin recognized de Gaulle
         as the leader of Free France, recognized the Gaullist French Empire Defense Council
         as the authority over certain French colonies—without recognizing “our territorial
         integrity.”[107] 
      

      
       In the face of Hitler’s onslaught, Stalin did rather insist on Russia’s territorial
         integrity. “The reports which came from various sources gave the impression that the
         Russian armies, at first broken by the German offensive, were gradually recovering,
         that the people, in their deep recesses, were arising for resistance, and that Stalin,
         in the national peril, was endeavoring, by appointing himself field marshal and never
         appearing out of uniform, to seem not so much the mandatory of the regime as the leader
         of everlasting Russia.” For his part, Hitler had made the “time-honored error” not
         of invading Russia but of failing to “impose on the German High Command the only strategy
         that could have been decisive, that is, the grouping of all its mechanized forces
         solely in the direction of the Soviet capital, so as to strike at the enemy’s heart.”[108] 
      

      
       Just as de Gaulle sought to separate Great Britain from the United States in alliance
         with France, so did Stalin seek to separate France from the United States and Great
         Britain in alliance with Russia—as Soviet ambassador Molotov now had taken to calling
         his country.[109]  De Gaulle again preferred independence; the French Communists, after all, “counted
         on Vichy’s collapse to furnish the occasion for establishing its dictatorship in France.”
         This strategy could only be frustrated “if the state could be differently reconstituted,
         if the place of supremacy in the French way of thinking were taken by a national government,
         if its leader, in the light of victory, were suddenly to appear in Paris. Such was
         my task!”[110] 
      

      
       De Gaulle undertook bilateral negotiations with Stalin later in the war, after the liberation of France and the re-establishment of the French state under firm Gaullist/republican
         rule. Two years earlier, at the outset of Operation Torch in North Africa, de Gaulle
         had seen that the Soviets were “seriously concerned by [the] American tendency toward
         hegemony.”[111]  With the French state if not a sound regime now assured, de Gaulle embarked upon
         an eight-day summit conference in Moscow, during which he confirmed that Stalin had
         hegemonic—indeed imperial—plans of his own.
      

      
       A tyrant “possessed by the will to power,” Stalin “masked the traits of his soul”;
         de Gaulle’s portrait unmasks them. “A past master of deception,” Stalin attempted
         to deceive his guest; “but so fierce was his passion that it often gleamed through
         this armor, not without a kind of shadowy charm.”[112]  His opportunities for vaulting himself to supreme power were the Bolshevik Revolution
         and the world war; the Communist Party and the Soviet state were his instruments for
         exploiting those opportunities. Intellectually, he had mastered “the complexities
         of Marxist dialectic and totalitarian rigor” indispensable to authority within that
         party and that state. Morally, he exhibited “a superhuman boldness and guile” in “subjugating
         or liquidating all others.” Beneath these opportunities and instruments lay Russia,
         which “he loved . . . in his way.” Reciprocally, Russia “accepted” Stalin and “tolerated”
         Bolshevism—without going so far as to love them—because they aimed to “unite the Slavs,
         to overcome the Germans, to expand in Asia, to gain access to open seas.” To accomplish
         these geopolitical ends, Stalin modernized, industrialized Russia “at the price of
         an unprecedented expenditure of human suffering and human loss,” then brought Russia
         “into a world conflict”—albeit at Hitler’s time, not his own. Indispensably, “his
         fortune was to have found a people so vital and so patient that the worst servitudes
         did not paralyze them, a soil full of such resources that the most terrible destruction
         and waste could not exhaust it, and allies without whom he would not have conquered
         his adversary but who would not have triumphed without him.”[113] 
      

      
       Stalin proposed a Franco-Russian treaty for mutual defense against Germany. De Gaulle
         reminded him of the useless 1935 treaty, effectively abrogated by the Nazi-Soviet
         Pact four years later, adding that he “believed that the painful experiences of the
         past could serve as lessons to the leaders of both countries.” Recovering from this
         sally, Stalin obliquely questioned de Gaulle’s own reliability as a treaty partner.
         “It must be very difficult to govern a country like France, where everyone is so restless!”
         “Yes,” de Gaulle answered, “and I cannot take you for an example, for you are inimitable.”[114] 
      

      
       De Gaulle raised the issue of Poland, remarking “that France had always favored and
         supported Polish independence”—stipulating free elections after liberation as the
         only means for this, with procedures approved by the four allies. At this, “Marshal
         Stalin grew heated”; “the Polish question was the principal object of his passion
         and the center of his policy,” as Poland (in his words) “has always served as a corridor
         for the Germans to attack Russia.” He denounced the republican Polish exile group
         in Poland, preferring of course the Communist Party Poles under his control. “It was
         evident that the Soviets were resolved to deal just as they chose with the states
         and territories occupied or about to be occupied by their forces,” a resolution that
         would entail “a terrible political oppression in Central and Balkan Europe.” Stalin
         discounted any opposition to this future fait accompli from the United States or Great Britain, let alone France. While de Gaulle rejected
         a tripartite security pact among France, Russia, and Great Britain on the geopolitical
         ground that France and Russia faced Germany much more directly than Great Britain
         did, he would not countenance a bilateral defense treaty at the cost of acceding to
         Russian domination of Poland—however inevitable that domination seemed for the immediate
         and medium-term future. De Gaulle instead conceived of a three-layered set of agreements:
         a Franco-Russian treaty “for immediate security” against Germany; a Franco-British
         treaty for the “second degree”; and a future United Nations pact, “in which America
         would play a decisive role, crowning the entire edifice and serving as an ultimate
         recourse.” Therefore, “yes” to a treaty with the Russians but “no” to complicity in
         Russian domination of Poland. Probably assuming that de Gaulle needed to bring a treaty
         back to Paris for domestic political reasons, Stalin refused; “this was an error on
         his part, and I was determined to prove as much.”[115] 
      

      
       He did so simply by preparing to leave without any agreement. At this, Stalin capitulated,
         signing the mutual defense pact without any language stipulating French recognition
         of a future Polish Communist regime. At the farewell banquet, “Stalin showed himself
         a good sport,” complimenting de Gaulle on “playing well.” “After all,” he said, adopting
         a “philosophic” air, “it is only death who wins.” Decades later, de Gaulle called
         this the only serious thing Stalin ever said to him.[116]  He added that “the only interesting thing” he had ever been told about Stalin was
         a time when Stalin, contemplating a world globe in his office, covered Europe with
         his hand and murmured, “It is small, Europe.”[117]  De Gaulle last saw Stalin “sitting, alone,” at the banquet table; “he had started
         eating again.”[118]  The soul of the tyrant, nihilist at its core, must fill itself. Hence its voracity.
         For Stalin, this voracity led him to devour the lands and peoples to his west; diplomatically,
         he began to ensure this result at the Yalta Conference early in 1944.
      

      
       By the next “Big Three” summit conference at Potsdam in July 1945—like Yalta, convened
         without France—“the facts were decided” in advance by the presence of Soviet troops
         in eastern and central Europe. “The governments that had been installed were at their
         discretion and almost all at their beck and call”—“the inevitable result” of the Yalta
         agreements that Roosevelt negotiated with his counterparts the year before. With atomic
         bombs ready for use against Japan, Soviet intervention in the Pacific theater “would
         involve no consequences from the military point of view, but result in the Kremlin’s
         recognized right to participate as a victory in Far Eastern affairs.” Therefore, “on
         no issue would the Potsdam conference realize any durable entente, but instead provoke
         unlimited friction between the Soviet and the Anglo-Saxons.” De Gaulle considered
         it “better not to have made the trip” to the conference.[119] 
      

      
      De Gaulle’s Strategy for France

      
      By 1940, an imbecilic regime had left France catastrophically weakened. To rebuild
         it, de Gaulle needed to reconstruct the French state, re-found French republicanism,
         and reorient France’s geopolitical strategy. He needed each of these projects to reinforce
         the others. In January 1940, during the period of the “Phoney War” before Hitler ordered
         the invasion of France, de Gaulle predicted a “new order” in Europe that differed
         from the one Nazi Germany planned. “The struggle in which we are engaged implies a
         profound reform of our military system,” but the struggle itself would reform much
         more than that. Out of the “crucible” of the coming war, a political, economic, social,
         and moral reformation would radically transform the prevailing way of life not only
         in Europe but throughout the world.[120]  De Gaulle worked throughout the war to influence that reformation.
      

      
       Geopolitically, de Gaulle undertook to work toward French primacy among the continental
         powers of Western Europe by preventing the formation of yet another dangerous regime
         in Germany; by maintaining French independence from both the Anglo-Americans and the
         Soviet Russians; by transforming the French Empire into a free association of states;
         and by establishing alliances among the states along the Rhine, the Alps, and the
         Pyrenees. The implementation of this “vast plan” would enable France to become “the
         arbiter between the Soviet and Anglo-Saxon camps.”[121] 
      

      
       Between the wars, the politicians of the Third Republic had hoped for “a new international
         order” that would protect France: “an organized world, where the rigor of the laws,
         the moderation of [territorial] desires, and the ubiquity of the police will guarantee
         peace to all and to each his own domain.” The Third Republic wove treaties and proclamations
         like a modern-day Penelope, stalling her heavily armed suitors. De Gaulle had not
         thought that it would work; in 1934 he wrote, “This liberal comprehension that we
         are prodigal of, is scarcely paid in return.” While “Anglo-Saxon piety” and French
         “idealism” had given the League of Nations “the appearance of life,” other nations
         acclaimed the use of force and indulged in “the nostalgia of danger”—none so much
         as the Germans, who had elected Adolf Hitler as Reichschancellor the year before.[122]  The Battle of France made France, briefly, the center of the war that resulted from
         that election; during the subsequent years of the war, de Gaulle waited for the time
         when the second Battle of France would again put France “at the center.” “At stake
         was not only the enemy’s expulsion from her territory, but also her future as a nation
         and a state”; even in victory, France might “decline to a subordinate position in
         relation to her allies”—whether republican or communist.[123] 
      

      
       Defeat reduced Germany to a “lamentable” condition; towns “from which the male adults
         had almost entirely disappeared made me, as a European, gasp in horror.” But this
         defeat would also “profoundly modify the psychology of the Germans,” turning their
         ambitions toward “survival and reconstruction.” “I felt my sense of distrust and severity
         fade within me.”[124]  Cheered at ceremonies in the section of southern Germany that France now controlled,
         de Gaulle considered “the ruined streets” with their grief-stricken pedestrians; “I
         could see what disaster this nation had had to endure in order to heed the counsels
         of reason at last.”[125]  To prevent any such disaster from recurring in the more distant future, “the German
         collectivity must lose its capacity for aggression.” This meant “the abolition of
         a centralized Reich” and its replacement with a federation. “If each of the states
         within the German federation could exist by itself, govern itself in its own way,
         handle its own interests, there would be every likelihood that the federation as a
         whole would not be led to subjugate its neighbors.”[126]  De Gaulle proposed that the Reich be replaced by a federation of states, with the
         Ruhr district (with substantial coal deposits of its own) under international control.
         The Saar district would become an independent state joined to France in an economic
         union. The Rhine would become “an international freeway” linking the German economy
         to the economies of the West European republics.
      

      
       “This conception of the Germany of tomorrow was closely attached to the idea of Europe
         that I had formed.” Slavs, Germans, Gauls, and Latins must reach equilibrium. The
         Germans had attempted to dominate; their failure had brought the Russian Slavs to
         a position of dominance in the eastern half of the continent. “But once Germany ceased
         to be a threat, this subjection” would “sooner or later appear unacceptable to the
         vassal states, while the Russians themselves would lose all desire to exceed their
         own boundaries.” No matter how harshly the Russian regime ruled its fellow Slavs and
         some of the Germans, “in the long run there is no regime that can hold out against
         the will of nations.” By timely and concerted action, the Western Allies might even
         “safeguard the independence of the Poles, the Czechs, the Hungarians and the Balkan
         countries.”[127]  But no one, least of all the Slavs, agreed with de Gaulle’s analysis. Marshal Josip
         Broz Tito of Yugoslavia refused to recognize de Gaulle’s organization. President Edvard
         Beneŝ of Czechoslovakia told de Gaulle that—given the position of the Red Army—“the
         Czech state could revive only on condition of an alliance with Russia” and that de
         Gaulle himself, however good his intentions, might not survive in power any longer
         than Clemenceau had done after the First World War.[128]  Poland, too, looked to Moscow for good relations with Moscow as the only possibility,
         given the Allied agreement at Yalta; de Gaulle would have offered the Soviets access
         to North Sea ports in exchange for Western access to Baltic ports as a means of guaranteeing
         Polish liberty, but de Gaulle was not invited to the conference at Yalta where the
         matter was decided.[129]  Pope Pius XII (“pious, pitying, politic, in the highest sense these words can have”)
         hoped to serve as “the only force for order and unity” in defeated Italy, desiring
         “the close union of those European states inspired by Catholicism—Germany, France,
         Italy, Spain, Belgium, Portugal”—to “build a dam” against Soviet Russia.[130]  Under the circumstances, de Gaulle could only return to France and emphasize the
         potential importance of the Rhine as the commercial waterway between Switzerland,
         the Low Countries, France, Germany, and southern Europe: “the link of western Europe.”[131]  As for Germany, a new if truncated Reich would continue, as the Anglo-Americans
         consolidated their zones in the response to the imposition of the “now familiar [Soviet]
         political and social system upon Prussia and Saxony.” “The prospect of a true German
         federation vanished in the face of the facts.”[132] 
      

      
       De Gaulle had reason to entertain ambitions for an independent foreign policy. As
         early as April 1942 he had said, “Fighting France intends to march with her allies
         on the solemn condition that her allies march with her.” Chur­chill might regard American
         contacts with the Vichyites useful, but de Gaulle did not. “Modeled on fascism,” the
         Vichy regime rested upon a betrayal of France by “her ruling classes and by the privileged.”
         This revolutionary betrayal would call forth another revolution, even now underway.
         The Allies would need to choose sides.[133]  Further, neither the Americans nor the Soviets opposed what de Gaulle regarded as
         British encroachments upon the French Empire in the Middle East.
      

      
         The Allies’ strategy was apparent, determined by events. As for their political behavior,
            it had as its basis a kind of consecrated egoism. Therefore I was less than ever inclined
            to put faith in the ideological formulas they employed to conceal it. How could I
            take seriously the scruples paraded by Washington, scruples which affected to keep
            General de Gaulle at a distance under pretext of leaving the French free to choose
            their eventual government and which at the same time maintained official relations
            with the Vichy dictatorship and was preparing to deal with whoever would open the
            gates of North Africa to the American troops? How could I believe in the sincerity
            of declarations from London which, in order to justify British intervention in the
            Levantine territories where France had a mandate, invoked the Arab right to independence,
            when at the same moment the British were imprisoning Gandhi and Nehru in India, were
            severely punishing the followers of Rashid Ali in Iraq, and were dictating to King
            Farouk in Egypt the choice of his own government? No, today as yesterday, there was
            only the interest of France to attend to.[134] 
         

      

      When the Americans demanded that Fighting France be left out of Operation Torch later
         that year, de Gaulle told Chur­chill that “the Americans want to play off Vichy against
         de Gaulle in North Africa.” He called it “a strategic error to place oneself in a
         situation contradictory to the moral character of this war.” Unlike the mercenary
         wars of the eighteenth century, “today we make war with our own blood and souls and
         the suffering of nations. . . . If France one day discovers that because of the British
         and the Americans her liberation consists of Darlan [i.e., the rule of a Vichy-tainted
         general], you can perhaps win the war from a military point of view but you will lose
         it morally, and ultimately there will be only one victor: Stalin.” Europe was at stake,
         “yet you let America take charge of the conflict, though it is up to you to control
         it, at least in the moral realm.” In effect, de Gaulle urged the beginning of an Anglo-French
         “special relationship” instead of the Anglo-American one.[135]  Later, as the invasion of Europe was planned, he disagreed with Chur­chill’s initial
         plan to attack from the south, from the Mediterranean; further, when the Anglo-Americans
         settled on an invasion of the north of France, he objected to their failure to consult
         with his government (which of course they were reluctant to recognize as a government)
         and laid down as a precondition of his cooperation on D-Day the participation of a
         French division in the liberation of Paris. He judged it “essential that the arms
         of France act in Paris before those of the Allies, that the people contribute to the
         invader’s defeat, that the liberation of the capital bear the impress of a military
         and national operation.” With his French political allies already in place in the
         city, “I was planning to appear there myself in order to crystallize around my own
         person the enthusiasm of liberated Paris” and thus to co-opt any move by French Communists
         to seize control of the city, as well as any counter-moves by the bitter-enders among
         the Vichyites.[136]  As he later told General Eisenhower, “Armies are created to serve the policy of
         states”; therefore, “strategy should include not only the given circumstances of military
         technique, but also the moral elements.”[137] 
      

      
       With these several struggles in mind, de Gaulle regarded the Allied intention to
         form a United Nations Security Council without France as yet another instance of unwarranted
         exclusion. “The United States, fearing European involvements and planning to determine
         the peace settlement by direct arrangement with Soviet Russia, felt that France’s
         admission to the combine of ‘big’ powers would thwart her intentions.” With respect
         to Asia, “it was the American intention that the European empires there be brought
         to an end.” For its part, England, while acknowledging that “the presence, the power,
         the influence of France would be as necessary tomorrow to Europe’s equilibrium as
         they had been yesterday,” nonetheless (or perhaps consequently) hoped that “France
         would reappear in her avatar as yesterday’s partner, tractable and familiar.” The
         Soviets were less eager to see a French eclipse, if only because they waited to see
         if the Communists might predominate in postwar France. “As for de Gaulle, everyone
         acknowledged him as the guide and symbol of France’s recovery”—all the more essential,
         therefore, “that his action be checked.” French recovery, yes; French prestige and
         influence, no.[138]  
      

      
       As the D-Day landings approached, Roosevelt had assigned the responsibility of choosing
         which French authorities to work with to General Eisenhower, hoping that Eisenhower
         could play off each group against the other until the time came for nationwide elections.
         “The President’s intentions seemed to me on the same order as Alice’s adventures in
         Wonderland,” inasmuch as “the Allies would encounter no other ministers and officials
         in France than those I had established there.” Eisenhower learned this soon enough,
         adjusting his policies accordingly. (“You are a man!” de Gaulle told him. “For you
         know how to say, ‘I was wrong.’”)[139]  To Chur­chill he remarked, “The French government exists. I have nothing to ask,
         in this sphere, of the United States of America nor of Great Britain.” When Chur­chill
         replied, “each time we must choose between Europe and the open sea, we shall always
         choose the open sea” and “each time I must choose between you and Roosevelt, I shall
         always choose Roosevelt,” de Gaulle knew that not all of his colleagues in the British
         Cabinet concurred.[140]  When the Allied troops landed, the facts on the ground settled the matter; Eisenhower
         relied on Gaullist political stability to protect his flank as he advanced eastward
         toward the enemy.
      

      
       Finally acknowledging those facts, Roosevelt invited de Gaulle to Washington and
         explained his postwar strategy: “a permanent system of intervention that he intended
         to institute by international law” headed by “a four-power directory” consisting of
         the United States, Soviet Russia, “the China of Chiang Kai-Shek,” and Great Britain.
         “A parliament of allied nations would give a democratic appearance to the authority
         of the ‘big four.’” The military enforcement of the directory’s decisions would fall
         to the United States, whose military bases would be “distributed throughout the world
         and of which certain ones would be located in French territory.” This arrangement
         would, he hoped, “contain” the ambitions of the Soviets; the others—including newly
         sovereign states in Africa, Asia, and Australasia, would need the United States for
         protection and therefore comply with American ambitions. “In such a prospect, the
         questions relative to Europe, notably the fate of Germany, the destiny of the states
         along the Vistula and the Danube, as well as of the Balkans, and Italy’s destiny,
         seemed to him quite subordinate.”[141] 
      

      
       De Gaulle countered that Roosevelt’s strategy stretched things too thin. By “considering
         Western Europe as a secondary matter”—for example, by trading the interests of Poland
         and the states of the Baltic, the Danube, and the Balkans for Soviet “containment”
         within the envisioned directorate, and by undermining too quickly the empires of Great
         Britain and of France—Roosevelt “risked endangering the West.” “It is the West that
         must be restored”; failing that, “barbarism will ultimately sweep everything away.”
         France remained central to the West; recognizing that Roosevelt intended to aid France
         economically, de Gaulle observed that “it was in the political realm that she must
         recover her vigor, her self-reliance and consequently, her role.” Roosevelt remained
         unconvinced that France could do this, it having foundered so badly in the years between
         the world wars.[142]  
      

      
      Upon returning to Europe, de Gaulle proposed to Chur­chill an Anglo-French alliance
         to counterbalance the American-Soviet-Chinese bloc.
      

      
         The equilibrium of Europe, the guarantee of peace along the Rhine, the independence
            of the Vistula, Danube and Balkan states, the creation of some form of association
            with the peoples all over the world to whom we have opened the doors of civilization,
            an organization of nations which will be something more than an arena for disputes
            between America and Russia, and lastly the primacy accorded in politics to a certain
            conception of man despite the progressive mechanization of societies—these are our
            great interests in world that is now announcing itself. Let us come to an agreement
            in order to uphold these interests in concert. If you are willing to do so, I am ready.
            Our two countries will follow us. America and Russia, hobbled by their rivalry, will
            not be able to raise any objection. Moreover, we shall have the support of many states
            and of world opinion, which instinctively shies away from giants.[143] 
         

      

      But Chur­chill continued to prefer to “bandwagon” with the United States while expecting
         the eventual failure of the Soviet empire in eastern and central Europe.
      

      
       Blocked at all sides, de Gaulle undertook to turn his exclusion from the Anglo-American-Russian
         Yalta Conference into a diplomatic advantage. If the United States and Great Britain
         “would doubtless abandon” the eastern and central European states “to the discretion
         of the Soviets,” then “the world would discover that there was a correlation between
         France’s absence and this new laceration of Europe.”[144]  In the end, France might find itself identified from the first with the idea of
         a “European” Europe, one freed from Anglo-American and Soviet domination. Before this
         could happen, France could build “a political, economic, and strategic bloc” in a
         narrower sphere: the states along the Rhine, the Alps, and the Pyrenees.[145]  
      

      
       To regain some of its lost status in the world, France would also need to recover
         parts of its empire with a view toward transforming it into a free association of
         sovereign nations. Without France’s imperial holdings in northern Africa, de Gaulle
         would have needed to stay in London throughout the war, the uneasy guest of the British.
         Recalling the regrouping of French forces during the First World War, de Gaulle believed
         that “the so-called ‘Marne recovery’ was possible, but on the Mediterranean.”[146]  Had the French political and military establishment done this in 1940, taking advantage
         of “great spaces, great resources, and great speeds by including distant territories,
         alliances, and oceans”—in effect what Stalin’s Russia would do, a year later—it need
         not have capitulated to the Nazis.[147]  “To steer men’s minds and courage towards the continuation of the war in the Empire,
         a categorical intervention by the government was immediately necessary.”[148]  It never came. De Gaulle accordingly did so himself; “in the vast spaces of Africa,
         France could in fact recreate for herself an army and a sovereignty, while waiting
         for the entry of fresh allies at the side of the old ones to reverse the balance of
         forces” and more, to bring “a fragment of France into the war” by “defend[ing] her
         possessions directly against the enemy” (“the Axis aimed at reaching Suez”) and not
         incidentally to resist any encroachments by the Allies. Above all, by retreating to
         the Empire de Gaulle could “wrench Free France free from exile and install her in
         full sovereignty on national territory.”[149] 
      

      
      After the war, de Gaulle understood that the French empire most likely could not survive
         for long—indeed, as early as the 1920s he had doubted, for example, that Lebanon could
         long remain under French rule.[150]  But “if overseas territories cut themselves off from Metropolitan France, or if
         our forces were engaged there, what consequence would we have between the North Sea
         and the Mediterranean? Conversely, if those territories remained associated with us,
         we would have every opportunity for action on the continent!” To attempt to “maintain
         our Empire” would prove “perilous, particularly when new nationalist movements were
         springing up all over the world, with Russia and America competing for their adherence”;
         accordingly, “we must take the initiative and transform into autonomy their condition
         as subjects and, into association a relation which at present was, for them, one of
         dependency.”[151]  “Henceforth, our goal would be the association of the French Republic with each
         of the countries which constituted the Union.”[152] 
      

      
       In the war, “France had suffered an unprecedented abasement” but also “an astonishing
         recovery.” Weakened, France nonetheless survived while its enemies had fallen; the
         “two greatest states in the world” opposed one another. States around the world looked
         to France to resume her mission. This “left us, for a time, a clear field.” “Were
         these the beams of a new dawn or the last rays of the setting sun? The will of the
         French themselves would decide that.”[153] 
      

      
      How de Gaulle Intended to Achieve 
His Strategic Ends
      

      
      As remarked above, de Gaulle’s wartime geopolitical strategy and his domestic policies
         of state rebuilding and of regime founding complemented each other in service of France.
         If the French themselves would decide upon the renewal or decline of France, de Gaulle
         needed to dedicate a substantial part of his efforts during the war to cultivating
         public opinion. Although the Roman conquest had given them the same laws and language,
         although Christianity had given them the same moral convictions, and although the
         old-regime monarchy had worked for political coherence, the French remain disinclined
         to unite for long. With “plenty of passion but little constancy,” each “hold[ing]
         too much to his independence,” inclining more to the doctrinaire than to the real,
         the French find common action difficult.[154]  “The collision of ideas and of passions, the opposition of interests in whatever
         concerns the existence of a State, risk becoming intolerable if the citizens lack
         a common hope which lessens these divergences and gather together their devotions.”[155]  As the highest-ranking official in the French state to fight on after the German
         conquest, de Gaulle understood that “what had to be served and saved was the nation
         and the state”—a nation whose defeat could give way to a “self-disgust” that might
         “poison its soul and its life for many generations” if he did not convincingly portray
         himself and his movement as “not merely some Frenchmen, but France.”[156]  “Limited and alone though I was, and precisely because I was so, I had to climb
         to the heights and never then to come down.”[157] 
      

      
       He began with his first speech to the French from London on June 18, 1940, in which
         he held out the hope of victory on two grounds. First, “France is not alone.” France
         has “a vast Empire”—as does her ally, Great Britain, “which commands the seas.” Second,
         both empires can “draw unreservedly on the immense industrial resources of the United
         States,” which can produce the mechanized forces that can defeat the mechanized forces
         commanded by the Germans who have conquered France.[158]  In that empire he sought and received the allegiance of men who shared his “certain
         conception of man”—men such as Félix Eboué, the governor of Chad, who “revolted with
         his whole being against the submission of France and the triumph of Nazi racism.”[159]  And after the victory of the superior mechanized forces of the Allies, de Gaulle
         could reply to those who called upon him to “proclaim the Republic,”
      

      
         The Republic has never ceased. Free France, Fighting France, the French Committee
            of National Liberation have successively incorporated it. Vichy always was and still
            remains null and void. I myself am the President of the government of the Republic.
            Why should I proclaim it now?[160] 
         

      

      As he inspected French troops ready to fight in Germany, de Gaulle was asked by one
         of his generals, “At the time of the disaster, could you have imagined something like
         this?” “It is because I counted on this, that we are both here.”[161]  Finally, when safety returned to France, bringing factionalism back with it, de
         Gaulle chose to retire uncompromised:
      

      
         I have a mission, and it is coming to an end. I must disappear. France may again one
            day have need of a pure image. That image must be left with her. Had Joan of Arc been
            married, she would no longer have been Joan of Arc.[162] 
         

      

      But why would France have need of de Gaulle’s “image”?

      
       The war had exposed the imbecility of the regime of parliamentary republicanism in
         the defense of France; that regime handed to the enemy the capacity to destroy the
         French state. “By the light of the thunderbolt the regime was revealed, in its frightening
         infirmity, as having no mesure and no relation to the defense, honor, and independence of France.”[163]  The “national re-founding” de Gaulle had envisioned at least since the mid-1930s
         were not to come through the re-founding of the French army,[164]  it might still come through the efforts of such a re-founded army in defense of
         the nation and with the nation’s consent. Failing that, de Gaulle could nonetheless
         hold up the principles for such a re-founding and reunification. These included a
         new association of labor, capital, and technology; the nationalization of finance
         and energy resources; the repopulation of the country; the encouragement of personal
         savings; and, above all, the founding of a new republican regime for a strengthened
         national state. De Gaulle outlined all of these strategic means to his strategic goals
         in the War Memoirs—itself a preparation for his eventual return to authority.
      

      
       After the euphoria of the liberation, “the realities”—food and fuel shortages—“appeared
         all the more bitter” to the French. But these too would pass. “What made the situation
         a serious one was that they contributed to the profound social, moral, and political
         upheaval the country was suffering,” an upheaval that concerned “not only the fate
         of nations and states, but the human condition as well”—material and spiritual. Given
         the conquest of nature by modern technology, “would the working classes be the victim
         or the beneficiary of technical progress?” The “huge movements” that animated the
         world war—socialism, communism, fascism—fought over precisely that question. Without
         “profound and rapid changes in this realm, there would be no lasting order.”[165]  De Gaulle determined to use his popularity “as a kind of capital with which I could
         pay off the disappointments that were inevitable among the ruins” to re-establish
         the French state throughout the country while putting it to work to effect these changes.[166] 
      

      
       Because the war “threw the entire working class on the side of the resistance,” all
         the French now saw the workers “as patriots and revolutionaries,” not merely as partisans
         of class interests.[167]  This gave the Communists an opportunity—unless de Gaulle quickly enacted reforms
         by which he could “regroup allegiances, obtain worker support and assure economic
         recovery on a new basis.” This he proceeded to do: nationalizing energy resources,
         credit, and some transportation firms, reforming working conditions (including family
         allowances to spur the birthrate), and protecting tenant farmers from eviction unless
         they violated the terms of their leases.[168]  Of these policies, the demographic strengthening seemed most urgent. Although the
         French suffered a smaller percentage of losses in the war than the Germans or the
         Russians, these deaths occurred only a generation after the devastation of the First
         World War, in which France suffered the worst losses of any major country.[169]  
      

      
      More profoundly, he moved toward “the association of capital, labor and technology”
         in which he saw “the human structure of tomorrow’s economy.” Instead of the expropriation
         of the middle classes’ property by the workers, de Gaulle proposed that “labor enjoy
         the same rights as those accorded to capital,” lining their wages and salaries to
         the profits of their firms in the manner of the revenues enjoyed by stockholders.
         Such profit-sharing would increase personal savings, develop personal capacities,
         and increase productivity. All of this “aimed at granting the workers in the national
         economy responsibilities which raised them far above the role of instruments to which
         they had hitherto been confined.”[170]  Such reforms would moderate the class struggle upon which the Communists counted,
         increasing national unity, “morally reintegrat[ing] the national community” by bringing
         the workers fully into civil society as self-governing citizens.[171] 
      

      
       For its part, the French state would no longer amount to “a juxtaposition of private
         interests which could never produce anything but weak compromise, but instead as an
         institution of decision, action and ambition, expressing and serving the national
         interest alone” by having “an unqualified arbitrator at its head” and a trained administrative
         corps to execute his policies.[172]  This meant that de Gaulle wanted France to re-found the republicanism the Nazis
         had largely destroyed, but to re-found it in a new form.
      

      
       De Gaulle rejected a postwar dictatorship on the grounds that its only foundation,
         for himself, would have been the military. “But this military omnipotence, established
         by force in peacetime, would soon appear unjustifiable to adherents of every tendency.”
         A “Caesarian” regime like those of the two Napoleons would have required either a
         great national ambition—exploited by Napoleon I—or a great fear of foreign powers—exploited
         by Napoleon III. “Yet how had each of these Caesarian regimes ended?” Further, in
         1946, how would a third such regime even begin? The French felt no ambition for conquest
         or for revenge, and no invasion and no revolution threatened them. (It might be added
         that de Gaulle had scarcely endeared himself to his fellow French officers—before
         or during the war.) As for the existing political parties, they had begun as partisans
         of the various regimes seen in the past, animated by “doctrinal passion.” But they
         had long since succumbed to materialism; “no longer inspired by principles, no longer
         ambitious to proselytize since they found no audiences on those grounds, they were
         inevitably tending to degradation, shrinking until each became nothing more than the
         representation of a category of interests.”[173] 
      

      
       A Fourth Republic worth having would feature a strong executive elected by the people, not
         the legislature, and constitutionally empowered to appoint his own cabinet. He would
         also have the power to “consult the nation” via referendum if the legislative parties
         deadlocked and emergency powers to meet any threat to “the integrity and independence
         of France.” The legislature could cause a government to fall, but the president of
         the republic would then have recourse to new elections which would determine if he
         or the legislature in fact had the support of the sovereign people. “I could not overlook
         the fact that my project contradicted the claims of every party”; “that France could
         not re-establish herself without the cohesion of her people, the abnegation of factions,
         and the leadership of a recognized and continuous authority was a principle altogether
         alien to their universe.”[174]  Regardless of the sharp differences among themselves, “all demanded that the parties
         control the state as before, without any restrictions.”[175]  Eventually, they got their way. Although the newly elected General Assembly chose
         de Gaulle as chief executive, he soon resigned the post because the actual Fourth
         Republic effectively resembled the Third. No really new constitution was enacted.
         De Gaulle retired to await another crisis and another chance. These were some time
         in coming—a dozen years.
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      Chapter 9

      How Churchill Understood the 
Geopolitics of the Cold War
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      In forced retirement, the devoted Stalinist ex–foreign minister Vyasheslav M. Molotov
         judged Chur­chill “the strongest and cleverest” of the “capitalist” statesmen, contrasting
         him with Roosevelt. Roosevelt “believed in dollars”—assuming that an impoverished
         postwar Soviet Politburo would have no choice but “to come and beg” for American aid.
         Roosevelt failed to understand the degree of discipline the Soviet regime could enforce
         upon its people. But Chur­chill, “as an imperialist”—one might say a fellow imperialist—understood
         the importance of territory. Chur­chill was a political man—less “capitalistic” in
         his character than even the more “progressive” Roosevelt. “He knew that if we, the
         Russians, defeated Germany, then England would start losing its feathers.”[1]  Having lost some 1.6 million men in the two world wars, Great Britain needed the
         population of its empire more than ever at precisely the time when it lacked the economic
         strength to sustain such an empire. Only by somehow combining the remaining eighty
         million citizens of the Commonwealth and Empire with America’s 140 million could the
         Soviet empire be contained, Chur­chill told the newly inaugurated President Eisenhower.[2]  As it transpired that Eisenhower doubted this, Great Britain’s postwar geopolitical
         prospects dimmed.
      

      
       Chur­chill had indeed long understood that Communist rule in Germany would tip the
         balance of power on the continent eastward. Whether a communist Germany dominated
         Russian communism (as would have been likely had the German Communist Party succeeded
         in its attempted revolution in the aftermath of the First World War) or the Soviets
         dominated Germany (as it did Prussia after the Second World War), the geopolitical
         center of gravity in Europe would no longer be Paris.[3]  Chur­chill also understood that military force gave Communism its most effective
         power, not the lure of economic prosperity or the attraction of its “ideals.” “The
         essence of Bolshevism, as opposed to many other forms of visionary political thought,
         is that it can only be propagated and maintained by violence.”[4]  At home, this violence aimed at the acquisition of “vast tracts of country”—mostly
         from the peasants—and working the land with “armies of slaves who once were soldiers
         in order to wring, for a few more months or years, by their efforts under the compulsion
         of an iron discipline the means of continuing the Bolshevik tyranny in power.”[5]  Abroad, “from the earliest moment of its birth the Russian Bolshevist Government
         has declared its intention of using all the power of the Russian Empire to promote
         a world revolution”—first by subversion through Communist cells, but also by outright
         military conquest.[6]  “The combination of the powers of Terrorism without limit or compunction, and of
         caucus machinery, newspapers, the broadcast, and the cinema, applied to a primitive
         Asiatic people”—Chur­chill means a people accustomed to despotic rule—“isolated from
         all external news and bowed in grinding toil, is not to be measured.”[7]  In regime terms, Communism “is only another form of aristocracy or bureaucracy seeking
         control of millions of people and digging itself in”—a tyrannical rule of the few,
         “which will make it difficult to overthrow.”[8] 
      

      
      Among European peoples, however, such a regime must be repugnant: “There is a fundamental
         antagonism between systems of this kind and the principles on which Western civilization
         rests.” Freemen ruled by reason will resist rule by terror, by a regime that “poison[s]
         every human relationship with distrust and suspicion,” beginning with the family (“your
         own child may betray you and the unnatural act be acclaimed and rewarded as a public
         service”) and extending to the workplace (“in factory, workshop, and office the fear
         of punishment replaces the incentive of reward”).[9] 
      

      
         The whole future of humanity, indeed, depends upon how far we can secure to men the
            opportunity of individual development, how far we can combine community life with
            richness and variety of personality. If Communism or any similar system triumphs,
            and men are drilled and regimented and “conditioned” until all individuality has been
            ironed out from among them there is an end to human achievement. The onward, upward
            march will be checked and halted; the eternal quest abandoned, and in their place
            will be the aimless, sterile activities of the unchanging antheap.[10] 
         

      

      Thus it is precisely those most susceptible to the appeal of communist ideology—persons
         who look to the progressive amelioration of social and political injustice—who should
         resist the rule of communists.
      

      
       Because communism is unnatural—an attempt to overcome human nature itself by striking at individuality
         and at family life—it also will prove vulnerable, in time. “Happily there is a cure
         which, as the years pass, civilized nations will more and more be inclined to adopt”:
         it “consists in giving these subversive beings a chance to put their theories into
         practice among themselves, and among themselves alone.” If communism could be contained, communists who rule in their own countries—having
         run out of victims—would fall into killing each other.[11]  After the Second World War, the United States would have a nuclear monopoly (Chur­chill
         expected) for about five years; this would give the commercial republics time to implement
         a policy “to restrain the Soviets”—what soon became known as “containment.”[12]  Morally, the basis for so treating a wartime ally consisted of both its actions
         and its regime. The most revealing of its actions was the 1939 Nazi-Soviet Pact. “We
         must not forget that all the Communists in the world would have seen England sunk
         for ever beneath the waves by Hitler’s Germany,” while dividing large parts of eastern
         and central Europe between themselves and the Nazis. “It was only when Soviet Russia
         was attacked” that the Communists reversed this policy. “I always admire the bravery
         and patriotism of the Russian Armies in defending their own soil, when it was invaded
         by Hitler’s legions” and “I have the greatest regard for the Russian people with all
         their virtues, courage and comradeship,” but “my support of Russia in no way weakened
         my opposition to Communism, which means in fact the death of the soul of man.”[13] 
      

      
       Further, Chur­chill understood that human souls, including Russian souls, would never
         quite become dead souls. Even as “the Soviets hope that the doctrines of Karl Marx
         may eventually, prevail,” commercial republicans “trust and believe that, as the mild
         and ameliorating influence of prosperity begins at last to uplift the Communist World,
         so they will be more inclined to live at ease with their neighbors.”[14]  After the Soviet Union had been contained, it could then rightly be appeased. Appeasement
         rightly understood—Chur­chill called this “easement” or “détente”—could only be undertaken
         from a position of economic, political, and military strength.[15]  As early as the Potsdam Conference in July 1945, Chur­chill entertained the possibility
         that “the Russians” might be allowed to become “a sea power.”[16]  Military containment, yes; commercial restriction, no. Commercial relations with
         the world might open up the regime, moderate its Marxist rigor, redirect its energy
         towards the works of peace, Chur­chill hoped.
      

      
       The Allies didn’t start from such a position of strength. In June 1945 Chur­chill
         told his Chiefs of Staff that “the Russians were farther west than they had ever been
         except once”—at the end of the Napoleonic Wars—and were now “all-powerful in Europe”;
         with a two-to-one superiority in manpower, they were capable of “march[ing] across
         the rest of Europe and driv[ing] us back into our island.”[17]  In his memoirs Chur­chill more discreetly observed that the advance of the Soviet
         armies in the previous year had “made it urgent to come to a political arrangement
         with the Russians” on such “brute issues” as control of Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria,
         Yugoslavia, Greece, and, eventually, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Germany.[18]  The famous “percentages deal,” wherein Chur­chill offered Stalin what he later described
         as “immediate war-time arrangements” respecting degrees of Soviet and British control
         over the Balkan states, constituted at very least a preliminary attempt to test Stalin’s
         long-term postwar intentions.[19]  At the Yalta Conference in February 1945, Chur­chill and Roosevelt imagined that
         they had come to an agreement with Stalin on an eventual republican regime in Poland—despite
         its occupation by the Red Army and despite Roosevelt’s statement that he had no intention
         of “keeping a large army in Europe, three thousand miles from home.”[20]  Stalin played along, pretending that he wanted a “powerful” and “independent” Poland.[21]  After the conference, he wasted little time in consolidating Communist rule there.
         “Far more than Poland was involved. This was the test case between us and the Russians
         of the meaning of such terms as democracy, sovereignty, independence, representative
         Government, and free and unfettered elections”—a test that Stalin passed triumphantly,
         in his own eyes if not in the eyes of Chur­chill or of any other non-Communist ally.
         While Chur­chill and Roosevelt admitted that any regime in Poland must be friendly
         to Russian interests, Stalin required that it also be friendly to Soviet interests.[22]  Only a few weeks after the conference, Chur­chill took the opportunity to warn the
         very ill President Roosevelt, admitting that “we British have not the necessary strength
         to carry the matter further,” and (in his first wartime use of what would become the
         “iron curtain” metaphor) lamenting that “an impenetrable veil has been drawn” over
         political activities in Poland.[23]  Roosevelt did little. Entreaties to Stalin were equally useless. By July 1945, “Soviet
         Russia was established in the heart of Europe.”[24]  “Henceforward Russian imperialism and the communist creed saw and set no bounds
         to their progress and ultimate dominion, and more than two years were to pass before
         they were confronted again with an equal will-power,” in the person of President Truman.[25]  Meanwhile, a “deadly hiatus” existed “between the fading of President Roosevelt’s
         strength and the growth of President Truman’s grip of the vast world problem”; this,
         added to Chur­chill’s abrupt removal as prime minister resulting from the Conservatives’
         electoral loss in August, meant that “the indispensable political direction was lacking
         at the moment when it was most needed.”[26] 
      

      
       In an August 1945 speech to the House of Commons he titled “Final Review of the War,”
         Chur­chill remarked, “the iron curtain which at the moment divides Europe in twain.”
         “Democracy is now on trial as it never was before, and in these Islands we must uphold
         it.”[27]  He agreed with Canadian Prime Minister Mackenzie King, who told him that fall that
         neither Great Britain nor America alone could “compete” with the newly expanded Soviet
         empire, that only their “continued alliance” could do so.[28]  Chur­chill rejoiced in the “golden words” of Truman, who said that “our victory
         in Europe was more than a victory of arms” but “a victory of one way of life over
         another,” a regime victory.[29]  This suggested that Truman too understood, or could quickly be made to understand,
         the stakes in the confrontation with the Soviets.
      

      
       By the mid-1950s, at the end of his second premiership, Chur­chill summarized the
         geopolitics of the second half of the twentieth century:
      

      
         We live in a period, happily unique in human history, when the whole world is divided
            intellectually and to a large extent geographically between the creeds of Communist
            discipline and individual freedom, and when, at the same time, this mental and psychological
            division is accompanied by the possession by both sides of the obliterating weapons
            of the nuclear age. We have antagonisms now as deep as those of the Reformation and
            its reactions which led to the Thirty Years’ War. But now they are spread over the
            whole world instead of only over a small part of Europe. We have, to some extent the
            geographical division of the Mongol invasion in the thirteenth century, only more
            ruthless and more thorough. We have force and science, hitherto the servants of man,
            now threatening to become his master.[30] 
         

      

      “Russian imperialism, clothed in new garb, advanced to carry the creed of Communism
         and the authority of the Kremlin forth in every direction until some solid obstacle
         was reached,” imposed problems upon the commercial republics quite distinct from those
         seen at the end of the First World War. Then, the only “powerful organized army” on
         the Continent belonged to France, a republic. But there was also a new hope: that
         the Americans would not retreat, this time.[31]  Even this was necessary and not sufficient for the defense of republican liberty.
         The British should “hold fast to three supreme purposes”: individual freedom “in an
         ordered society”; a “world organization to prevent bloody quarrels between nations
         by the rule of law”; and to maintain prosperity in Great Britain. To achieve these
         purposes the British must “regain our independence financially, economically and morally”
         from the great but overwhelming ally, the United States; “gather around us our Empire
         and the States of the British Commonwealth, and bind them more closely together”;
         and at the same time cultivate the alliance with the United States.[32]  To the “circle” of the British Empire and Commonwealth and that of the “English-speaking
         world” Chur­chill added the third circle of a “united Europe”—most ambitiously, a
         “United States of Europe.”[33]  These three overlapping but distinct international structures, taken together, could
         resist the Soviet-centered Communist bloc, which by 1949 included mainland China.
      

      
      Freedom and Prosperity at Home: The Challenge of British Socialism

      
      The August 1945 victory of the democratic-socialist Labour Party put Chur­chill’s
         Conservatives in the parliamentary minority for the next six years. How would social
         democrats manage relations with the great “dictatorship of the proletariat?”On the
         one hand, Lenin and his fellow Bolsheviks had utterly despised the social democrats
         of Russia and throughout Europe, and the feeling was usually mutual. On the other
         hand, Stalin and his regime were still nominal allies of Great Britain, and all European
         socialists shared at least some Marxist principles and some of Marx’s state-socialist
         aims. Would British socialists defend individual freedom and achieve prosperity? Could
         they hold together the empire and manage relations with the Americans?
      

      
       In these matters, Chur­chill regarded the British regime as likely to be decisive.
         “There is no reason why all questions between state socialism and individual enterprise
         should not be settled gradually and peacefully by the normal workings of democratic
         and parliamentary machinery.” In turn, a more prosperous industrial working class
         could make British civil society “more solid and stable,” although Chur­chill was
         far from convinced that socialism could in fact achieve such prosperity for its constituency.[34]  But the regime difference between commercial republicanism in Great Britain and
         oligarchy (earlier, absolute monarchy) in Russia would likely yield two very distinct
         socialisms. With respect to the Empire, Prime Minister Clement Attlee continued to
         oppose it and did not regret its postwar decline; however, his Foreign Secretary,
         Ernest Bevin, acknowledging that India was lost, nonetheless hoped that the Empire
         could transform Britain’s holdings in the Middle East along social-democratic lines,
         providing an economic source of strength for a “third-way” set of regimes, between
         American capitalism and Soviet tyranny.[35]  Chur­chill could thus join his partisan forces with a substantial faction within
         the Labourites on imperial issues.
      

      
       Accordingly, Chur­chill worked to stiffen Labourite resistance to the Soviets and
         criticized what he regarded as their unprosperous economic policies. Needless to say,
         he reserved his sharpest criticisms for speeches at election and for Conservative
         audiences. In October 1951, for example, he reminded his fellow Conservatives that
         “our Socialist Government who now call upon us in quavering tones to take all kinds
         of serious half-measures of preparation and precaution, are the same people who assured
         the electors in 1945 that they alone possessed the secret of dwelling on good terms
         with Soviet Russia, and who boasted of the underlying affinities and comprehension
         subsisting between Left-Wing parties and doctrines all over the globe.” At the same
         time he credited Labourites with a rapid conversion to a more realistic view even
         before the end of the war. The “abyss that now yawns across Europe and the world”
         could have been averted by no British party; it was “inevitable once the Russian Communist
         leaders gave full rein to their instincts of Imperialism and expansion.”[36]  
      

      
       Although “the theory of Socialism is contrary to human nature”—“‘All men are created
         equal,’ says the American Declaration of Independence” whereas “‘All men are to be
         kept equal,’ say the British Socialist Party”—and “the difference between Socialism
         and Communism is not one of principle or theory” but of “method,” Labourites remained
         “our fellow-countrymen, however misguided,” intending to maintain British self-government
         and prosperity. “The Communists, on the other hand, are the lackeys and tools of a
         foreign Power seeking the ruin of Britain and its subordination to the decrees of
         the oligarchy of Moscow, and there is no crime or cruelty they would hesitate to commit
         if they thought it would give them absolute, despotic power”—as seen most recently
         in Czechoslovakia, where a Soviet-backed coup had brought the Communist Party to power
         in February 1948. Labourites “fight Communism” but did so in a way that will fail
         to achieve either prosperity or continued international status for Great Britain.[37]  Although Britain depended upon capitalism “for our daily life and survival,” Labourites
         viewed capitalism “with the utmost hostility.”[38]  By concentrating political power “in what is called ‘the State,’” they caused administrative
         regulations “increasingly to take the place of statutes passed by Parliament.”[39]  Nationalization of British industries had not and could not produce prosperity under
         peacetime conditions because nationalized industries “are to be ruled by people who
         have no interest in being right and suffer no consequences for being wrong”—no incentive
         to run businesses efficiently—and this has made “the Socialist Government in London
         . . . dependent upon the generosity of the capitalist system of the United States.”[40]  But without such economic independence there could be no international social-democratic
         “Third Way” exemplified by Great Britain.
      

      
       British voters eventually agreed, returning Chur­chill and the Conservatives to power
         in October 1951 and maintaining a Conservative majority in Parliament until 1964,
         long after Chur­chill had retired as prime minister.[41]  This gave Chur­chill a firm domestic foundation for his foreign policy.
      

      
      Imperial Politics

      
      The claim that Chur­chill, the imperialist, presided over the dissolution of the British
         Empire, and that this amounts to one of history’s supreme ironies, seems engrained
         among political writers. It is nonetheless false. In the last twenty years of his
         life, Chur­chill undoubtedly witnessed that dissolution but decolonization occurred
         principally during the administrations of the Labourite Clement Attlee (1945–1951)
         and those of subsequent Conservatives, Eden and Macmillan. Throughout his own administration,
         Chur­chill held the line.
      

      
       Before the House of Commons at the beginning of 1945, Chur­chill continued his lifelong
         defense of the Empire. “I repulse those calumnies, wherever they come from, that Britain
         and the British Empire is a selfish, power-greedy, land-greedy, designing nation obsessed
         by dark schemes of European intrigue or Colonial expansion. I repulse these aspersions,
         whether they come from our best friends or our worst foes.”[42]  The worst foes were the Soviets; the best friends were the Americans, particularly
         the American presidents, Franklin Roosevelt and, later on, Dwight Eisenhower, who
         urged decolonization and democratization of colonial societies—with eyes not only
         on Great Britain but also on the Soviet Union. Chur­chill demurred: “I am a bit skeptical
         about universal suffrage for the Hottentots even if refined by proportional representation.
         The British and American Democracies were slowly and painfully forged and even they
         are not perfect yet”—perhaps an allusion to continued racial segregation in America,
         for example.[43] 
      

      
       By Eisenhower’s presidency, American statesmen worried more about the Soviet empire
         than the British—who had already lost India, and who could be depended upon to resist
         Soviet encroachments wherever their empire remained. Roosevelt instead had shared
         the traditional American hostility toward the former Mother Country, urging at Yalta
         the “principle of the Atlantic Charter—the right of all peoples to choose the form
         of government under which they will live” and proposing specific steps to return the
         gover­nance of European nations to the occupied peoples. Chur­chill stipulated that “all peoples” must refer
         only to European peoples, and not apply to the British Empire, except in the sense
         that the peoples of the Empire could already choose the form of government under which
         they lived, so long as they remained within the Empire.[44] 
      

      
       Chur­chill knew that the war had set in motion forces that would cause the Empire
         to decline, India first. “India must go. It is lost.” The British had “lost sight
         of our purpose there” and faced long-term economic weakness in the wake of the world
         war and the economic depression that had preceded it.[45]  But he did not want to give it up precipitately: if Great Britain withdrew too soon,
         Chur­chill correctly foresaw, a brutal civil war between Hindus and Muslims would
         descend there, with either Hindu tyranny or partition and lasting enmity between the
         two countries resulting.[46]  In March 1947 he warned:
      

      
         We are told that we cannot walk out of Palestine because we should leave behind us
            a war between 600,000 Jews and 1,200,000 Arabs. How, then, can we walk out of India
            in 14 months and leave behind us a war between 90 million Muslims and 200 million
            caste Hindus, and all the other tribulations which will fall upon the helpless population
            of 400 million. Will it not be a terrible disgrace to our name and record if, after
            our 14 months’ time limit, we allow one fifth of the population of the globe, occupying
            a region nearly as large as Europe, to fall into chaos and into carnage?[47] 
         

      

      “Mr. Attlee so conducted the process” that “as many lives were destroyed by violent
         and avoidable butchery in India as were lost by the whole British Empire in the Second
         World War. I am astonished that this should be treated as a mere incident in the progress
         of Oriental liberation and self-government.”[48]  Chur­chill had preferred to grant India dominion status first, then independence
         within the British Commonwealth. In Egypt, which had won its independence in 1922,
         he held on to the Canal Zone; in Palestine, he supported an independent Israel but
         acknowledged that American support for that state would be indispensable because the
         British alone could not defend it.[49]  Without its empire, Great Britain would need the Commonwealth orga­nization in order
         to maintain its greatness. But without India or the new state, Pakistan, in the Commonwealth,
         the Commonwealth and therefore British greatness must be considerably diminished.
         Chur­chill needed to find new ways to maintain its stature, beginning with its military
         preparedness.
      

      
       Another consideration caused Chur­chill to re-think imperial policy. By the early
         1950s, Great Britain had some twenty-six divisions overseas, many in remote places.
         If these forces were redeployed in Europe, “the Atlantic Treaty powers would not be
         forced, as they are now, to rely so disproportionately on the immense and ever-growing
         American superiority in the atomic bomb, and there would be a chance of establishing
         a calmer atmosphere.”[50]  That is, in order to maintain military significant troop levels in Europe, the American
         statesmen needed to keep American public opinion focused on the Soviet threat; but
         such focus conduced to no calmness in America and, therefore, none in Europe. British military strength was needed for any policy of easement.
      

      
      Nuclear Weapons and European Defense

      
      By 1954, near the end of his second premiership, Chur­chill could say that “man is
         becoming increasingly master of his own fate and increasingly uncertain about it.”
         If “the human race” chooses peace, “a prolonged and indefinite period of material prosperity”
         will ensue; if it chooses war, the destruction will be greater than ever before.[51]  Because the human race does not make decisions collectively, different elements
         of it assess risks differently. It was true that “Soviet Russia could overrun the
         whole of Europe and make the life of the British Isles impossible, but for the fact
         that the United States possesses today that superiority in nuclear weapons which,
         while it is maintained, will be, I believe . . . a decisive deterrent against a Communist
         aggression.” But such reliance upon American weapons brought its own perils.[52]  For years after the United States invented and deployed nuclear weapons it could
         not be attacked with them; Great Britain, however, sat well within range of Soviet
         bombers and for some time had no independent nuclear deterrents of its own. Worse,
         one of the American bomber bases was at East Anglia, making English soil a prime target
         for Soviet attack.
      

      
         Either the Americans, unable or unwilling any longer to pay for the maintenance of
            Europe, would say to the Russians you must by certain dates withdraw from certain
            points and meet us on certain requirements: otherwise we shall attack you. Or, the
            Russians, realizing that safety did not come from being strong, but only from being
            the strongest, might for carefully calculated and not for emotional reasons, decide
            that they must attack before it was too late.[53] 
         

      

      This circumstance inclined Chur­chill first toward acquiring such weapons for his
         own country and then toward what he called, variously, “appeasement,” “détente,” or
         “easement.”
      

      
       Since the 1930s, the term “appeasement” had taken on the connotation of weakness—in
         large measure thanks to Chur­chill’s own well-justified excoriations of it as a response
         to Nazi aggression. Chur­chill was therefore quick to insist that appeasement “may
         be good or bad according to the circumstances”; “appeasement from weakness and fear
         is alike futile and fatal” but “appeasement from strength is magnanimous and noble
         and might be the surest and perhaps the only path to world peace.”[54]  But absent such strength in the hands of British statesmen, only American military
         power kept the Soviets back.[55]  He resisted Prime Minister Attlee’s calls for international control over nuclear
         weapons, inasmuch as such control would merely enhance the advantage the Soviets enjoyed
         in non-nuclear forces, particularly in Europe.[56]  As he later told the House of Commons, “No satisfactory arrangements could be made
         to limit the use of atomic weapons except as a part of an international agreement
         on disarmament as a whole,” which in turn would require “provision for effective inspection
         and enforcement.”[57]  “But sentiment must not cloud our vision”; “the long history and tradition of Russia
         makes it repugnant to the Soviet Government to accept any practical system of international
         inspection.”[58]  He did negotiate an agreement with the Americans not to use the East Anglia base
         for any attack on the Soviets without British consent.[59]  Even after the Soviets successfully tested a nuclear weapon in August 1949, Chur­chill
         knew that the United States maintained marked superiority in the ability to deliver
         weapons to targets under wartime conditions.[60]  Eventually, Great Britain would not need to match the Soviet arsenal but rather
         to achieve and to maintain the capacity to intercept Soviet bombers and also to retaliate
         with bomber strikes of its own.[61] 
      

      
       The successful American test of the much more powerful hydrogen bomb took nuclear
         weapons out of any realistic equation for war-fighting—or would, once the Soviets
         in their turn acquired them. “After a certain quantity [has] been produced on either
         side the fact of ‘over-taking,’ ‘superiority,’ etc. loses much of its meaning,” he
         wrote to Eisenhower, given the unlikelihood of a preclusive first strike by either
         side.[62]  Once again, he pushed for British acquisition of the weapons.[63]  “Unless we make a contribution of our own . . . we cannot be sure that in an emergency
         the resources of other Powers would be planned exactly as we would wish, or that the
         targets which would threaten us most would be given what we consider the necessary
         priority, or the deserved priority, in the first few hours.”[64]  The weapons must be sufficiently dispersed and camouflaged to make a pre-emptive
         first strike on Great Britain manifestly foolish in the eyes of enemy military and
         civilian planners.[65]  He also redoubled his efforts to arrange summit-level talks with the Soviets.[66]  Overall, he correctly judged that the existence of such horrific weapons “increase[d]
         the chances of world peace far more than the chances of world war,” by providing “a
         new common interest between all men rising above their military, political, or even
         ideological differences.” “Strange as it may seem, it is to the universality of potential
         destruction that I feel we may look with hope and even confidence.”[67]  “The worse things get, the better” because the magnitude of destruction threatened
         by hydrogen bombs will put Soviet Russia’s “enormous spaces and scattered population
         on an equality or near-equality with our small densely populated island and with Western
         Europe.”[68] 
      

      
       With respect to the Allies’ non-nuclear or “conventional” forces arrayed on the European
         continent, two alternative—potentially complementary, potentially contradictory—structures
         were intended to oppose the forces of the Warsaw Pact. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
         initially commanded by General Eisenhower, organized soon after the war. Debate then
         began on the founding of a European Army or European Defense Community, eventually
         to include German forces, perhaps as a hedge against an American withdrawal.[69]  This had “two aims”: “to create in Europe a permanent system of joint defense against
         outside aggression”; and “to make it as difficult as possible for the European nations
         at any time in the future to fight against one another.”[70]  Chur­chill judged the EDC dubious. The French would always view a German army with
         suspicion and the “sacrifice of nationality” implied by such a force “would damage
         the loyalty of the soldiers.” He did not intend to contribute British forces to it—only
         to NATO.[71]  After the French finally scuttled the EDC in August 1954, Foreign Minister Anthony
         Eden quickly negotiated West Germany’s entry into NATO.[72]  A major reason for preferring NATO, in Chur­chill’s estimation, was its institutionalization
         of the American military presence in Europe, which Chur­chill judged indispensable.[73] 
      

      
      The American Ally and the “Special Relationship”

      
      Chur­chill understood American reluctance to entangle itself in European politics.
         “If my father had been an American citizen instead of my mother, I should have hesitated
         a long time before getting mixed up with Europe and Asia and that sort of thing.”
         Immigrants to America had left those places precisely because as individuals they
         no longer wanted to be enmeshed in societies that offered them class oppression at
         best and tyranny at worst.[74]  Nonetheless, “for America to withdraw into isolation would condemn all Europe to
         Russian Communist subjugation and our famous and beloved island to death and ruin.”
         For the sake of Europe and the rest of the world, the United States must not return
         to the policy of isolation or “Fortress America”—of which there was “no little talk”
         in the years after the war.[75]  And it also must remain involved for the sake of its own safety.[76]  
      

      
      On balance, America was benign. “There is no other case of a nation arriving at the
         summit of world power, seeking no territorial gain, but earnestly resolved to use
         her strength and wealth in the service of progress and freedom.” Such involvement
         came at a cost to America’s partners, however. “Up to July 1944”—the time of a well-established
         U.S. presence on continental Europe—“England had a considerable say in things; after
         that, I was conscious that it was America who made the big decisions.”[77]  In addition to its military strength, the United States not only emerged from the
         war with far greater economic power than any other country, but it institutionalized
         that advantage with the new international monetary system negotiated at Bretton Woods,
         also in summer 1944.[78]  Although Chur­chill bravely insisted that Great Britain “must always insist upon
         coming in on equal terms” with the United States, from then on, and perhaps forever,
         Britain’s greatness was at an end, or at least of a different kind than it had been—at
         most a sort of guiding intelligence or prudent counselor to the giant.[79]  “There is nothing more likely to bring on a third world war than drift”; the Soviets
         had a geopolitical strategy and the republics needed a counter-strategy. Fortunately,
         British statesmen still had their brains if not their military and economic brawn.[80] 
      

      
       American statesmen entertained feelings of skepticism regarding Chur­chill and British
         intentions generally not only regarding the Empire but also regime politics worldwide.
         Lord Halifax came away from discussions with the Truman Administration in summer 1945
         with the impression that “at the back of their minds there are still lingering suspicions
         that we want to back Right Wing Governments or monarchies for their own sake,” and
         that therefore the prudent course was to try to balance the British right with the
         Soviet left in Europe.[81]  To win the giant’s trust and so to open its mind to his counsels, Chur­chill first
         of all invoked shared moral and political principles—the natural rights enunciated
         in the Declaration that had announced American independence from Great Britain and
         in the “human rights” listed in the Declaration of the United Nations.[82]  Although American statesmen initially hoped to withdraw all troops from Europe,
         and some actually imagined rapprochement with Stalin to be possible,[83]  the Soviet refusal to withdraw its troops from northern Persia, its interest in
         regime change in Turkey, and the warnings raised by the U.S. diplomat in Moscow, George
         F. Kennan, all induced President Truman to invite Chur­chill to speak at Truman’s
         alma mater in Fulton, Missouri, in March 1946—in effect to launch a trial balloon
         to see if Americans would reverse their long-standing aversion to any long-standing
         military presence in Europe.
      

      
      This was the purpose of Chur­chill’s “The Sinews of Peace,” better known as the “Iron
         Curtain” speech. In it, Chur­chill told Americans that “with primacy in power is also
         joined an awe-inspiring accountability to the future,” beginning with the need for
         the nation as a whole to think geopolitically, to form “an overall-all strategic concept”
         for securing “the safety and welfare, the freedom and progress, of all the homes and
         families of all the men and women in all the lands” against “the two giant marauders,
         war and tyranny”—both of which happened to be in the employ of the Soviet Union. To
         put it another way, the sinews of America needed direction from the brain of America—to
         say nothing of the brain of Great Britain—in order actually to achieve peace. The
         United Nations also stood against war. But a United Nations that could not act forcefully
         to settle international disputes would be “merely a cockpit in a Tower of Babel,”
         a talking shop for the representatives of rival regimes. Therefore, national military
         preparedness must continue until the U.N. became “a true temple of peace.” Against
         tyranny stood the principles of the United States and of the British Empire. Only they (even among the commercial republics) had no considerable Communist parties.
         Without a close alliance or “special relationship” between the United States and Great
         Britain—more, a “fraternal association of the English-speaking peoples” around the
         world—perhaps working toward “common citizenship,” the U.N. could not “achieve its
         full stature and strength.” Under such favorable circumstances no new world war need
         occur.
      

      
         From what I have seen of our Russian friends and Allies during the war, I am convinced
            that there is nothing they admire so much as strength, and there is nothing for which
            they have less respect than for weakness, especially military weakness. For that reason
            the old doctrine of a balance of power is unsound. We cannot afford, if we can help
            it to work on narrow margins, offering temptations to a trial of strength.
         

      

      While recognizing that Russia legitimately demands security guarantees on its borders, Chur­chill maintained that
         the “iron curtain” that has “descended across the Continent” of Europe went far beyond
         such needs. Thus Chur­chill publicly endorsed an “Anglocentric” form of Kennan’s strategy
         of containment, including its hint of eventual regime change within the Soviet bloc
         itself, even if “it is not our duty at this time when difficulties are so numerous
         to interfere forcibly in the internal affairs of countries which we have not conquered
         in war.”[84] 
      

      
       Predictably, Stalin responded by calling Chur­chill a “war-monger” and a racist,
         denying that the Soviet Union or the nations it occupied were in any way undemocratic.[85]  American “elite” opinion also rejected Chur­chill’s arguments—to such extent that
         Truman initially distanced himself from them—but American public opinion shifted dramatically
         in favor of an alliance against the Soviets, thus giving Truman the political leverage
         to proceed with containment, if not with an endorsement of the British Empire, much
         less of joint U.S.-British citizenship.[86]  Chur­chill was satisfied.[87] 
      

      
       Almost three years to the day after the Fulton speech, Chur­chill again addressed
         an American audience, this time at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. After
         endorsing once more the strategy of containment he asked, “Is time on our side?” and
         affirmed that it was, so long as a more formal settlement could be reached, perhaps
         after the death of Stalin (“at the critical moment the Great Khan died,” he remarked,
         with politic obliquity). “Under the impact of Communism all the free nations are being
         welded together as they never have been before and never could be, but for the harsh
         external pressure to which they are being subjected.”[88]  Throughout the Cold War, whenever that alliance began to waver, the Soviets could
         more or less be counted upon to renew it with some new and threatening action, if
         only because “they fear[ed] the friendship of the West more than they [did] its hostility”—given
         the character of their own regime, which required mass discipline and abhorred “easement.”[89] 
      

      
       English souls needed preparation, too. For generations after 1776, Americans had
         not necessarily enjoyed any more esteem among them than the English had enjoyed among
         Americans, and the ascent of the latter accompanied by the decline of Great Britain
         made the situation no more palatable.[90]  “The foundation of our foreign policy is a true and honorable comradeship with the
         United States, in defense of the life of the free world against the immense aggression
         and ceaseless infiltration of Communist Imperialism,” he told his fellow Conservatives.
         While we won’t always “find ourselves in complete agreement with our American allies,”
         and will not “hesitate to press our view on matters about which we differ,” we should
         also avoid “the snare laid for us by the Soviet Government and their Communist adherents
         and fellow-travelers here or in other countries, and allow any breach in the effective
         harmony and action between Britain and the United States.”[91]  Frankness, honor, reasonable fear of tyranny, and a disinclination to be hoodwinked:
         such sentiments could unite reluctant Britons for the long term with worrisome Americans
         against the far more worrisome Soviets. He commended to the British something like
         the bipartisanship on foreign policy then seen in the United States.[92]  He exercised such partisan restraint during his years in opposition.
      

      
       With the victory of General Eisenhower and the Republican Party in the American national
         elections of 1952, Chur­chill worried that world war had become “more probable.”[93]  Chinese entry into the Korean War and the overheated anti-Communism of Republican
         senator Joseph McCarthy had toxified the atmosphere, and Chur­chill disliked and distrusted
         the incoming Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, whose antagonism to the Soviets
         seemed excessive to him.[94]  The Eisenhower Administration quickly proposed a new military stance that relied
         more on nuclear weapons and less on conventional forces. This policy made Chur­chill
         wonder if this were a prelude to a major U.S. troop drawdown in Europe and also made
         him worry more about nuclear war. Rumblings about the use of nuclear weapons in Korea
         also wore on his nerves.[95]  Chur­chill pushed all the harder, in vain, for summit talks and easement, which
         turned out to be both premature and unnecessary, given Eisenhower’s underlying common
         sense and moderation. The special relationship didn’t work as planned, but didn’t
         need to, as nuclear deterrence proved stable despite several crises during the 1950s.
      

      
      Europe, Epicenter of the Earthquake 
That Never Happened
      

      
      In 1942, already deploring “the measureless disaster” that would occur “if the Russian
         barbarism overlaid the culture and independence of the ancient states of Europe,”
         Chur­chill had looked forward to “the revival of Europe” by means of a United States
         of Europe.[96]  After the Fulton speech, he wrote, “I am not attracted to a Western bloc as a final
         solution. The ideal should be EUROPE”—undivided between East and West.[97]  But no one knew better than Chur­chill the gulf between the ideal and the real.
      

      
      Immediately after the war, only the western piece of the continent could entertain
         the prospect of a federation of republics; the futures of Greece and Turkey remained
         in doubt, and Great Britain, after initial military resistance as the occupying power,
         lacked the strength to do much to help them in the long run against the communists,
         who began a civil war with backing from the Balkan communist states (principally Yugoslavia)
         but not the Soviet Union, in 1944.[98]  Fortunately, six weeks of British military activity there proved sufficient to stave
         off the initial attacks in 1944–1945; Chur­chill received sharp criticism from the
         Roosevelt Administration, which suspected him of harboring imperial designs on the
         country.[99]  On the contrary, free elections followed. The war re-ignited the following year;
         by 1947, the Truman Administration saw the danger and backed the republican forces.
         In effect, a much-weakened Great Britain bought time for the United States to clear
         its head and exert its influence.[100]  In Turkey, a miserable postwar economy and Soviet demands for territorial cessions
         and for shared military control of the Dardanelles equally saw Great Britain unable
         to sustain assistance by 1947; once again, the United States stepped in and kept a
         crucial geopolitical choke point out of Soviet control.
      

      
       Chur­chill and his successor Attlee simply lacked the resources for anything beyond
         modest, short-term assistance to republican regimes in Europe. Chur­chill therefore
         could only think in somewhat longer terms. Throughout the remainder of the 1940s he
         repeatedly praised the notion of a United States of Europe.
      

      
       By 1946, Western Europe no longer divided itself politically along reli­gious grounds,
         as the Roman Catholic Church had endorsed “the rights and dignity of the individual,
         and the cause of personal freedom throughout the world.”[101]  For centuries, the Church had been Europe’s greatest international institution; in making its peace with republicanism against the rival, and now more powerful
         atheist internationalism centered in Moscow, did it need to compromise with the often-atheist
         doctrine associated with European republicanism—nationalism? No: “Where nationalism
         means the lust for pride and power, the craze for supreme domination by weight or
         force” it is “a danger and a vice” but where it means “love of tradition and culture
         and the gradual building up across the centuries of a social entity dignified by nationhood,
         then it is the first of virtues.” Liberal republicanism has characterized “states of society . . . where the most fervent devotion
         to religion subsisted side by side with fullest exercise of free thought.”[102]  This was so because the principles of Europe outside of the dominion of the Soviet
         Union could now be “founded alike on Christian faith and charity and on the critical
         spirit of rationalism,” both setting just limits on the laudable but dangerous sentiment
         of nationalism or love of one’s own people.[103]  Politically, the “first step in the creation of the European family must be a partnership
         between France and Germany,” initiated by France, the victim of German attack not
         once but three times in the past seventy years. “There can be no revival of Europe
         without a spiritually great France and a spiritually great Germany”—a France that
         forgave and a Germany that renounced its libido dominandi.[104]  At the political heart of the West European settlement was also the moral heart
         of it: the rationalism of France tempered by the spirit of Christian forgiveness;
         the nationalism of Germany tempered by the spirit of Christian humility.
      

      
       Institutionally, the Council of Europe of the United States of Europe “will comprise
         the governments and peoples of as many European states as hold our convictions and
         accept the broad freedoms of democratic life established on the freely expressed will
         of the people in many places, though we make great allowances for difficulties in
         great populations acting through Parliamentary institutions.”[105]  Member states would agree to a free trade zone and a uniform currency, along with
         common passports, trading facilities, civil-social associations, and “some common
         form of defense.”[106]  In time, each European will say not only “I am a Frenchman, I am a German” but also
         “I am a European.” General George Marshall said that this aspiration of Chur­chill
         helped him to think that Europeans might yet recover if America invested financially
         in them.[107]  For his part, Chur­chill thought that the Marshall Plan could help to “unite the
         free countries” of Europe “without in the slightest degree weakening the sacred ties
         which unite Britain with her daughter States across the oceans,” the members of the
         Commonwealth.[108]  This suggests that the future greatness of Great Britain, if attainable, would stand
         on a triple connection between itself and Europe, itself and the Commonwealth countries,
         and itself and the United States. The closeness of any one of these real and pending
         attachments would depend upon statesmanlike assessment of the circumstances as they
         developed.[109] 
      

      
       Near the geographical center and at the political center of the Continent, split
         into two regimes—one controlled by a foreign tyranny or oligarchy—Germany put the
         republican regimes to a test of their own moral and political principles. Although
         “the moral principles of modern civilization seem to prescribe that the leaders of
         a nation defeated in war shall be put to death by the victors,” Chur­chill preferred
         “the opposite principle,” exhibited by Julius Caesar, whose “conquests were due almost
         as much to his clemency as to his prowess.”[110]  In founding republican regimes upon the ashes of tyranny, one should not begin by
         grinding down the people—who are to be the new sovereigns. Accordingly, Chur­chill
         opposed America’s Morgenthau Plan to de-industrialize and “pastoralize” Germany; in
         this he was overridden by Roosevelt at the second Quebec Conference in September 1944.[111]  At Yalta, a few months later, Chur­chill played for time, knowing that the victorious
         nations would have no patience for “a policy of ‘putting poor Germany on her legs
         again.’” When “these awe-inspiring tides of feeling dominate most people’s minds,”
         the “independent figures tend to become not only lonely but futile”; “there is therefore
         wisdom in reserving one’s decisions as long as possible and until all the facts and
         forces that will be potent at the moment will be revealed.” Seeing that both Stalin
         and Roosevelt (to say nothing of the French) wanted Germany broken into several pieces,
         that Roosevelt wanted to withdraw American troops from Europe in two years, and that
         Stalin wanted Germany to pay heavy reparations and Roosevelt concurred, Chur­chill
         took the opportunity to call for the quick re-establishment of France, on the grounds that only a strong France could prevent the Germans from moving to
         the east coast of the Channel and basing rockets there to fire at Great Britain. A
         strong, republican France would also help to stand against the Soviets, although Chur­chill
         felt no need to mention that.[112]  That is, strengthening France would obviate the felt but dangerous need to cut up
         Germany, diverting French public opinion from continued hostility toward a now-harmless
         people that the French themselves needed as allies against the Soviets. Chur­chill
         well knew that France alone would hardly suffice; in a private letter to a colleague
         he confided, “without Germany, however sub-divided or expressed, there is no force
         of nationhood in the West which could hold the balance with the Soviet power.”[113] 
      

      
       Almost immediately, Chur­chill began testing British public opinion. In October 1945
         he ventured, “The task of holding Germany down will not be a hard one; it will be
         much more difficult to hold her up.”[114]  By then the Soviet threat had become more apparent.
      

      
         Indescribable crimes have been committed by Germany under the Nazi rule. Justice must
            take its course, the guilty must be punished, but once that is over—and I trust it
            will soon be over—I fall back on the declaration of Edmund Burke, “I cannot frame
            an indictment against an entire people. “ We cannot plan or even dream of a new world
            or a new Europe which contains pariah nations, that is to say, nations permanently
            or for prolonged periods outcast from the human family.[115] 
         

      

      It might more accurately be said that one can frame an indictment against a whole
         people—the Allied bombing campaigns against Germany amounted to that and more—but
         rather that the Germans had already been indicted, punished, and put on the road to
         rehabilitation. Crucially, Germany was no longer the threat. Germans had already been
         punished by the bombardments inflicted upon them during the war, a war begun by the
         tyrant who had ruled them.[116] 
      

      
       As would become usual throughout the Cold War, the Soviets inadvertently came to
         the rescue by taking an action that united the republics against them. Divided into
         republican and communist zones, Berlin was entirely surrounded by the communist zone.
         Stalin attempted to push the Allies out of Berlin by blockading it, but the Allies
         organized an airlift of supplies. This gave Berliners and all other Germans the chance
         to see what amounted to a rigorous experiment or test of the two kinds of regimes
         and of the two kinds of occupiers. America’s Marshall Plan—transferring foreign wealth
         into Europe—looked better than the Soviet imperial policy of transferring what little
         remained of East European wealth to Russia. “This beneficial and humane effort has
         demonstrated to the Germans in the Western zones, as no words could have done, that
         the future of Germany lies with the European family and with the glory and civilization
         of the West”; it “may have finally convinced the Germans of the villainy [of] totalitarian
         power and set their feet on the path to true democracy.” Additionally, Chur­chill
         could say this to a Conservative Party conference in Great Britain, building sympathy
         for the Germans among his own constituents.[117] 
      

      
      By the time of his second premiership, most Europeans had accepted Chur­chill’s point.
         Stalin countered by offering to talk about German reunifications, on condition that
         Germany be made a neutral power. Initially, Chur­chill seemed receptive to the proposal,
         which upset West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer, but Chur­chill soon reassured
         him (calling him “the wisest German statesman since the days of Bismarck”)[118]  and the Allies set tests for Stalin’s seriousness that he chose not to pass.[119]  By the beginning of 1954 Chur­chill announced, “I have pondered over the proposal
         to create a united, neutralized, disarmed Germany, and it seems to me full of the
         gravest dangers”—resembling a giant Czechoslovakia, which had been expected to be
         a neutral country after the war only to be invaded by the Soviets and pulled into
         their bloc. Chancellor Adenauer deserved better, having “persuaded the bulk of the
         German people to reject those ultra-nationalist conceptions which so often spring
         from the agony of defeat,” as indeed they had done in Germany in the 1920s. Adenauer
         had solved the German regime problem in West Germany; his people should not now be
         made neutrals in the struggle between republicanism and tyranny or oligarchy.[120]  More, West Germany now deserved formal recognition as an independent country.[121] 
      

      
      Despite his quarrels with de Gaulle during the war, by fall 1944 Chur­chill was planning
         for the re-establishment of the French state “first to maintain a peaceful and orderly
         France behind the front of our armies, and secondly to assist in the holding down
         of parts of Germany later on.” After a visit to France at that time, he told Roosevelt
         “I felt the presence of an orderly government, broadly-based and of rapidly-growing
         strength,” exhibiting “stability in spite of communist threats.”[122]  In so reporting, Chur­chill intended to redirect Roosevelt’s mind from his suspicions
         of de Gaulle-as-Bonapartist with greater attention toward the real threat, the Soviets,
         who controlled the French Communist Party.
      

      
       After victory, Chur­chill persistently sought to turn France from any extreme nationalism,
         including violent antagonism toward the Germans. “There can be no revival of Europe
         with its culture, its charm, its tradition and its mighty power, without a strong
         France”; “never before has there been such a clear need for one country to be strong
         as there is now for France.” French greatness can return if the French “unite in the
         task of leading Europe back in peace and freedom”; “by saving yourselves you will
         save Europe and by saving Europe you will save yourselves.”[123]  De Gaulle could not agree to the resuscitation of Germany at this time, however,
         as French public opinion remained even more powerfully anti-German than was British
         opinion.[124]  De Gaulle’s successors could never deliver on the proposal for a European army,
         but when de Gaulle returned to power—three years after Chur­chill had retired from
         his second premiership—he was able to make the rapprochement with Adenauer’s West
         Germany Chur­chill had recommended.
      

      
      The Attenuated Empire: The Middle East and Asia

      
      Having secured their northern flank by dominating Scotland, their western flank by
         dominating Ireland, and having their eastern flank secured for them by the Channel
         and the cliffs of Dover—all guarded by a great navy—the English sustained their worldwide
         trade by acquiring Gibraltar at the western end of the Mediterranean and the Suez
         Canal at its eastern end. They guaranteed access to the oil fields of the Middle East
         and to their colonies in Asia by ruling substantial territories in Africa along the
         Red Sea and in Iran and Iraq along the Persian Gulf. The British navy and commercial
         ships could thus circulate throughout the “world island,” from London and Glasgow
         to Shanghai.
      

      
       During the war Chur­chill and Roosevelt gave each other assurances that the United
         States would not poach on British oil interests in Iran and that the British would
         reciprocate with respect to U.S. interests in Saudi Arabia.[125]  Roosevelt maintained that “Iran certainly needs Trustees” because it would take
         “thirty or forty years to eliminate the graft and the feudal system” there; “until
         that time comes, Iran may be a headache to you, to Russia, and to ourselves.”[126]  An aide drew up an ambitious plan to work toward “the inauguration in Iran of the
         American pattern of self-government and free enterprise” as part of an overall effort
         by the three wartime allies “to promote the building of free nations,” while acknowledging
         that “the continuous support of the American people” for this effort “may be difficult
         to assure.” Although “British imperialism seems to have acquired a new life” as the
         war winds down, the report continued, “the appearance . . . is illusory”—a product
         of the alliance with the United States. “An irrepressible conflict between world-wide
         imperialism and world-wide democracy” now loomed and closer commercial ties with Iran
         would prove useful as that conflict developed.[127] 
      

      
       By 1947, Chur­chill acknowledged that Great Britain no longer had the capacity to
         defend Persia or indeed any territory from the Persian Gulf to the eastern Mediterranean,
         except in tandem with the United States and other allies. “The decline of British
         power has been accompanied by the rise and expansion of Soviet Russia” in the region;
         their pressure was seen in the Balkans (particularly Greece), Turkey (at the Tehran
         Conference Stalin had demanded “military control of the Dardanelles”), and Iran, where
         the Soviets had already taken the Iranian province of Azerbaijan.[128]  With the loss of “the well-placed and formidable resources of the Imperial armies
         in India” and a general spirit of retreat from empire fully remarked by the peoples
         of the Middle East, Britain will need to depend upon American military and economic
         power to pursue and defend shared interests in oil supplies. He wished he could persuade
         the Americans that the Middle East therefore required more attention than Korea.[129]  (In 1954 he would make similar arguments to the Eisenhower Administration concerning
         its growing preoccupation with Vietnam.)[130]  By 1952, however, he acknowledged that President Truman’s “decision to resist in
         Korea had done more than anything else to reverse the tide in our relations with the
         Soviets in the postwar period,” perhaps in part because he worried that Americans
         had become so very interested in Iran that they seemed ready to outbid British oil
         interests there.[131]  Truman replied that the Iranians no longer wanted to deal with the Anglo-Iranian
         Oil Company—which had controlled extraction of oil in Iran since 1933—and that the
         Soviets’ Iranian allies in the Tudeh Party were using this sentiment in an attempt
         to draw Iran into the Soviet orbit.
      

      
         If Iran goes down the communist drain it will be little satisfaction to any of us
            that legal positions were defended to the last. The strategic consequences of the
            loss of Iran to the West and the possibility therein of gradually losing the great
            bulk of the Middle East with its oil resources to the Soviets are too obvious to mention.
            Such a disaster to the free world would undoubtedly also place a strain on general
            Anglo-American relationships not pleasant to contemplate.[132] 
         

      

      With this not-so-veiled threat to the special relationship that Chur­chill prized,
         Truman reduced Chur­chill to calling for Anglo-American pressure on the Mossadeq government
         that was then ruling Iran.[133]  Truman agreed; the United States and Great Britain collaborated in deposing Mossadeq
         and installing the young shah, Reza Pahlavi.
      

      
       With such limited resources, Chur­chill took his stand in the Middle East in the
         Suez Canal Zone. During the Attlee Administration he had resisted proposals to evacuate
         the Zone, writing that only a British troop presence could keep it open in the face
         of a Soviet military threat.[134]  Given the decline of the Empire in the region, he over-optimistically hoped that
         an Arab Confederation of Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon—along with
         an Israel at peace with it—would shore up the eastern flank of the canal against Soviet
         infiltration.[135]  But realities intervened, and by the time he returned to Downing Street he saw that
         Great Britain would need to go it alone in defense of the canal; he doubted that his
         government could sustain such an effort indefinitely.[136]  He explored military collaboration with Israel for this purpose, but this only led
         him back to the necessity of United States concurrence, as it was the Americans who
         would finance any such Israeli effort.[137]  In mid-1954 he had fallen back to his characteristic call for “a close Anglo-American
         association in the Middle East, parallel with that created in the Atlantic and proposed
         for South-East Asia” as a counter to the looming military and financial necessity
         of withdrawing from Egypt. Eisenhower contented himself with vague assurances.[138]  Chur­chill could content himself only by considering that the development of the
         hydrogen bomb had made Soviet military advances in the region far more readily deterred
         than they had been in the years immediately after the world war. In addition, Soviet
         ambitions had been limited by the front that had been formed among Yugoslavia (which
         Tito had taken out of the Soviet alliance system), Greece (now secure against its
         communist elements), and Turkey (which had lined up with the West).[139]  The forced withdrawal of the British in the aftermath of the Suez Canal War (fought
         during the succeeding Eden Administration in 1956) therefore did not give the Soviets
         the chance to control the canal. Egypt’s ruler, Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser, accepted
         considerable Soviet military and economic aid for the next fourteen years, but never
         quite aligned himself with the Soviet bloc, preferring to keep the now-nationalized
         canal open to all shipping. Nasser also firmly opposed what Chur­chill had called
         “the Muslim Brotherhood gangs” in Egypt,[140]  preferring the secular, Kemal Ataturk model for a modernizing Egypt to the Saudi-backed
         Wahhabist Islam propounded by the Brotherhood. Chur­chill remained aware of the underlying
         power of fundamentalist Muslims in the region. “The unity of Islam is remarkable,”
         he wrote to his wife in one of his last comments on the Middle East; even though the
         British had subsidized the Libyan and Jordanian governments for years, they had aligned
         against the British in the dispute over the canal.[141] 
      

      
       In contrast to the Middle East, the British Far East, for which the Suez Canal served
         as a gateway, suffered less attrition after the loss of the jewel in its imperial
         crown, India, in 1947. Immediately after the war, Soviet pressure on East Asia increased
         because the Yalta settlement encouraged Soviet entry into the war with Japan and territorial
         gains in the region. Stettinius recalls that “even as late as the Potsdam Conference,
         after the first atomic bomb had exploded at Los Alamos on July 16 [1945], the [American]
         military insisted that the Soviet Union had to be brought into the Far Eastern war,”
         primarily as a counter to the Japanese troops in Manchuria. U.S. military planners
         calculated that “our casualties would be far smaller if the Japanese had to divert
         forces to meet the Russians in the north,” although President Roosevelt expected that
         the Soviets would return Manchuria to Chinese rule after the war.[142]  The American emphasis on attacking the Japanese mainland diverged from British preoccupation
         with rolling back Japanese conquests of their own and other European imperial possessions
         in Southeast Asia. But of course the earlier-than-anticipated surrender of the Japanese
         in response to the destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by American-made atomic bombs
         made it possible for the British and the French to recover, if temporarily, many of
         their colonies in the region. Chur­chill took pains to insist that the Japanese would
         have lost the war anyway, albeit at much greater Allied cost and at the price of relying
         more heavily on Soviet assistance. Japan’s “defeat was certain before the first bomb
         fell, and was brought about by overwhelming maritime power,” which enabled the Allies
         to seize the naval bases from which the bombing runs could be launched. “We, an island
         Power, equally dependent on the sea, can read the lesson and understand our own fate
         had we failed to master the [German] U-boats.”[143]  
      

      
      At the same time, Chur­chill recognized that Great Britain lacked the military and
         economic strength to continue to support the Chiang Kai-Shek regime on the mainland
         against Mao Zedong’s Communists.[144]  Chur­chill reportedly did not share Roosevelt’s optimism about Chiang Kai-Shek’s
         ability to resist the revolutionary forces—calling Chiang’s regime “the Great American
         Illusion.”[145]  Chur­chill worried that such a preoccupation would divert American attention and
         resources from the defense of Europe; while he admired America’s successful efforts
         to force a republican regime on Japan, and later supported the American war to defend
         South Korea from the communist regime in the north, he made it plain that Great Britain
         would continue to concentrate its limited resources on Europe, while encouraging a
         self-defensive military alliance among the non-communist Asia nations.[146]  At the beginning of 1947 he could still aver, “The British nation, lying in the
         center of so many healthy and beneficent networks, is not only the heart of the British
         Empire and Commonwealth of Nations, and an equal partner in the English-speaking world,
         but it is also a part of Europe and intimately and inseparably mingled with its fortunes.”[147] 
      

      
      As with the Middle East, circumstances had changed by the time Chur­chill conducted
         his second administration. The steadily weakening French position in Indochina tempted
         President Eisenhower to intervene, hoping for material support from Great Britain.
         This Chur­chill refused to offer, saying that France should either take its case to
         the United Nations—where it would find that the majority of members, having no colonies,
         “are apt to take a rather detached view about those who have”—or “take more effective
         steps herself,” beginning with a policy of sending military draftees beyond the confines
         of Europe.[148]  The May 1954 French defeat at Dienbienphu ended the discussion.
      

      
      In Korea, the Americans did make a serious military commitment and Chur­chill backed
         it as an important part of the strategy of containment.[149]  “He recognized the peculiar difficulty of prosecuting such a war when the nation
         as a whole does not consider itself to be directly threatened”—a major difficulty
         with the strategy of containment itself.[150]  The Attlee Government had committed a division of troops to the conflict, which
         had escalated with the introduction of Communist Chinese troops in October 1950. As
         Prime Minister beginning a year later, Chur­chill reported that initially he had been
         “disquieted by seeing . . . the attention and resources of the United States being
         diverted from the main danger in Europe to this far-distant peninsula in the China
         Seas.” He now conceded that the war had “gained authority” for the United Nations
         (under the auspices of which the U.S.-led alliance fought) and had provided a “stimulus”
         for “the re-armament of the free world.” Because he wanted no more extensive commitment
         by Great Britain, and above all no war in China, he pushed for a negotiated settlement
         to a conflict that he correctly judged would result in victory for neither side.[151] 
      

      
      The United Nations

      
      Chur­chill had long advocated a world federation—“some kind of World Super-Government”
         or “all-powerful world order”—whereby states that waged aggressive war could be halted.
         The United Nations “will differ from [the League of Nations] in the essential point
         that it will not shrink from establishing its will against the evil-doer, or evil-planner,
         in good time and by force of arms,” Chur­chill hoped.[152]  But he insisted that such a federation could only rest atop a group of regional
         federations, including a United States of Europe.[153]  Without such regional organizations, “the central structure cannot stand or function”;
         the United Nations, like the League of Nations before it, “will either clatter down
         in ruin or evaporate in empty words.”[154]  Only regional self-defense can guard against challenges to international peace by
         states whose regimes contradict the principle of non-aggression.
      

      
       Chur­chill had seen this between the world wars. With Europe rent between Nazi Germany
         and the Soviet Union, Europeans had been “invited to believe that our only choice
         in political philosophy at present is between two violent extremes.” This provoked
         a crisis because “it is in the nature of extremists to be violent and furious, whereas
         the great central mass of temperate, tolerant, good-natured humanity is apt to be
         feeble in action and leadership.”[155]  To resist aggression, the British Empire and Commonwealth nations should join with
         the other commercial republics of Europe and with the United States not to change
         the regimes of the “countries like Russia and Germany” but to defend against aggression—thus
         upholding the League of Nations covenant.[156] 
      

      
       After this proposal failed and a second world war descended, Chur­chill had joined
         with Roosevelt in seeking a new and more effective version of the League, but differed
         from Roosevelt on the way to achieve this. In addition to the question of regionalism,
         Chur­chill also wanted to integrate the Empire and Commonwealth into the United Nations
         structure, a problem complicated by the anti-imperialism of his principal ally, the
         United States, and by the imperialism of his temporary ally and regime enemy, the
         Soviet Union. On both of these fronts, the peacekeeping function of the United Nations
         could “only be achieved by reaching . . . a good understanding on all points with
         Russia under the general authority of the United Nations Organization and by the maintenance
         of that good understanding through many peaceful years, by the world instrument, supported
         by the whole strength of the English-speaking world and all its connections.”[157]  Such an understanding proved impossible.
      

      
       The great centralizer of American government, Franklin Roosevelt, viewed regional
         federations as a dubious foundation for the United Nations. As his Secretary of State,
         Cordell Hull, argued, such a structure would reproduce the problem of war among sovereign
         states on a much bigger scale, with vast and permanent alliances struggling for world
         domination instead of more readily manageable states—a worldwide dystopia similar
         to that seen in George Orwell’s novel, 1984, published a few years after the war.[158]  Chur­chill objected that only members of regional councils could be expected to
         care enough about local malefactors to send troops sufficient to enforce the non-aggression
         principle. Initially he proposed three such groupings, based upon the wartime “Big
         Three,” each heading its own council, with much of Asia and Africa remaining under
         the existing empires.[159]  Years later, after the latter began to dissolve, he shifted to a proposal featuring
         five such councils (adding one for continental Europe west of the Soviet bloc and
         one for Latin America), with one or more Asian councils and an African group perhaps
         to be added after additional study. The problem of inter-regional war would be addressed
         by overlapping memberships by major powers on the councils—the United States and the
         Soviet Union sitting on all or several, Canada representing the British Commonwealth
         interests on the North American council, and so on. These councils or governments,
         reporting to the “super-government,” would deal with “world causes, and primarily
         the prevention of war,” thus leaving considerable scope for self-government of the
         member states.[160]  
      

      
       The basic problem of the League would remain embedded within the new organization.
         Even a minimal government—one that attempts to respect the Westphalian principle of
         states’ sovereignty—requires some definition of the peace that it seeks to enforce.
         “Resistance to aggression” won’t do as a definition because different states will
         define “aggression” differently, depending upon the very regime principles that a
         Westphalian peace aims to respect.[161]  Whether regarding the League of Nations or the United Nations, the Soviet Union
         quite understandably sought to define “peace” and “aggression” in light of its own
         political principles. R. Henry Norweb, the U.S. ambassador to Cuba in 1946, recorded
         a conversation with Chur­chill: “The armed force behind UNO [United Nations Organization],
         [Chur­chill] holds, does not of itself guarantee any better fate than befell the League
         of Nations since all and everything depends upon the political relations between the
         three great powers around the whole structure is built, and these relations he feels
         are now neither clear nor promising.”[162]  Soon Chur­chill was saying so publicly: “We are confronted with the deadly enmity
         and continued aggression of the Russian Communist Government and its imprisoned satellites”;
         therefore, “what should be the majestic center of world security and later on of world
         cooperation and finally of world government has been reduced to a mere cockpit in
         which the representatives of mighty nations and ancient States hurl reproaches, taunts
         and recrimination at one another, to marshal public opinion and inflame the passions
         of their peoples in order to arouse and prepare them for what seems to be a remorselessly
         approaching third world war.”[163]  The “fact that the world is sundered by the aggression of the Communist ideology
         supported by the armed power of the Soviet Union” only underlined the need for solid
         regional organizations as the foundation for the U.N., which otherwise will remain
         a mere “babel of harsh voices.”[164]  “The failure to strangle Bolshevism at its birth and to bring Russia, then prostrate,
         by one means or another, into the general democratic system lies heavy upon us today.”[165] 
      

      
       The dilemma assumed an especially awkward form from the beginning of the great-power
         discussions of the United Nations because Great Britain’s ally with respect to the
         regime question, the United States, was its foe with respect to the polity question,
         imperialism, whereas its foe with respect to the regime question, the Soviet Union,
         was at least potentially its ally with respect to the polity question—having its own
         empire to defend. How many votes would each country receive in the U.N. General Assembly?
         “The U.S.S.R. had great masses of people organized in separate republics; the British
         Empire had large independent groups living a long way from each other; the United
         States was a single unit, with a single Foreign Minister and no colonies.” After first
         demanding that all sixteen Soviet “republics” be granted votes, Stalin settled upon
         voting rights for Ukraine and Belarus, which of course would triple the Kremlin’s
         voting strength in the Assembly. For its part, the British Empire included “four self-governing
         Dominions”—Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Newfoundland—which equally and indeed with
         greater justification could claim the right to their own votes.[166]  Chur­chill thus found himself siding with Stalin against Roosevelt on this matter;
         foreseeing that the General Assembly would expand considerably as existing empires
         declined, Roosevelt felt no need to press the issue and contented himself by twitting
         Chur­chill over the imperial ambitions of the British.[167]  
      

      
       The General Assembly would have no actual power to send United Nations forces to
         war. Only the Security Council could do that. Because any member of the Council could
         veto any proposed action of the Council, the Council deadlocked whenever the Soviets
         disagreed with the American, British, French, or Chinese members. By 1957, Chur­chill
         lamented that “the differences between the Great Powers have thrown responsibility
         increasingly on the Assembly,” by then “vastly swollen by the addition of new nations”—many
         of them former British colonies. But these nations could not act; they could only
         talk. Nor should they do more than talk, as “it is anomalous that the vote or prejudice
         of any small country should affect events involving populations many times its own
         numbers and affect them as momentary self-advantage may direct.”[168]  The “aristocratic” Security Council found itself stymied by the regime-based recalcitrance
         of one member; the “democratic” General Assembly, in which a majority might outvote
         the Soviet Union and its allies, had no power and lacked the genuinely democratic
         structure requisite to deserve it. As a result, the United Nations couldn’t do much
         to relieve Cold War tensions. For that, Chur­chill needed to take the direct approach.
      

      
      The Soviet Union, Intractable Enemy

      
      Some historians contend that Chur­chill grossly overestimated the goodwill of Joseph
         Stalin, wishfully believing that wartime alliance could translate into postwar comity
         or at least détente.[169]  He did in fact consistently seek summit talks with Stalin and his successors; on
         the other hand, he was also author of “The Sinews of Peace” and many other decidedly
         tough anti-Soviet statements. A close look at Chur­chill’s public statements shows
         that Chur­chill’s statesmanlike reserve—usually present beneath the bonhomie and ready
         tears—did not fail him. 
      

      
       After VE Day, in the House of Commons, Chur­chill invoked “the deep sense of gratitude
         we owe to the noble Russian people and valiant Soviet Armies, who, when they were
         attacked by Hitler, poured out their blood and suffered immeasurable torments until
         absolute victory was gained.” This was no less than the truth—founded on an accurate
         distinction between the Russians and the Soviet regime that ruled them and directed
         the armies, and not overlooking the fact that the regime had first made peace with
         the Nazis, only counter-attacking when Hitler betrayed them.[170]  He continued in the same vein, carefully preserving that distinction:
      

      
         These feelings of comradeship and friendship, which have developed between the British
            and Russian peoples, should be not only preserved but rapidly expanded. Here I wish to say how glad we
            all are to know and feel that Generalissimo Stalin is still strongly holding the helm
            and steering his tremendous ship. Personally, I cannot feel anything but the most
            lively admiration for this truly great man, the father of his country, the ruler of
            its destinies in times of peace, and the victorious defender of its life in time of
            war.
         

         
         But if as, alas, is possible—or not impossible—we should develop strong differences
            on many aspects of policy, political social, even, as we think, moral, with the Soviet Government, no state of mind must be allowed to occur in this country which ruptures or withers
            those great associations between our two peoples which were our glory and our safety, in the late frightful convulsion. . . . I feel
            it necessary to pay this tribute to Soviet Russia with her tragic load of suffering, all her awful losses and devastation, all her
            grand, simple, enduring effort. Any idea of Britain pursuing an anti-Russian policy, or making elaborate combinations to the detriment of Russia, is utterly opposed to British thought and conscience. Nothing but a long period
            of very marked injuries and antagonisms, which we all hope may be averted, could develop
            any such mood again in this land.[171] 
         

      

      The several Russian peoples—Russia is far from homogeneous—had earned the friendship
         of the British peoples; Stalin was a truly great man and a ruler in war and peace;
         the Soviet government might well have had its differences with “us”: this put Stalin
         squarely in the middle as the one who would decide which way the Russian peoples would
         go. Nearly a year later, Chur­chill described the Soviet regime as a “collective mind
         whose springs of action we cannot define”—“13 or 14 very able men in the Kremlin who
         hold all Russia and more than a third of Europe in their control.” “One of our main
         difficulties in judging all these matters is that real intercourse and intimacy between
         our peoples are, to all intents and purposes, very much discouraged and prevented
         by the Soviet Government.”[172]  This left British public sentiment undisturbed as regards the tyrant Stalin while
         maneuvering Chur­chill’s own “tremendous ship” of state into a defensive position.
         Meanwhile, in his private communications with Stalin, he had said, “There is not much
         comfort in looking into a future where you and the countries you dominate, plus the
         Communist Parties in many other States, are all drawn up on one side, and those who
         rally to the English-speaking nations and their associates or Dominions are on the
         other. . . . Do not, I beg you, my friend Stalin, under-rate the divergences which
         are opening about matters which you may think are small to us but which are symbolic
         of the way the English-speaking democracies look at life.”[173]  And in a contemporary memo to Foreign Secretary Eden, Chur­chill called “the freedom,
         independence, and sovereignty of Poland” a “matter for which the British people went
         to war” in the first place—adding that the fate of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Austria,
         the Balkans, and Greece were all threatened. Chur­chill could “not feel it would be
         wise to dismiss all these topics in the desire to placate the demands of Soviet Communist
         Russia.”[174]  While continuing to hold out the possibility of a settlement to Stalin, who would
         remain high in the esteem of many British and American citizens for some time after
         the war, Chur­chill never averted his eye from the realities. Stalin gave his answer
         soon enough—in Czechoslovakia in 1948—and eventually reaffirmed the orthodoxy of his
         Marxist-Leninist antagonism to the “capitalist world” at the Nineteenth Party Congress
         in 1952.[175]  Chur­chill saw that the Soviet regime “dread[ed] the friendship of the free, civilized
         world as much as they [did] its hostility” because “if free intercourse, commercial
         and cultural, were allowed between the hundreds of millions of good-hearted human
         beings who dwell on either side, the power of this wicked oligarchy in Moscow would
         soon be undermined and the spell of the Communist doctrines broken.”[176] 
      

      
       Having thus kept his powder quite dry, Chur­chill could then urge a stiffening of
         British and American resistance via the sure road of military preparedness. By early
         1949 he could urge that “the hideous process of the subjugation of Czechoslovakia
         should be studied in the utmost detail,” being “a work of art”—namely, the art of
         subversion culminating in the liquidation of “all outstanding personalities in every
         class and walk of life . . . so as to have nothing below but a mass of ordinary people
         whom they can rule like the Communist Party in Russia rules the enormous mass of unfortunate
         Russian serfs.” Only by this time could he say publicly, “It’s no good trying to convert
         a Communist, or persuade him.” “You can only deal with them” by “having superior force
         on your side on the matter in question—and they must also be convinced that you will
         use—you will not hesitate to use—these forces, if necessary, in the most ruthless
         manner. . . . Then the Communists will make a bargain,” which will last “so long as
         it suits them.” “And that is the greatest chance of peace.”[177]  Far from it being “provocative to organize an Atlantic army”—with “a European army
         inside it and a German contingent, on honorable terms, inside that”—such an army will
         “give us increasing unity in Europe and magnify the deterrents against aggression,
         and perhaps, give us the means of gradually approaching the situation when relations
         between world Powers may express themselves in normal terms.”[178]  More informally, Chur­chill said, “I want to use Germany and E.D.C. to keep Russia
         in the mood to be reasonable—to make her play.” And he added, “I would use Russia
         to prevent Germany getting out of hand.”[179]  Easement of relations or détente between West and East would rest, if it came, upon
         the military superiority of the West. Alternatively, after the development of hydrogen
         bombs by both sides, “saturation”—the prospect of “mutual annihilation”—might serve
         as such a foundation of détente.[180]  When Khruschev made his “Secret Speech” to Soviet Communist Party leaders in 1956,
         in which he criticized Stalin and Stalinism, Chur­chill was quick to raise the possibility
         not merely of détente but of entente. If sincere, this “repudiation of Stalin” would
         mark the beginning of “a new Russia,” which might eventually enter NATO itself. “In
         a true Unity of Europe Russia must have her part.” But “it would be fatal for NATO
         now to relax and let apathy overtake what has been achieved by the planning and financial
         sacrifices made in the last eight years.”[181]  Such periodic, careful probing of Soviet intentions characterized Chur­chill’s postwar
         practice toward the Soviet Union from first to last.[182]  This probing included offers to liberalize trade.[183] 
      

      
      Americans in both the Truman and the Eisenhower administrations tended toward much
         greater “a priori” skepticism about Soviet intentions. For example, after Stalin’s
         death in 1953, Chur­chill called for a great-power summit, hoping for a new version
         of the 1925 Locarno Treaties. Specifically, he wanted to imitate Great Britain’s Locarno
         guarantee that if France and Germany fought a war Great Britain would side with the
         country that was attacked; the new “Locarno” would settle the Soviet-German problem
         with the same guarantee, now adding the United States as guarantor. Even if no such
         treaty came out of the conference, easement might.[184]  That is, even a piecemeal advance would be constructive, especially given the implausibility
         of the notion that “the grave, fundamental issues which divide the Communist and non-Communist
         parts of the world could be settled at a stroke by a single comprehensive agreement.”[185]  Unknown to him, the Soviets had no intention of relaxing their grip on East Germany.[186]  The Politburo also suspected that Chur­chill might be attempting to take advantage
         of the internecine tensions that followed Stalin’s death.[187]  As for West German President Konrad Adenauer, he wanted no part of any plan that
         might incline toward the neutralization of Germany; he regarded a Germany firmly in
         the Western, republican camp as indispensable.[188]  An eventual conference among the British, American, and French allies in Bermuda
         at the end of the year effectively concluded when Eisenhower rejected Chur­chill’s
         proposal on the grounds that the Soviets had not deviated from “their long-term purpose”
         of “destroying the Capitalist free world, by all means, by force, by deceit or by
         lies”; “from their writings it was clear there had been no change since Lenin.”[189]  In Parliament a few months later, Chur­chill concluded that “time may find remedies
         that this generation cannot command,” inasmuch as “the forces of the human spirit
         and of national character alive in [the] countries [of the Soviet bloc] cannot be
         speedily extinguished, even by large-scale movements of populations and mass education
         of children.” In the meantime, “friendly infiltration” by means of trade might prove
         the entering wedge.[190]  Chur­chill could never go too far in this direction because doing so would injure
         relations with the United States, eroding the bedrock of his strategy.[191]  He also found himself blocked by the Soviet regime itself; the Politburo understood
         that what Chur­chill called the “spontaneous and healthy evolution which may be taking
         place inside Russia” would spell the ruin of their regime.[192]  Although it was doubtless true that, as Chur­chill wrote to Eisenhower, “the interest
         of both sides is Survival and, as an additional attraction, measureless material prosperity
         of the masses,”[193]  such interests did not outweigh regimes and their fundamental purposes—especially
         since nuclear deterrence proved stable and material prosperity, especially in the
         West, quite possible with or without détente. Chur­chill did eventually see a summit
         conference among the Soviets, the Americans, the British, and the French at Geneva
         in 1955, after he had left office; no lasting benefits resulted because the regime
         rivalry had not gone away.
      

      
      The Strategy’s Results

      
      Chur­chill had laid down three “supreme purposes” of his Cold War strategy and three
         means by which to achieve them. Among the purposes, Great Britain did in fact maintain
         individual freedom for its citizens, albeit with a sharp increase in statist intervention
         in economic matters. The British also regained their prosperity after the hard years
         of postwar scarcity, although the Labour Party measures eventually caused a degree
         of economic sclerosis that provoked the reforms of the 1980s.
      

      
       Regarding the means toward those ends, Great Britain did assert independence from
         U.S. foreign policy with the Suez Canal War soon after Chur­chill had retired as prime
         minister, but this proved a failure. Great Britain could no longer command the economic
         and military resources to rival those of its ally because its losses in the war forced
         devolution of the Empire. The Commonwealth remained, but in itself did not suffice
         to counterbalance the United States. Thus the three “circles” that Chur­chill tried
         to draw—Empire and Commonwealth, the English-speaking world, and a United States of
         Europe—could not function as Chur­chill intended, and the latter never materialized
         at all. As a result, the geopolitical bipolarity of the Cold War remained until one
         pole fell. After he had left the premiership, Chur­chill confided to his physician,
         Lord Moran, that he “could not write about the woe and ruin of the terrible twentieth
         century” in his last book, the History of the English-Speaking Peoples. “We answered all the tests. But it was useless.”[194]  Much of the goodness of Great Britain remained—no small accomplishment, given the
         character and power of Britain’s enemies. But its greatness was gone, never to return.
      

      
      Would the goodness then decline, too? In his old age, Chur­chill worried about the
         “unmasculinity of the island,” which he attributed to the culture of mass entertainment
         exemplified by commercial television. He died in 1963, just as the popular imagination
         of the West replaced him and his generation of Britons with a succession of musicians
         who did not sing the epic stories he had lived.
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      Chapter 10

      How de Gaulle Understood the 
Geopolitics of the Cold War
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      De Gaulle knew that the year 1946 marked the 110th anniversary of Tocqueville’s prediction
         of a division of the world between the United States and Russia—one having liberty
         “for its principal means of action,” the other servitude. Although this prophetic
         “description” of the world of the future by the “French historian” was “a bit schematized”
         and “exaggerated,” it nonetheless “is the reality today.” “Rich in men and in resources,
         compact in their territory, naturally protected—one by immense oceans, the other by
         its own extent”—America and Russia “have by virtue of their very mass impelled a self-expansion
         which, in accordance with eternal usage, are draped in the mantle of doctrines, but
         which is in the last result an unfurling of power.”[1] 
      

      
       Such a starkly divided world, a world divided by opposing regimes, lacked that preeminently
         Gaullist virtue, mesure. It needed not continue to lack it; it should not, and it could not. “What therefore
         can reestablish the equilibrium, if not the Old World between the two new ones? Old
         Europe, which for so many centuries, served as the guide of the world,” may now “constitute,
         at the heart of a world which tends to be cut in two, the necessary element of compensation
         and of comprehension.” Situated geographically between the United States and Russia,
         “the nations of the old West” must “resolve to conserve an independence which will
         be gravely exposed in the event of a conflagration” lit by the new nation of liberty
         and the old nation of new servitude.[2]  Both the physical and moral survival of the West depends upon the independence of
         the old West in the face of these geopolitical novelties, each of which in its own
         way lacks moderation. As for the French, “two world wars, which ruined and decimated
         us” while raising up “to the summit” these “two great countries, the United States
         and Russia,” had brought “the temptation of renunciation” of political responsibility
         in the world—possibly leading France “to a decadence without return.” “Our relative
         diminishment” had made the French doubt themselves.[3] 
      

      
       Most fundamentally and most immediately, this enterprise required de Gaulle to re-found
         French republicanism. He criticized the structure of the Fourth Republic as soon as
         legislators proposed its constitution; with its “omnipotent Assembly,” its chief of
         state merely “for show,” and its inadequate organization of the French empire, the
         new regime recapitulated the worst features of the failed Third Republic, risking
         “anarchy or dictatorship.” Living in the dangerous neighborhood of twentieth-century
         Europe, the French needed a stronger executive than a republic centered in the legislative
         branch could provide. While the French regime needed an independent executive, the
         French state needed to reconstitute itself so that colonized peoples, while remaining
         distinctively French, would “develop their own character and accede to the management
         of their own particular affairs in accordance with their measure of progress.” De
         Gaulle hoped that members of a reconstituted French Union would follow common foreign
         and defense policies, as well as common economic policies. “For France nothing is
         more important than to restore as soon as possible the authority of the republican
         State.”[4]  After having been invaded seven times and having “practiced” some thirteen regimes
         since 1789, France “had accumulated poisons in our public life” that had worsened
         its perennial inclinations “towards divisions and quarrels.” To recover from this
         virulent factionalism, this bitter confrontation of citizens committed to several
         opposed regimes, French republicanism needed to establish itself as a regime of “real
         sovereignty”—a regime of liberty “capable of reestablishing around itself national
         unity and imperial unity,” ready to be respected as an equal with “the other great
         nations of the world.” Building on the valor of those who had resisted the Nazi occupation—“an
         elite, spontaneously springing from the depths of the nation,” fighting for liberation
         from a foreign tyranny—the French must now move toward “the grandeur and renewal of
         France.” France cannot renew itself without first overcoming “the disaffection of
         citizens regarding its ruling institutions”: de Gaulle would replace the institutions
         of parliamentary republicanism with an assembly elected by universal suffrage, a bicameral
         legislature, a reorganized French Union, and a chief of state “above the parties.”[5]  The factionalism and consequent impotence of parliamentary republicanism in France
         resulted in practice in the rule of civil service technocrats, military and civil—no
         genuine republicanism at all.[6] 
      

      
       Twenty years later, having won re-election as president of the Fifth Republic he
         had founded along exactly these lines in 1958, de Gaulle reaffirmed the fundamental
         principles of his strategy. “I believe that, as circumstances change around us, in
         truth there is nothing more constant than the policy of France”: “this policy essentially
         sets out to make France become and to stay an independent nation,” thereby enabled
         “to play her role for herself in the world” with a view toward “equilibrium, progress,
         and peace.” While “our geography exposes us to great perils” it also requires the
         French to recognize that “our progress is joined with that of humanity.” “Our independence
         means that we ourselves decide what we have to do and with whom, without having this
         decision imposed upon us by any other State and by any other collectivity,” whether
         that be the United States, Soviet Russia, NATO or the Warsaw Pact, or the United Nations.[7]  Equilibrium, progress, and peace cannot be assured by mere “declarations”—by pacifism.
         Military defense, rightly organized alliances, and French “substance”—economic power—along
         with diplomatic and cultural influence all must be deployed. De Gaulle’s policies
         for securing these purposes after the founding of the Fifth Republic had included
         ending the conflict with the colonized Algerians, who had rebelled against French
         imperial rule; ending the French empire in sub-Saharan Africa and endorsing African
         nations’ independence with continued “fecund and fraternal relations”; entente with
         Germany; moving toward “a political reality” for the Common Market countries—particularly,
         those along the Rhine River, the Alps, and the Pyrenees (France, Germany, Italy, Spain)
         independent of the United States; “cordial and fruitful relations” with the nations
         of Eastern Europe; diplomatic contact with the People’s Republic of China; condemnation
         of “all armed intervention on the territory of others” (e.g., the U.S. military involvement
         in Vietnam and Israeli conquests during the 1967 war) and nuclear weapons (“an armament
         for dissuasion,” as he put it) for France; withdrawal from the NATO alliance in order
         to assert French military independence while not capitulating to threats by the Soviet-controlled
         Warsaw Pact alliance; and economic progress based on industrial modernization at home
         and on commerce throughout the world.[8] 
      

      
       By de Gaulle’s account, French independence had not prevailed under the Fourth Republic
         any more than real republicanism had done. France had attempted rather “to satisfy
         others”; “this effacement, cloaked by such formulas as European unity and Atlantic
         solidarity,” had effectively “submitt[ed] France to the hegemony of the Anglo-Saxons,”
         who enjoyed the Chur­chillian “special relationship” in economics, military policy,
         and diplomacy. NATO submitted French forces to the command of “an American generalissimo”—the
         Supreme Allied Commander; the one attempt to organize a military alliance among the
         European republics would have merged French forces with those of other nations and
         would also have been under the command of the NATO “generalissimo” during any war.[9] 
      

      
       Against the impulse seen in the French Communist Party “to unite body and soul to
         the totalitarian Empire” of the Soviet Union, and against the impulse to rely unduly
         upon “the overseas protector,” the United States, de Gaulle proudly asserted, “we
         have resisted the sirens of surrender and have chosen independence” by refusing submission
         to either Soviet or American “hegemony.” De Gaulle denied the charge of “Machiavellianism”
         in this; rather, his policy asserted the “supreme and universal responsibility” of
         the French state to uphold, between “the two hegemonies,” the principles of “liberty,
         equality, and fraternity of the peoples” which see that “another order, a different
         equilibrium, are necessary for peace.” Not only the best interests of the French but
         “the greater interest of the human species commands that each nation be responsible
         for itself, disencumbered of encroachments, aided in its progress without conditions
         of obedience.”[10]  Addressing the Federal Assembly of Mali, de Gaulle explained that “independence
         means a desire, an attitude, and an intention”: that “each people in the world take
         its own responsibilities on itself.” A certain kind of nationalism is “the law of
         our species”; “liberty is as old as men.” And “when a country like yours strives to
         accede to international responsibility, the whole world watches on which side that
         country will steer itself toward. Will it choose the camp of liberty? Or will it choose
         the other?” But above all a country must govern itself: “There is no international
         reality where there is not first a national reality,” and no nation can bring itself
         “towards the best” without its own state. By “the camp of liberty” de Gaulle meant
         those countries who maintained independence of both the Soviet Union and the United
         States.[11] 
      

      
       De Gaulle thus opposed the Wilson-Roosevelt notion of liberal internationalism seen
         in such constructs as the League of Nations and the United Nations. Against Imperial
         Japan, Nazi Germany, and Fascist Italy, the League of Nations had “manifested its
         impotence.” Worse, it encouraged those states that looked to it for protection to
         neglect self-defense. As for the U.N., “given the realities and, above all, the rivalry
         between Soviet Russia and the United States,” the best it could do is to try to maintain
         equilibrium with an impartial hand. But “the Nations called ‘united’” cannot do even
         that.[12]  
      

      
       Working instead on the morally and politically reliable foundation of independent
         nation-states, the world should seek “détente between the two adversarial blocs.”
         “This effort corresponds entirely with [the French] genius and tradition” as a country
         “in the middle” of things, both geographically and morally—that is, as the country
         of mesure, now acting in the Tocquevillian world of the two hegemonies but of two hegemonies
         armed since the mid-1950s with hydrogen bombs many times more powerful than the atomic
         bombs that incinerated Hiroshima and Nagasaki. “France has a humane mission. For today,
         it is humanity that is menaced by the atomic peril.” A France “sovereign, independent,
         and free” can promote the “international détente” that may spare humanity widespread
         destruction.[13]  The threat of thermo­nuclear war should remind us that “the only quarrel which is
         valid is that of man. It is man that is necessary to save, to enable him to live and
         to develop himself.” No “territorial demands, ideological pretensions, imperial ambitions”
         now do anything more but “lead the world towards death.”[14] 
      

      
      Given France’s relative weakness, such a great enterprise would require it to cultivate
         allies—allies to whom it could offer less military and economic assistance than the
         rival hegemons could do. For this, de Gaulle began a diplomatic campaign animated
         by universal, cultural, and national principles. While arguing that every nation must
         take moral and political responsibility for itself in order to achieve full humanity,
         and that each culture or civilization is distinctive, de Gaulle found “human unity”
         in the “perpetual resemblance of art to art”—the fact of artistry itself. Invoking
         the writings of his Minister of Culture André Malraux, de Gaulle remarked the way
         in which different cultures borrow and transform the works of other cultures; the
         universal ability and desire to do that suggests “a sole and selfsame source, common
         to all humanity.”[15]  In Malraux’s thought, this source was human freedom or the capacity to oppose human
         form-making to materialism and to any other determinism that diminishes the dignity
         of the human being.[16]  
      

      
      To give this cultural universalism a more concrete form, de Gaulle practiced a cultural-political
         diplomacy that invoked Latinity. As early as the 1930s de Gaulle advocated a “Latin
         union” in Europe consisting of France, Spain, Portugal, Italy, and Belgium to “counterbalance
         the influence of the Anglo-Saxons.” In the New World, he called for a “federation
         of the Latin American states” as a “counterweight to the United States.” He also supported
         French language education in the colonies and a return to the use of French as a universal
         diplomatic language—rather as Latin had been, from Roman imperial times and beyond.[17]  A striking example of this cultural diplomacy came near the end of de Gaulle’s career
         during a 1968 state visit to Bucharest. “In a continent peopled essentially by Latin,
         Germans, and Slavs, we French are since the beginning champions of the West and you
         are ‘Romania’!”[18]  That is, we are both inheritors of the Latinity that originated in ancient Rome—the
         Rome, to be sure, of Cicero, Seneca, and Livy more than that of Catullus or Petronius,
         the Rome of measured, prudent self-government and of humanitas. The universal and also the Latin dimensions of French culture place it again “in
         the middle” as “the culture which adapts itself better to other cultures” than do
         the cultures of America or of Soviet Russia.[19]  
      

      
      Although de Gaulle had no objections to the American regime—“the light, the inspiration, the spirit of the American people” remained “democracy
         in the national domain and the right of peoples to govern themselves in the international
         order,” as it was for France[20]—he had reservations about the American nation. Recalling the 1944 ticker tape parade in his honor in New York, he said, “They showered
         me with scraps of paper, like confetti, along some avenue. An ardent people, and with
         no vileness to them. That’s not bad.”[21]  On the other hand, after the Second World War the Americans “have become imperialists”
         characterized by “a certain technicism,” a people “persuaded that their power is allied
         with the truth.” But “in fact America dominates by its money and its economy”; they
         act under “certain illusions” because they have not (at least since the Civil War,
         which no longer exists as a living memory) experienced invasion and bombardment “as
         we have done in Europe.” Russia, by contrast, had a bad regime but an old and sobered
         nation; the French and the Russians are “natural friends”—especially in view of their
         shared experiences with Germany. A humbled America would retain its sound regime but
         abandon its hegemony; a different regime in Russia might also abandon its hegemony.[22]  By contrast, “the magistracy of France is moral”; “our country is the symbol of
         the unity of races, the rights of man and the dignity of nations.”[23]  Now armed with nuclear weapons, France could take an international stance independent
         of the Americans while siding with all republican regimes against the regimes of tyranny.
         At the same time, “the monolithic character of the totalitarian world is on the way
         to dislocation” with the termination of the alliance between Moscow and Peking.[24]  As the ideological confidence of both Cold War rivals wanes with their power, France,
         representing the moral, measured spirit of classical Latinity, could increasingly
         find allies in its quest for a less grim world.[25] 
      

      
      In the words of de Gaulle’s biographer Jean Lacouture, this meant that “the weak could
         contain the strong, or even force them to reflect, by their potential ‘nuisance’ value”—a
         value de Gaulle had vigorously exercised and learned to esteem when dealing with the
         Big Three during the Second World War.[26]  Faced with this containment, the Americans and the Soviet Russians would incline
         toward détente, a policy de Gaulle began to promote vigorously at the beginning of
         1960. Addressing a joint session of the United States Congress that spring, he observed
         that the very technicism Americans admired had its malign side along with its beneficial
         one:
      

      
         The machine has taken power over the earth. It has launched a gigantic material progress.
            But, at the same time, it has called forth the appearance of two apparently irreconcilable
            systems which pretend, each on its own side, to contain the only valuable manner of
            transforming society. . . . The nuclear means of destruction, capable of annihilating
            life over vast spaces, and the vehicles that can transport those weapons anywhere,
            never cease to accumulate and to be perfected.[27] 
         

      

      “There cannot be a real détente apart from a beginning to disarmament” because the
         humane and measured politics of détente would require a gradual turn away from the
         most barbaric forms of technicism.[28]  Despite repeated and substantial setbacks—from the ineffectual summit conferences
         of the early 1960s to the 1962 Cuban missile crisis to the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia
         by Warsaw Pact forces—de Gaulle never wavered from this underlying policy, outlining
         it in addresses to the representatives or the peoples of such diverse countries as
         Turkey, Poland, Ethiopia, and Cambodia.[29]  
      

      
       Although de Gaulle at times bitterly criticized the Americans and occasionally adopted
         a position close to neutrality between the two great-power “blocs,” one observes that
         he consistently sided with the great Anglo-Saxon republic whenever the Soviets began
         to probe Western defenses. In the early years of the Cold War he called the Korean
         War “an alarm bell heard around the world” and supported American intervention because
         “for the first time, the world, on the two sides of the Iron Curtain,” sees an America
         capable of standing “against communist domination not only with their money and their
         propaganda but with their force and their blood.”[30]  When Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev attempted to push the Allies out of West Berlin
         in 1962, he advised President Kennedy to “Stand fast! That is the most useful service
         you can render to the whole world, Russia included.”[31]  He denounced the 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia—“condemnable notably because they
         are absurd with respect to the prospects of a European détente,” “the expression of
         Soviet hegemony.” “It is too late for any ideology, notably communism, to impose itself
         upon national sentiment.” France would “continue to work everywhere, and especially
         on our continent, on the one hand for the independence of peoples and the liberty
         of men, on the other hand for détente, entente, and cooperation, in other words peace.”[32] 
      

      
      Ending French Imperialism

      
      Preoccupied with continental struggles, France nonetheless conquered much of North
         America in the seventeenth century and lost most of that territory to Great Britain
         in the Seven Years’ War. After Napoleon’s attempt to found a continental empire failed
         in 1815, France tried again during the Second Empire, seizing Algeria, parts of Indochina
         and, briefly, Mexico; these holdings were expanded by the Third Republic to include
         much of Indochina and parts of China itself, some islands in the South Pacific, and
         extensive territories in Africa. After the First World War France received League
         of Nations mandates for Syria, Lebanon, Togoland, and Cameroon. After losing some
         of these holdings during the Second World War, France under de Gaulle quickly clawed
         them back; the 1946 Fourth Republic Constitution re-named the Empire the French Union.
         By the time de Gaulle returned to the presidency in 1958, Indochina had won independence
         but the African colonies remained, including Algeria. The Fifth Republic re-named
         the empire again, now calling it the French Community.
      

      
       To follow a policy of independence from the rival hegemonies, de Gaulle could not
         continue the empire, under any name. Moreover, the movement toward independence “which
         has carried away the peoples of the whole world” in the twentieth century, a movement
         animated by “the right to dispose themselves”—a right consistent with France’s own
         “ideal”—presented France with an irresistible physical and moral reality.[33]  In a 1961 press conference, de Gaulle briefly reviewed French imperial history of
         the past 150 years, remarking that “our old ambitions of European hegemony and of
         natural frontiers ran up against the barriers of the treaties of 1815 and, after 1870,
         the unity and force of a menacing Germany.” Overseas territorial expansion had compensated
         for the abandonment of these continental ambitions. Despite “some abuses and errors,”
         the French mission civilisatrice had been “a great human work,” which “will always bring honor to France.”[34] 
      

      
       “But today things have changed!” France now needed to defend itself and its neighbors
         against “the greatest imperialism the world has ever known, Soviet imperialism.” This
         imperialism challenged France in Europe, exacting a re-concentration of military forces
         there; it also exploits anti-colonial sentiments in the French and British empires.
         Both of these facts made decolonization in French interests, enabling it to strengthen
         its defenses in Europe while countering Soviet moves in the Third World with the call
         to each soon-to-be-independent nation to defend itself, quite possibly with French
         military aid.[35]  The “immense independence movement” (made possible by the wartime “enfeeblement
         of England and France”) had already shown that “the distant domination upon which
         the empires were founded was finished.” “But could it be possible to transform the
         old relations of dependence into preferential links of political, economic, and cultural
         cooperation”—links resistant to Soviet and American encroachment?[36]  Having long been convinced that the empire had become a mixed blessing,[37]  de Gaulle began to move the colonies toward greater autonomy within the empire at
         the 1944 Brazzaville Conference—extending the franchise in Algeria, Madagascar, and
         sub-Saharan Africa, receiving the monarchs of Tunisia and Morocco as sovereigns, and
         beginning negotiations with the Communist Vietnam leader Ho Chi Minh on the relations
         between the Communist-controlled north and the non-Communist south. He had wanted
         “a free and contractual association to replace our Empire,” but the Fourth Republic
         had failed to manage the task because in this as in so much else the parliamentary
         republic expended too much energy negotiating with itself.[38]  But now, under the Fifth Republic, France could rid itself of the military and economic
         burdens of empire while continuing the cultural politics of “Latinity” in the newly
         independent countries—or, as de Gaulle more memorably phrases it, exercise “the attraction
         that the angels and demons of France exercise on all those who are brought near them.”
         Insofar as they had been “penetrated with our principles of the rights of man and
         of liberty,” newly liberated elites would have the chance to hearken to the angels.[39] 
      

      
       The several colonies featured a variety of political circumstances. Those already
         “merged” with France would remain as departments (Martinique, Guadeloupe) or enjoy
         internal autonomy (French Somaliland, Polynesia). The sub-Saharan administrative districts
         established by France, each comprising several tribes and dialects—could choose independent
         statehood “in agreement with us, without us, or even against us”; that is, they could
         remain allied with France, neutral, or join another bloc (most likely the Soviet bloc).
         Among states already granted independence, such protectorates as Morocco and Tunisia
         would regain complete sovereignty, whereas formerly independent states that had been
         placed under French governance by the United Nations (Togoland, Cameroon) would gain
         independence but remain allied—an arrangement similar to that established with Laos
         and Cambodia and to be seen once again (de Gaulle hoped) respecting Vietnam, which
         had driven Fourth-Republic France out in 1954. “On condition of respecting the nascent
         or reappearing nationalities, and also on condition that we guard ourselves from exploiting
         the trouble which could not fail to assail them, and finally on condition that we
         furnished each one with the reasonable aid that would be necessary, there was a chance
         that a vast grouping, founded on friendship and cooperation, could form around us.”[40] 
      

      
       The most important and long-standing colony, Algeria, proved by far the most difficult
         to separate from France on terms satisfactory to de Gaulle—that is, while preserving
         the new Fifth Republic and advancing its geopolitical policy of independence for alliance
         with its former colonies.[41]  With a population of nearly 10.6 million in 1958—more than 1 million of whom were
         French—Algeria suffered from serious religious and ethnic tensions. At the same time,
         “in our national life, Algeria had assumed an importance beyond comparison with that
         of any of our other dependencies,” given the military effort to acquire it in the
         previous century, its status as the foundation of France’s Mediterranean and African
         policy, its historical significance as the wartime home of Fighting France, its energy
         resources, and the size of its French community.[42]  The 1947 Algerian Statute granting an assembly elected by universal suffrage and
         empowered with budgetary control had been “an important step in the right direction,”
         but “advance towards the control of its own affairs by its own inhabitants and the
         gradual emergence of an Algerian State associated with the French Republic” had been
         stymied, leading to an armed rebellion by the Muslim majority beginning in 1954. “Haunted
         by the fear of another Indochina, another military reverse inflicted on its colors,”
         the French Army commanders dug in and eventually threatened to topple the Fourth Republic
         itself—the very crisis that brought de Gaulle back to power.[43]  All parties, equally intractable—French civilians, Muslims (some of whom feared
         slaughter at the hands of the rebels for their collaboration with the French),[44]  and the French Army officers in Algeria—hoped and expected de Gaulle to side with
         them. De Gaulle did not think that the French population was sufficient to sustain
         itself in the long run against a 90 percent Muslim majority.[45]  Accordingly, he privately chose to recognize “the right of Algeria to command herself”
         to be granted by France, and not forced upon France by the force of rebel arms.[46]  However, in order to achieve this end under such precarious conditions, de Gaulle
         practiced what Edmund Burke had called the economy of truth:
      

      
         As for tactics, I would regulate the march by stages, with precaution. It was only
            progressively, in utilizing each concussion as the occasion to go further, that I
            would obtain a current of consent strong enough to gain all. On the contrary, if point-blank
            I proclaimed my intentions, no doubt that on the ocean of alarmed ignorance, scandalized
            astonishments, coalesced malevolence, would raise in all the milieux a wave of stupors and furors that would capsize the ship. Without ever changing course,
            it was necessary therefore to maneuver until that moment when, decisively, good sense
            would pierce the mist.[47] 
         

      

      In September 1959 he publicly announced an eventual referendum on self-determination,
         followed fourteen months later by a speech on outright independence for Algeria.[48]  By then he had the French in France itself firmly on his side. It took several more
         years of fighting—much of it conducted with ferocity on both sides[49]—along with an attempted coup d’état against de Gaulle himself by the French officers and several assassination attempts,
         but by July 1962 the referendum had been held and France formally recognized an independent
         Algeria. The final settlement stipulated a ceasefire and military evacuation by the
         French; a national referendum on self-determination (won easily by those who favored
         separation); dual nationality for French Algerians for three years, after which time
         they would decide on their nationality and receive due compensation for their property
         (in the event, most left); continued use of the Sahara desert by the French for nuclear
         tests; French military bases in Algeria for the next fifteen years; French economic
         aid to Algeria; and continued cultural contacts.[50]  Given the combination of Islam and nationalism that prevailed in Algeria after independence,
         de Gaulle’s hoped-for cultural-political ties quickly weakened.[51] 
      

      
       Non-Muslim, sub-Saharan Africa saw results much more congruent with de Gaulle’s strategy.
         The Marxist tyranny in Guinea rejected de Gaulle’s offer but the republics of Senegal,
         Niger, and some eight other countries signed treaties of association with France,
         which included a common language and currency, military aid, and a substantial degree
         of diplomatic coordination: “Every citizen, wherever he came from and wherever he
         went, knew and felt himself, far from being a stranger, to be welcome, esteemed, and
         to a large extent at home.”[52]  
      

      
       Thus by 1962, four years after assuming the presidency of the republic he had founded,
         de Gaulle had managed to free his hands for the geopolitical policy of independent
         Latinity that he had envisioned. This would require reliable economic and military
         means—again balancing French self-government with alliances designed to counterbalance
         the two hegemonies.
      

      
      What Price Interdependence? France in 
the World Market
      

      
      De Gaulle presided over a decade of prosperity in France, a time when French wealth
         grew faster than any country in Europe and ranked second only to Japan, worldwide.[53]  As in (one is tempted to say) everything else, he positioned French economic policy
         between those of the Anglo-Saxons (capitalism) and the Soviets (communism)—always
         with an eye toward national independence and alliances with non-aligned countries.
      

      
       “Under the impulsion of the machine, the modern economy is in perpetual movement.”
         “Our mechanical civilization” brings constant advances in “science, technology, and
         capacities.” But it brings serious problems in addition to material progress. The
         policy of laissez-faire, laissez-passer—“applied to the economy since the dawn of industrialism”—“has resulted in many rude
         shocks and an enormous sum of injustices.” The “communist system,” employing the opposite
         policy of “implacable constraint and furious propaganda,” has shown itself capable
         of boosting production but “at the cost of immense trials, gigantic waste, and the
         crushing of individuals, who are never allowed either choice or liberty.”[54]  Both lack mesure. “How to find a human equilibrium for civilization, for the mechanical modern society?
         That is the great question of this century.”[55]  Domestically, de Gaulle sought to solve the deficiencies in equality seen under
         capitalism and the deficiencies in liberty seen under communism with a form of fraternity
         taken from Catholic social thought: labor-capital association or, as he later called
         it “participation.” Under this policy, workers in each industrial firm would share
         authority and profits with the managers of the firm. This opened the possibility of
         ameliorating the class conflicts from which some of French factionalism derived, thereby
         removing the edge from the Communist Party’s claim to rule, both within France and
         internationally.
      

      
       In de Gaulle’s judgment, French political unity required a combination of two policies,
         one of them ordinarily associated with Keynesian dirigisme and thus democratic socialism, the other associated with the free-market or laissez-faire principles of early-modern liberalism. Specifically, de Gaulle advocated both domestic
         economic planning and a return to the gold standard. The latter required a new international
         financial regime—specifically, replacing the dollar and the pound, those Anglo-Saxon
         currencies.
      

      
       De Gaulle argued for the gold standard as a needed means of stabilizing the ever-changing
         modern political economies. The modern climate of perpetual economic change inclines
         people to gamble more than they possess in credit, investments, and wages. Monetary
         stability would provide “the essential condition of honesty of relations, moderation
         of desires, serenity of destinies, and of social and moral order.” Each modern state
         marks its currency “with its effigy”—some symbol of itself, be it “the king, the emperor,
         the republic”—which “marks the attestation of its capacity, the justification of the
         authority that it exercises and the confidence it requires, the argument it needs
         in order to demand effort, impose sacrifice, and repress abuses.”[56]  Money thus reflects upon political authority; if one gyrates, will not the other?
         By strengthening the value of the franc, by converting France’s dollar reserves into
         gold, and by working to increase French influence over the International Monetary
         Fund, de Gaulle asserted French political independence, limited foreign investment
         (thus limiting growth but also limiting foreign and particularly “Anglo-Saxon” influence),
         and curbed inflation despite strong economic expansion.[57]  
      

      
      The deficits France ran in the 1950s—de Gaulle and his Finance Minister Antoine Pinay
         argued—resulted from inflation caused by the policy of the American government, which
         ran deficits which it and only it could pay off in its own currency, the dollar, rather
         than in a neutral currency, gold. Because the United States could control the value
         of the dollar by Federal Reserve Bank manipulation of the money supply, the United
         States could pay off its trade imbalances with other countries in dollars that were
         worth less now than they had been when the imbalances had been incurred.[58]  Thus the Americans had “the facility to export their inflation.”[59]  Indeed, “it is passably remarkable that the total of the annual deficits of the
         American balance of payments [from 1959 to 1967] was precisely the total of the American
         investments in the Western European countries.” In effect Europeans were financing
         American control of European assets. “This exterior, artificial, unilateral element
         . . . weighs on our national patrimony” and ultimately will work against the economic
         interests of the United States itself. The only answer is “the reestablishment of
         an international monetary system founded upon the immutability, impartiality, and
         university which are the prerogatives of gold.”[60]  This would have meant a return not to the gold standard system of the years after
         the First World War—which fell victim to a world economy that expanded faster than
         the supply of gold, leading eventually to a collapse of the money supply back to the
         level that could be supported by the existing amount of gold—but to the pre-1914 gold
         standard system, which defined the values of the several national currencies in terms
         of a specified amount of gold. Paper and other forms of money (for example, bank notes)
         could be converted to gold. This effectively made the world market the determinant
         of the national currencies’ values relative to that stable standard, balancing prices
         among countries and assuring price stability in the long run albeit at the cost of
         short-term fluctuations and higher rates of unemployment.
      

      
      The prospect of higher unemployment did not appeal to de Gaulle, a statesman in a
         republic, and therefore vulnerable to some degree of short-to-medium-term political
         pressures; hence his domestic policy combined capitalism with statist dirigisme. Whether this policy could have been maintained after the adoption of an international
         gold standard was never tested, inasmuch as that standard was never reinstituted.
         Internationally, he also addressed the unemployment problem with continued French
         membership in the European Economic Community or “Common Market,” which had been founded
         in 1957 by six countries: France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium, Luxembourg, and the
         Netherlands. The main adjustment to this “association theoretically free of national
         tariffs and taxes” was the continued restriction on French agricultural products.
         A large surplus therefore went begging for export—“an incubus which would put us in
         a position of chronic inferiority in relation to the others.”[61]  Because the EEC commission required unanimity of the members in order to take action—guarding
         their national sovereignty—de Gaulle had France abstain from commission meetings until
         he got what he wanted.[62] 
      

      
      To resist any Anglo-American encroachments on continental West European economic conditions
         and policies, de Gaulle blocked British entry into the Common Market throughout his
         tenure in office. “In the economic domain,” he explained, “the most ‘Atlantic’ states—the
         United States, Great Britain, the Scandinavians—are marked by profoundly different
         interests than those of the Community.” Geography partly determines economic destiny;
         the states whose economies depend most considerably upon commerce via the Atlantic
         Ocean constitute a particular set of economic interests distinct from the states whose
         economies depend mostly upon trade over land within the Continent. This is especially
         true of Great Britain; “England is not continental.” It “rests on the Commonwealth
         and on its own insularity,” linking it not only with the oceans but with the United
         States, with which it enjoys “all sorts of special accords.” If Great Britain continued
         to refuse to sever or substantially reduce its ties to the Commonwealth countries
         and the United States, why should it also enjoy membership in the EEC? This, along
         with the monetary questions attendant to the abandonment of the gold specie standard,
         made it an unacceptable member of “a Europe that calls itself European.”[63] 
      

      
      For de Gaulle, then, political economy remained decidedly political. As Stanley Hoffman
         has observed, “De Gaulle did not belong to the camp that believes that the economic
         concerns of modern citizens gradually replace and erode the old concerns of states—security,
         prestige, control.” Therefore, “technology, the currency, the strength of the economy
         were”—still—“essential arenas for the competition of states”; economic strength filters
         through political structures—enabling modern states to enhance, or forcing them to
         reduce, their international presence and influence.[64]  Part of that presence and influence of course required military power. International
         economic interdependence did not in any way obviate the need for states to defend
         themselves; perhaps on the contrary, the richer a country became, the more it invited
         threats and even attacks from states with military power and hostile regimes. Accordingly,
         de Gaulle upheld the highest feasible degree of French military independence along
         with the highest feasible degree of economic independence.
      

      
      What Price Military Independence? France 
in and out of NATO
      

      
      If “the defense of the country is the first duty of the State,” its “raison d’ȇtre,” then France must not rely on any foreign-controlled military alliance as its primary means of defense.[65]  “It is necessary”—strategically, tactically, but also morally and politically necessary—“that
         the defense of France be French.” “Naturally, French defense will be, if such be the
         case, coordinated with other countries,” but it is “indispensable” that France “defend
         herself, for herself and in her own way”—in a word, to take responsibility for herself.[66]  
      

      
      In this, de Gaulle insisted on the underlying military superiority of people over
         machines, however powerful the latter may be. “At the base of the defense of peoples
         there are the peoples. One cannot replace this profound force by technology. One cannot
         make war simply with Pentagons. . . . One makes war with the blood and the soul of
         men. One can build neither European defense nor Atlantic defense except on the basis
         of realities—which are the national realities.”[67] 
      

      
       Given “the two camps” that now faced one another militarily in Europe, and given
         also the fact that the two most powerful states within those camps each possessed
         the capacity “to erase the greater part of humanity in a few hours,” “France judges
         that there is no territorial litigation or doctrinal dispute which could warrant the
         necessity of conjuring this monstrous peril.” Accordingly, de Gaulle pointed to three
         policies: détente between the Western republics and the communist regimes; controlled
         disarmament on both sides; “organized cooperation between the East and the West consecrated
         to the service of Man—action to assist underdeveloped peoples toward progress or to
         collaborate in the great scientific inquiries upon which depend the future of everyone.”
         Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev’s 1958 call for “peaceful coexistence” between the
         two blocs seemed to provide a diplomatic opening for détente and eventual entente.
         However, in 1960, when de Gaulle proposed these policies, their realization remained
         at best in the future. In the meantime, “France, for her part, intends to undertake
         to defend herself.”[68] 
      

      
       Living between “the two colossi of the world,” the French might listen to the “sirens
         who sing to us sweet songs of renunciation”—of relinquishing responsibility for self-defense.
         But “any system which consists of transferring our sovereignty to international areopaguses
         would be incompatible with the rights and duties of the French Republic.” In the contemporary
         world, military responsibility for French self-defense required possession of nuclear
         weapons; those who complain that such a weapons system would be useless or too costly
         reminded de Gaulle of those who opposed the construction of heavy artillery in 1914,
         or tanks and aircraft in the 1930s.[69]  At the same time, nuclear weapons in themselves were insufficient; since both sides
         had them, each side could continue to use non-nuclear forces, knowing that the other
         dared not counter a non-nuclear thrust with anything more than the smallest nuclear
         weapons—the “tactical” weapons that served the same operational purpose as artillery
         shells. Such non-nuclear wars as the French war in Indochina and the American war
         in Korea (which de Gaulle supported) proved the continued military necessity of “conventional”
         troops and weapons.[70]  With the end of the Algerian War, de Gaulle could transfer additional troops to
         the defense of France and of Western Europe, although these would need retraining
         for use on that very different battlefield. Even with the development of nuclear weapons
         and the redeployment and retraining of its army, France needed to spend steadily less
         both in absolute terms and in relation to its growing GDP throughout de Gaulle’s tenure.[71] 
      

      
       Accordingly, de Gaulle needed to coordinate French military forces with those of
         the European and North American allies while maintaining sovereign control over those
         forces. In the 1950s he had opposed plans for a European Defense Community, which
         would have consisted of France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and
         Luxembourg, and would have tightly controlled German rearmament; such a structure
         would have curbed France’s sovereignty as much as Germany’s, and it might itself be
         subordinated to the United States. But “for there to be the European army—that is,
         the army of Europe—it is necessary first of all that Europe exist as a political, economic, financial,
         administrative, and above all a moral entity, and that this entity be sufficiently
         vital, established, and recognized to obtain the habitual loyalty of its subject,
         and to have a policy that would be its own, so that if need be, millions of men would
         be willing to die for it.” Such was very far from being the case. The EDC lacked any
         such foundation.[72]  
      

      
       As the Cold War continued, de Gaulle increasingly regarded French membership in the
         North Atlantic Treaty Organization as a compromise of French sovereignty that had
         outlived the circumstances which had justified it. American economic assistance to
         Western Europe in the form of the 1947 Marshall Plan had proven an indispensable accelerant
         to economic recovery, blunting the political advances of Communist parties throughout
         Europe. NATO, however, brought American control of European military defense, foreign
         policy, and “even of the territory of its allies.” West Germany saw “that protectorate”
         as necessary for its survival; other members also saw it that way and additionally
         appreciated “the economies they were able to make in their military budgets as a result
         of the reinforcements in troops, ships and aircraft and the gifts of war material
         provided by the United States.”[73]  “With Germany and Italy defeated, France had pell-mell poured her men, her arms,
         her money into a stateless mélange”; but this protectorate didn’t adequately protect,
         as the American and British NATO forces amounted to only 10 percent of the Soviet
         forces.[74]  By the early 1950s de Gaulle had begun to chafe under the constraints of the alliance,
         saying “it was necessary to resume the question of the Atlantic organization from
         its base” and calling for its reorganization.[75] 
      

      
       At his resumption of power in 1958 de Gaulle “considered that the world situation
         was very different from what it had been at the time of the creation of NATO”: the
         Soviets seemed unlikely to attack, precisely because economic progress had resumed
         in the West and the indigenous Communist parties were politically enfeebled; Communism
         “has little chance of taking root without the help of some national calamity,” and
         the Soviets already had trouble “imposing the totalitarian yoke on three hundred million
         recalcitrant foreigners” in Eastern Europe. Moreover, Communist China’s rejection
         of Soviet superintendence would prevent the concentration of the Politburo’s attention
         on Western Europe, “provided the West did not threaten them.”[76]  For their part, as the development and deployment of Soviet intercontinental ballistic
         missiles continued in the late 1950s and into the 1960s, the resultant vulnerability
         of the American mainland to Soviet attack might make the United States less willing
         to take risks for the defense of Europe.[77]  Conversely, a war the United States undertook outside of Europe—for example in Cuba
         or in Vietnam—might involve Europe in “a general conflagration.”[78]  Under these conditions, it was “intolerable to a great State that its destiny be
         tied to the decisions and the action of another State, however friendly it might be.”[79]  De Gaulle’s Fifth Republic therefore put an end to the “Atlanticist docility” of
         the Fourth Republic, regarding a measure of military independence “morally an indispensable
         motor for its effort” both at establishing the new republic and at bringing the world
         out of hegemonic structures of the Cold War. “My aim, therefore, was to disengage
         France, not from the Atlantic alliance, which I intended to maintain by way of ultimate
         precaution, but from the integration realized by NATO under American command.” Under
         the formula of military alliance but not military integration, de Gaulle withdrew
         French forces from NATO naval resources in the Mediterranean, banned U. S. nuclear
         weapons from French soil, took command of French air defenses, and did not contribute
         the French army units returning from Algeria to NATO, upon their return to France.[80]  As Philip Gordon has observed, “the French army, after feeling betrayed in both
         Indochina and Algeria, [must] be reintegrated into the nation, which meant that it
         would now serve primarily in France.”[81] 
      

      
       Although de Gaulle initially proposed an equal American-British-French NATO directorate—a
         move politely but firmly refused by President Eisenhower—there is little evidence
         that he expected this to occur.[82]  Rather, he prepared for withdrawal from NATO, “but certainly not the [Atlantic]
         alliance,” in 1966. The independent and indeed exemplary role France might play in
         the world was “incompatible with an organization of defense where she found herself
         subordinated.”[83]  Coordination of French military planning with NATO continued, but French military
         decisions now rested squarely with the President of the Republic.[84]  De Gaulle had maneuvered France and its allies into a position of sotto voce cooperation which reserved a measure of military independence without sacrificing
         necessary military protection.[85] 
      

      
       Just as nuclear weapons alone could not guarantee military security, so too a stronger
         French army and navy alone could not guarantee it. Although de Gaulle judged it “unimaginable
         that the two rivals would ever come to blows except as a last resort,” what prevented
         them “from dropping their bombs in between their two countries, in other words on
         Central and Western Europe?”[86]  In “our times and our world,” an “immense fact”—“the atomic fact”—had suspended
         itself over “every people and every individual.”[87]  “In these circumstances, it is evident that there is no imaginable independence
         for a country if it does not deploy a nuclear arsenal.” For France particularly, “in
         its geographic situation, its historical reason for being and its political nature
         which prohibits neutrality”—and yet also “does not intend to relinquish its own destiny
         to a foreigner, however friendly it may be”—nuclear weapons are necessary.[88]  
      

      
       In 1958 the United States and Great Britain indicated reluctance to share nuclear
         weapons technology with their allies.[89]  While calling for worldwide nuclear disarmament, de Gaulle could not overlook that
         no such prospect beckoned on any near horizon.[90]  Indeed, he charged that American and Soviet possession of nuclear weapons gave each
         “reason to exercise hegemony” over their own allies, imposing “strategic hegemony”
         over them.[91]  “Basically [the Americans’] intention was to conclude with the Soviets, under cover
         a world-wide agreement, a direct arrangement which would sanction the monopoly of
         the two super-powers, would limit contractually the frenzy of their expenditure and
         would prevent any State which was not yet equipped with missiles from manufacturing
         or acquiring them. But . . . this consolidation of the world diarchy did not correspond
         to our aims.”[92]  
      

      
      Announced in 1959, the French “force de frappe” strikingly embodied the principle of independence by aiming at all points on the
         compass, East and West.[93]  Henceforward, the spokesman of Latinity would carry a big stick, too. To President
         Eisenhower’s argument that France couldn’t hope to equal the Soviet level of armaments,
         de Gaulle replied, “Only a few volleys of bombs would be needed to demolish any country
         in the world. In order for our deterrent to be effective, it is enough to be able
         to kill the enemy once, even if he possesses the means to kill us ten times over.”[94]  When in 1962 the Soviet ambassador to France warned of the possibility of nuclear
         war over the matter of sovereignty over Berlin, de Gaulle intoned, “Alas, Monsieur l’Ambassadeur, we shall die together! Au revoir, Monsieur l’Ambassa­deur!”[95] 
      

      
       De Gaulle’s insistence on building a French nuclear arsenal received additional impetus
         in 1962, when Kennedy Administration Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara announced
         a change of U.S. policy regarding nuclear war fighting. Instead of “massive retaliation”—that
         is, strikes on Soviet cities in the event of a major European war initiated by the
         Warsaw Pact—the United States would implement a policy of “flexible response”—a calibrated
         use of nuclear weapons geared to the intensity and scope of Warsaw Pact aggression.
         McNamara claimed further that this new strategy rendered independent nuclear arsenals
         unhelpful to coordinated military planning.[96]  De Gaulle riposted that this only confirmed his suspicions that the Americans wanted
         to minimize the chances of a nuclear attack on their own soil, preferring to fight
         any nuclear war in Europe—all the more reason for an independent French deterrent
         force, which might eventually serve as the nucleus of an independent European force,
         between East and West.[97]  “By giving herself nuclear weapons, [France] is rendering a service to the balance
         of the world.”[98]  De Gaulle biographer Jean Lacouture tells the story of de Gaulle strolling with
         Allied Supreme Commander Lyman Lemitzer; pausing in front of a tapestry depicting
         the fable of the wolf and the lamb, de Gaulle remarked, “France will never be the
         lamb again!”[99] 
      

      
       But might it aspire to be the wolf? To avoid this worry among his neighbors, de Gaulle
         needed a political settlement in Europe consistent with his new regime, French economic
         prosperity, and French defense.
      

      
      Toward a Political Europe

      
      For centuries, de Gaulle observed, Europeans had “been accustomed to a balanced Europe,
         where five or six great powers, rivals amongst themselves and periodically making
         war, shared a like civilization, a common way of life, the same law of nations, in
         which the less important States found protection in the parity among the great ones,
         and in which our old continent in fact dominated the world with its wealth, its power,
         its enlightenment.” France had “founded its traditional policy on these constant givens.”
         “But now”—in the years immediately after the Second World War—“the tableau has completely
         changed!” Europe found itself dominated by the “two enormous masses” of America and
         Russia, nations of “essentially different dispositions” and of “opposed ideologies,”
         both armed with “terrible means of destruction.” These facts gave intra-European relations
         “an element of acrimonious inquietude, if not anguish”; “to maintain our independence
         becomes for us the burning and capital question.” Under such circumstances, France
         and its neighbors must attempt to “remake Europe” in order to restore “the element
         of equilibrium without which the world of tomorrow can perhaps subsist under the out-of-breath
         regime of a modus vivendi, but never breathe and flourish in peace.” “It is for us in the West, faithful to
         a conception of man, of life, of right, of relations among States,” to “extend our
         influence and our enlightenment” throughout the world; Western Europe “finds itself
         enfeebled” today, but, “by coordinating its resources, will constitute an element
         capable of weighing heavily in the reconstruction of the world and in safeguarding
         liberty.”[100] 
      

      
       To accomplish this task, “European unity [must] become a living reality, and not
         only a subject for international discussion or a vain and costly ensemble of committees.”
         Such a Europe must be a political Europe; in the modern world of social equality this
         means it “must proceed directly from a great popular movement and popular will expressed
         by the masses of Free Europe.” A referendum based on universal suffrage within each
         of the countries interested in organizing such a Europe should vote for a constitutional
         convention to organize a Council of Europe, founded upon “democratic sovereignty”
         and forming a union or confederation in which “each State would retain its sovereignty
         except in domains of common interest, such as coordinated continental defense, commerce,
         finance, and “cultural and scientific development.”[101]  Eventually, this politically coordinated Europe of sov­ereign and republican states
         might extend “from the Atlantic to the Urals”; at least, even before regime change
         in Eastern Europe, Europe might see an “entente” that extends so far.[102] 
      

      
       As Daniel J. Mahoney has written, de Gaulle’s conception of a political Europe—as
         distinguished from an exclusively economic and technocratic Europe, whipsawed by rival
         ideologies—stands “substantially in tension with the anti-civic, commercial, and utilitarian
         character of modern times.”[103]  “In the end,” de Gaulle said, “we apply ourselves actively to bringing the union
         of Europe out of the domain of ideology and technocracy and to bring it into the domain
         of reality, that is to say of politics.”[104]  The reality of Europe is a political reality, the reality of “the States which are,
         certainly, very different from one another, which each has its own soul, its own history,
         its own language, its own misfortunes, glories and ambitions—States which are the
         only entities which have the right to command and the authority to act.” Extra-national
         bureaucracies “have their technical value, but they have not, and cannot have authority
         and, consequently, political efficacy.”[105]  A political Europe cannot and should not “grow out of an economic Europe. Nor can
         European economic prosperity occur without the “political union” of Europe.[106]  A political community needs a founder; “to make Europe, there must in truth be a
         federator, such as Charlemagne, such as Napoleon and Hitler tried to be.”[107]  Under contemporary circumstances, de Gaulle aspired to make France that federator—not,
         to be sure, as a military conqueror, much less under the regime of a universal kingship
         or of a tyrant—but as the precipitant of an “equitable and reasonable” confederation
         of sovereign states framed to guide these ancient peoples in a time of the “nearly
         infinite hopes and gigantic dangers” modern technology and indeed modern states themselves
         have inspired. France could attempt this precisely because it is no longer “the mastodon
         nation” of Louis XIV or of Napoleon I—a nation that threatened to dominate all the
         others. As a model of political independence that distinguishes itself from the two
         hegemonic mastodons of the day, France was “by her nature the doorway for human contacts,”
         the nation of the rights of man, enjoying “a sort of latent credit when it acts” in
         the world, on behalf of those rights.[108]  
      

      
       A technocratic Europe would not only defy the political realities of Europe, it would
         injure the nations the European states guard. “One cannot have Europe without the
         virtue of her nations”; “by nature and history, our contention is that fusion is only
         confusion” or “oppression.”
      

      
         One is not European if one is a man without a country. . . . For example, Chateaubriand,
            Goethe, Byron, Tolstoy—to speak only of the Romantics—would have had no value to the
            whole if they had written in volapük or Esperanto, but are forever the great writers
            of Europe because each of them was inspired by the genius of his own country.[109] 
         

      

      “It is true that the country is a human, sentimental element as well as an element
         of action, of authority, of responsibility, upon which one can construct Europe.”
         Any other foundation belongs in the realm of “myths, fictions, parades.”[110]  “From the moment I say I am French, I am European,” but equally “policies are the
         policies of the States, and one cannot prevent that” any more than one should want
         to.[111] 
      

      
       Although the United States also put political union before economic union—forming
         its political union partly in order to ensure that Americans would enjoy a vast commercial republic—the character of a European confederation and the difficulties to be surmounted
         in founding one differed sharply from those seen in the United States. “Created from
         nothing in a completely new territory by successive waves of uprooted colonists,”
         the example of the American union can have little bearing on what must be done with
         the European nations, “forged through long centuries by endless exertion and suffering,
         each with its own geography, history, language, traditions, and institutions.”[112]  As the American founder John Jay had seen, the American people differed from the
         Europeans on every one of these points. The “western shore of liberty” consisted of
         “one connected, fertile, wide-spreading country,” with “a succession of navigable
         waters form[ing] a kind of chain around its borders, as if to bind it together,” and,
         in the interior, “the most noble rivers in the world, running at convenient distances,”
         provide “highways for the easy communication of friendly aids and the mutual transportation
         and exchange” of commodities. What is more, the Americans of the founding spoke the
         same language, professed the same religion, adhered to “the same principles of government,”
         exhibited similar “manners and customs,” and had recently won a war by uniting their
         efforts against common enemies.[113]  Although geographically Europe does amount to a peninsula on the Eurasian land mass,
         featuring navigable waters on three of its four sides (two out of four in winter),
         its river systems and its diverse peoples and political institutions make the task
         of a would-be founder of a confederation there both different and more difficult.
      

      
       This notwithstanding, de Gaulle saw prospects for an independent Europe founded by
         France, if French statesmen avoided any attempt at the political centralization of
         the continent, which had “always provoked an upsurge of violent nationalism by way
         of reaction” against such attempts in the past. Instead, the means toward a political
         confederation of Europe result “from a systematic rapprochement”—“a concert of European States, which in developing all sorts of ties between them
         would increase their interdependence and solidarity”; this process alone “might lead
         to their confederation,” especially “if they were one day threatened from the same
         source,” whether from the east or from across the Atlantic.[114]  Although the specifics of de Gaulle’s plans changed with changing circumstances
         in Europe throughout the postwar period, the fundamentals remained the same—opposed
         to the extension of the Soviet empire from the east, but also opposed to the indefinite
         perpetuation of the American-inspired Atlantic Alliance as much as to Chur­chill’s
         Anglo-American alliance and to Jean Monnet’s supranational “United States of Europe.”[115]  By the early- to mid-1960s, “doubtless it was convenient to maintain an alliance
         with America in the North Atlantic” based upon a mutual interest in fending off “the
         Soviet menace.” Nevertheless, a “European Europe, which exists by itself and for itself”
         with “its own policy” in the world had become more feasible and should become the
         goal of the European states. Such a Europe must not, however, be ruled by an executive
         “commission of experts” and “a parliament shorn of the national realities.”[116] 
      

      
       The United States, Great Britain, and the smaller European states combined to stymie
         de Gaulle’s plan—as, in its own rather more forceful way, did the Soviet Union. Americans
         suspected that a more cohesive “European Europe” would challenge U.S. leadership of
         NATO; the British preferred maintaining the special relationship with the United States
         and with the Commonwealth nations; Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, and to some
         extent Italy feared French dominance of the European Europe, perhaps in condominium
         with West Germany.[117]  This reduced de Gaulle to warning in vain against the several versions of European
         supra-nationalism. The several Monnet-inspired technocratic/economic proto-“Europes”—the
         European Coal and Steel Commission, Euratom, the European Economic Community or “Common
         Market” (as it was known among the Anglo-Saxons)—all disguised the political ambitions
         of Americans, Englishmen, technocrats, and even Germans. For example, although “in
         his way a sincere European,” EEC Chairman Walter Hallstein “was first and foremost
         a German who was ambitious for his own country” out to “regain, free of charge, the
         respectability and equality of right which the frenzy and defeat of Hitler had cost
         it, then acquire the preponderant influence which its economic strength would no doubt
         earn it”—a strength leading to Germany’s eventual reunification.[118]  This in fact happened some twenty years after de Gaulle left office and after the
         Soviet imperial threat disappeared.[119] 
      

      
       De Gaulle never ceased to attempt to undermine the Soviet empire, while at the same
         time not attempting to worry Russia, whose need for a geopolitical sphere of influence he
         understood. On a state visit to Poland in 1967 he remarked that “the true security
         of each State on our continent has not clearly resulted from the confrontation of
         two blocs facing each other with forces controlled by opposing pacts.” Far better
         would be “a deliberate policy and practice of détente, entente, and cooperation.”[120]  “Poles and French together feel that, underneath the differences that the circumstances
         of the moment can create between us—notably those of our regimes—everything commands
         us to reconcile, not only in response to the desires prompted by our sentiments, but
         also in order to sustain mutually a cooperation as direct as possible” in the domains
         of economics, culture, technology, and science—i.e., in matters in which regime-based
         disputes need not enter.[121]  In Romania in 1968 he regretted “the condition of division that one finds on our
         continent,” a “costly and unjustifiable” condition that remains from the Yalta Conference
         agreement—now more than two decades back. This “artificial and sterile separation”
         remains “contrary to the nature of Europe.”[122]  France would continue to seek “friendly and fecund relations” with the Soviet Union,
         albeit clearly not on the terms envisioned by the Soviet Union; de Gaulle sought rather
         to “assist in the assembling of all European States, little by little and one way
         or another, toward becoming a European Europe”[123] —that is, a Europe of liberty.
      

      
       De Gaulle centered his European strategy upon Germany—political Germany, not bureaucratic
         and unquestionably not the militaristic, “Prussified” Germany that he had known for
         most of his life. Given its central location of the Germans amidst the Gauls, the
         Latins, and the Slavs in Europe, given the “long and hard history” among those peoples,
         given the greatness of the German people in all dimensions of human life, “the problem
         of Germany is the European problem par excellence.” The very Cold War division of
         Germany, mirroring the division of Europe and of the world, made it the pivot of regime
         contestation: “If the Soviets had a chance to unify Germany under a regime like their
         own, they would triumph in a world conflict.” This in turn reinforced the American
         determination to sustain its substantial military presence in Europe, thus perpetuating
         the very division of the world into two blocs that de Gaulle sought to ameliorate
         and to remove.[124]  Nothing could be done without Germany, but at the same time the memories of German
         tyranny remained fresh.[125] 
      

      
       De Gaulle himself had sought the dismemberment of Germany during and after the Second
         World War, holding the German people responsible in some measure for the Nazi regime.[126]  The division of Germany, the establishment of a buffer state along the Rhine, and
         the political/ideological neutralization of Germany formed the core of de Gaulle’s
         European policy at the time—a policy spoiled by the ensuing Cold War. De Gaulle then
         could only ally himself with the Americans and the European republics; while continuing
         to worry about a resurgence of German militarism and the reconstitution of a unified
         Reich de Gaulle now added Soviet imperialism to his list of geopolitical concerns.[127]  He nonetheless continued to insist that geography and the course of events that
         geography had partly shaped made “the settlement of the condition of Germany” paramount
         to France in a way that it could never be to such more distant countries as the United
         States, Great Britain, or even the Soviet Union.[128]  After the war was over—indeed, as the war was concluding—it was easier for Truman,
         Stalin, and the British to “pivot” and re-focus on one another, over the wounded body
         of Germany, than it could be for the French or for Germany’s immediate neighbors to
         the south and the east; the latter precisely needed assurances so as not to feel a
         strong need for Soviet protection and consequent acquiescence in Soviet domination,
         after the war, de Gaulle argued.[129]  
      

      
       It didn’t take de Gaulle long to see the importance of French rapprochement with
         West Germany. “For the Germans of the West to prepare their own defense without alarming
         free Europe, it is first of all necessary to conclude a practical accord between themselves
         and the French people.”[130]  With a new regime in place, and reunification a long way off, “a French solution,
         a European solution to the German question” had become a realistic prospect.[131]  From the late 1940s and throughout his subsequent career, de Gaulle also regarded
         a Franco-German entente as a counterweight to the Anglo-American alliance and to the
         Soviet-dominated Warsaw Pact.[132]  This policy required careful calibration, inasmuch as a Germany empowered too soon—before
         the republican regime had taken root, before détente with the Soviet bloc had crystallized—might
         threaten France without diminishing either Soviet or American power on the continent.[133]  As “the era of organized continents”—self-governing nations peacefully assembled
         within these geographic units—“follow[ed] the colonial era,” this task became all
         the more urgent.[134] 
      

      
       On what terms? And with what German statesman as his partner? Germany must relinquish
         all the territorial ambitions it had exhibited in the past—the “liberation” of those
         parts of Poland and of Czechoslovakia where German people lived, most obviously, if
         only to reassure the Slavic nations. Unlike France, Germany must have no nuclear weapons.
         “I intended that France should weave a network of preferential ties with Germany,
         which would gradually lead the two peoples towards the mutual understanding and appreciation
         to which their natural instinct pushes them when they are no longer using up their
         energies in fighting each other.” A Germany limited and pacified in this manner “would
         doubtless ultimately permit the reunion” of the German people—a likely goal of any
         German statesman and of his nation.[135] 
      

      
       West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer was the statesman—a “Rhinelander . . . imbued
         with a sense of the complementary nature of the Gauls and the Teutons which once fertilized
         the presence of the Roman Empire on the Rhine, brought success to the Franks and glory
         to Charlemagne” and, in modern times, “set Germany afire with the flame of the [French]
         Revolution” while “inspir[ing] Goethe, Heine, Madame de Staël and Victor Hugo.”[136]  With Prussia, the least “Latin” and most dangerous part of Germany, now conveniently
         if perhaps temporarily sequestered within the Soviet bloc, the Catholic Adenauer could
         reach an entente with de Gaulle on the foundation of a republican, “Latin” Germany
         of mesure, a Germany animated by a respect for human rights and a desire for a just peace. The
         German republic would “recover the respect and trust of other nations”; secure its
         western border against the threat from the east; and lay the foundation for reunification
         with the “Prussian, Protestant, socialist” northeastern Germans on a ground of economic
         and political strength. As for France, this display of magnanimity or greatness of
         soul—setting an example in the conduct of foreign policy for the world—would have
         the additional, more immediately practical effect of strengthening the core of Europe
         against the peripheral hegemons, while remaining within the militarily indispensable
         Atlantic Alliance.[137]  Publicly announcing that “Germany, as she is, no longer threatens us,” de Gaulle
         announced the future possibility of “the reunification of the two fractions into one
         Germany, which would be entirely free”—precisely the announcement that de Gaulle,
         given his own conduct during both wars, could make with moral as well as political
         authority.[138]  De Gaulle strengthened this entente by standing with West Germany and the Atlantic
         Alliance during the crisis over control of then-divided Berlin that climaxed in 1961.[139] 
      

      
       But that same crisis also in some respects clarified the limits to de Gaulle’s strategy
         under the constraints of the Cold War. De Gaulle correctly observed that the “solidarity
         between Germany and France” depended upon “the immediate security of the two peoples.”[140]  A political and European Europe—“the old dream of unity which, for some twenty centuries,
         haunted souls on our continent” and “a fundamental object” of France and West Germany[141]—required such security against “the dominating ambition of the Soviets.”[142]  But no alliance with France, even a nuclear-armed France, could replace the American
         alliance in the eyes of West Germans. Just as French statesmen must concentrate their
         minds on Germany more than statesmen of the United States, Great Britain, or Russia
         usually need to do, so West German statesmen necessarily concerned themselves with
         the Warsaw Pact troops on their eastern and southern borders. The West German parliament
         attached a preamble to the Franco-German Treaty of 1963, stating that nothing in the
         treaty would change the Federal Republic’s military and diplomatic relations to the
         United States.[143]  President Kennedy underlined America’s military importance to free Germans with
         his “Ich bin ein Berliner” speech of June 1963.[144]  Adenauer himself had written to de Gaulle in this line in October 1960; while concurring
         with the General’s desire to reform NATO, he insisted that “the destiny of the world
         depends upon the American presence in Europe,” and that “without permanent links with
         the United States, we will be politically checkmated in the face of Soviet pressure.”[145]  Jean Lacouture puts it best: “One thing could not be asked of the Federal Republic:
         to choose between Washington and Paris.”[146]  But Paris did at least provide the prudent Adenauer with a double security, in case
         the American interest in European defense flagged.[147]  Characteristically, de Gaulle waited, emphasizing economic cooperation between the
         two countries from 1964 on.[148]  Throughout, de Gaulle never forgot that a real European settlement “would only be
         possible in the event of a profound change in the regimes of Eastern Europe and the
         Soviet Union.”[149]  As de Gaulle put it in a toast to the last German chancellor he dealt with, “the
         hopes of Germany as a whole” waited upon “the presence of the great changes which,
         by the force of things, are now occurring in Europe and in the world.”[150]  The razing of the Berlin Wall by Berliners would occur some two decades later, but
         the Warsaw Pact invasion of its wayward ally, Czechoslovakia, would occur in only
         a year, arresting those great changes for a time and reminding Europeans of the use
         of the American alliance.
      

      
      The United States of America: Good Regime, 
Dubious Nation
      

      
      De Gaulle insisted, “I am not anti-American.”[151]  His principal biographer attests that “this man 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.”[152]  In one of his rare public statements approving of American things, he told the Commonwealth
         Club of California, “I believe that the profound reason that we are together is that
         we are together in mind and in heart, that we have a self-same ideal, and that this
         ideal finds itself corresponding exactly to powerful and solid political realism.”
         The ideal—shared since the eighteenth century—is the belief that “the peoples of the
         earth have the right to direct themselves,” both internally and in their foreign policies;
         “you Americans and we French intend that, on all the earth, all the peoples may be
         able to choose their own destinies”—exercise the responsibility of self-government.
         The realism is the belief “that one cannot be responsible if one is not free.”[153]  American responsibility in its foreign policy had rightly widened after the Second
         World War: “For the countries of the Free World, menaced by the ambition of the Soviets,
         American direction could seem inevitable,” especially since the commercial-republican
         empires had dissolved, partly as a result of “pressure from Washington.”[154] 
      

      
       But by the early 1960s it was “clear that times had changed.” The West European countries
         had rebuilt their economies and reestablished their military forces; France and Great
         Britain had nuclear weapons. Western Europe could now “constitute an entity of capital
         importance,” both in terms of its moral principles and its material means—an entity
         “capable of living its life, certainly not in opposition to the New World, but rightly
         at its side.”[155]  The Atlantic Alliance remaining “an elementary necessity,” the United States and
         France should take on different responsibilities: Americans commanded by far the largest
         nuclear shield; France, despite its “present inferiority in means,” was “politically,
         geographically, morally, militarily essential to the coalition.” What is more, with
         its new regime, its decolonization, its economic revival, and its nuclear weapons,
         France could now reasonably insist on modifying its relations with the United States.[156] 
      

      
       More profoundly still, although the Americans and the French shared the same ideal
         of self-government, their experiences had differed. Americans had suffered one civil
         war, a hundred years earlier, but no revolutions or major foreign invasions since
         the time of the founding. Revolutions and foreign invasions leave partisans behind—regime-disputing
         factions that can roil politics for decades. Whereas the two major parties in the
         United States “were opposed on none of the fundamental issues,” France had remained
         “beset by the after-effects of the convulsions inflicted upon it by so many internal
         and external crises”; in France, “everything in the political, social, moral, religious
         and national spheres is always totally in dispute,” and the French “are in the habit
         of splitting into irreconcilable factions.” The necessarily strong central state that
         attempts to unify the country itself becomes, by virtue of that strength (and as Tocqueville
         had seen) “the target of every grievance.”[157]  Moreover, in a sense Americans do not constitute a nation at all. “America did not
         exist until recently,” he told Soviet premier Alexis Kosygin; “it is an agglomeration
         of persons”—of immigrants without roots who, after having established themselves in
         their new country, have not “known what it is to suffer” on that new soil.[158]  The very newness of the American nation made American statesmen somewhat inexperienced
         and error prone.[159] 
      

      
       De Gaulle’s reservations about American strategy of course dated back at least as
         far as his dealings with Roosevelt. Nor did he place any reliance in the liberal internationalism
         embodied in the United Nations. Postwar, his reservations stemmed from the Marshall
         Plan, which made Germany, not France, what has been described as “the motor for European
         recovery” and “the centerpiece of America’s counter-Soviet strategy.[160]  He endorsed the Truman Doctrine—arms shipments and economic aid to regimes resisting
         communist revolution such as those of Greece and Turkey; in this, “respecting the
         liberty of men, the same causes produce in France and in the United States the same
         effects.”[161]  Nonetheless, he also thought Truman’s approach to geopolitics emphasized economics
         too much, that Truman assumed that American-style democracy and above all economic
         prosperity alone would turn the nations away from communism; against this “simplistic
         perspective,” de Gaulle thought instead that security guarantees and the adjustment
         of disputed frontiers mattered just as much. He sounded his theme of France as a country
         that had been invaded three times by its neighbor in less than a century, a country
         which therefore required extraordinary assurances against German military revival.
         This held for all of Germany’s neighbors; the Soviet satellite nations of Central
         and Eastern Europe would sooner begin to detach themselves from their master if confident
         that Germany would not threaten them again.[162]  De Gaulle in effect argued that a weak but protected Germany as a buffer between
         East and West, with a resurgent France on its borders, would lead to a more rapid
         end to the then-nascent Cold War than a resurgent West Germany which could be used
         by the Soviets as a bogeyman to justify the perpetuation of their empire in Europe.
      

      
       By the time de Gaulle returned to power, both France and West Germany had recovered
         economically, without threatening one another. But de Gaulle remained uneasy about
         United States policy in Europe, which he regarded as likely to run to one of two extremes.[163]  At one end of the equation, the United States might return to isolation, if not
         in the way it conducted itself between the two world wars then hesitating to respond
         with sufficient speed to a Soviet attack on Western Europe. He told President Eisenhower
         that France must take responsibility for itself because any war in Europe between
         NATO and the Warsaw Pact might otherwise be fought over the dead bodies of the French.[164]  The invention of hydrogen bombs in the early 1950s had only accelerated the onset
         of this dilemma.[165]  On the other extreme, neither did de Gaulle want the United States “setting herself
         up as a universal judge and policeman”—the more likely eventuality, given “the level
         of power to which she had attained” and her constant vulnerability to nuclear attack
         from almost any angle.[166]  President Kennedy’s inaugural pledge to pay any price, bear any hardship, support
         any friend, oppose any foe, in order to secure the survival and the success of liberty
         could only have reinforced this foreboding; Kennedy’s preference for tightening the
         bonds of Atlanticism, for encouraging the integration of Europe in the manner of Monnet,
         and for asserting a nuclear war policy of “flexible response” to any future Soviet
         military moves on the continent all suggested that Europe would be economically and
         politically more subordinate to the United States while the United States would weaken
         its military ties to Europe. De Gaulle therefore moved toward a policy of peace through
         “independence” from both “hegemonies”—specifically, withdrawal from NATO. “France
         will not automatically be the humble auxiliary” of any country and, “in quitting the
         system of blocs, has perhaps given the signal of a general evolution toward international
         détente.” In Clausewitzian fashion he urged his countrymen to “repress doubt, that
         demon of all decadences” and “persevere on our road.”[167]  
      

      
      None of these things occurred on de Gaulle’s watch. The Americans and particularly
         the Soviets remained intent on their regime rivalry; West Europeans did not see military
         independence as feasible; the French themselves inclined to doubt the policy and eventually
         turned away from de Gaulle.[168]  By the time de Gaulle admirer Richard Nixon entered office in 1969, readying his
         own policy of détente with the Soviets, de Gaulle was on his way out.[169] 
      

      
      Outside of Europe de Gaulle clashed most consistently with the Americans over their
         policy in France’s former colony, Indochina. As the Kennedy Administration prepared
         to increase its military involvement in the Vietnam War as part of America’s “containment”
         policy against the Soviets, de Gaulle warned that the peoples of Indochina would view
         the intervention not so much in terms of regimes as in terms of national pride. “The
         more you become involved out there against Communism, the more the Communists will
         appear as the champions of national independence, and the more support they will receive,
         if only from despair. We French have had experience of it.”[170]  Having failed to persuade Kennedy privately, de Gaulle increasingly invoked the
         American policy as leverage for his own policy of national independence not only in
         Europe but worldwide, decrying this “unjust war,” wherein the United States had intervened
         militarily “on the territory of Vietnam,” “this detestable war, conducted so that
         a great nation ravages a small nation.”[171]  In Phnom Penh he praised the “courage and lucidity” of Cambodia’s “policy of neutrality,”
         whereby that nation “safeguarded its body and its soul” by “remaining master of itself.”
         He expressed his certainty “that there would be no military solution” to the conflict—a
         claim soon falsified, of course, not by the Americans but by the North Vietnamese
         communist regime and the communist regime it installed in Cambodia.[172] 
      

      
       The English, America’s principal allies, were exactly the sort of well-rooted nation
         that the Americans were not, with the long tradition in statecraft the Americans lacked.
         The problem here was rather that English statesmen had long experience in frustrating
         French policies in Europe and in the world at large—an experience arising from England’s
         geographical position as an island nation well positioned to intervene in European
         struggles with the intent of preventing any one nation from dominating the Continent
         and thereby threatening British interests on land or at sea. More, the English character
         had subordinated its Latin­ity centuries ago. Insofar as American policy reflected
         the “Anglo-Saxon” origins of those who (for the most part) actually conducted that
         policy during de Gaulle’s lifetime—well-bred gentlemen with English roots and London
         connections—Gaullist suspicions sharpened. And insofar as Great Britain followed the
         American lead, those suspicions pierced any hope of cooperation.
      

      
       Which way would Great Britain incline? By the end of the war, and despite the several
         disputes with Chur­chill, de Gaulle considered an “entente of London and Paris,” particularly
         regarding postwar policy toward Germany and resolution of the wartime dispute over
         imperial holdings in Syria and Lebanon. “The two good, old, and brave peoples of France
         and Great Britain, linked to one another by so many common sacrifices, by similar
         hopes, and by reciprocal esteem, are in as fundamental accord in serving peace as
         they were for making war”—perhaps a somewhat ambiguous claim, given the controversies
         that arose during that war, but encouraging nonetheless. 
Latinity or no Latinity, Britain shared with France “a parallel attachment to civil
         liberty, to political democracy, and finally to the spiritual, moral, and social values
         of our civilization.”[173]  He cited the tendency of the government of the United States “to monopolize” control
         of nuclear weapons; Great Britain and France might collaborate to internationalize
         control of them.[174]  As late as 1960, de Gaulle spoke of a Franco-British alliance as an alternative
         to the Anglo-American one.[175]  Having lost her “huge empire” and with it her worldwide financial preponderance,
         England had “two courses” that it might follow: “One was the permanent acceptance
         of American supremacy—which at present, in exchange for her docility, provided her
         with nuclear secrets, helped her to maintain her economic links with her old dominions,
         and enabled her to keep bases on the oceans of the world”; “the other led her towards
         Europe, which hitherto she had always striven to divide, by whose union today, if
         she agreed to join it while accepting certain restrictions, could ensure her the outstanding
         role to which her gifts and her experience entitled her.”[176]  It might be understandable if British statesmen aspired to a bit of both: America
         and the Continent; the Commonwealth and the Common Market.
      

      
      De Gaulle did not want to force the choice precipitously; for one thing, he did not
         lack gratitude with respect to British conduct in the war. During his visit to Great
         Britain at that time he recalled the Battle of Britain: “Without that resolute decision,
         without the courage with which the British nation repulsed the assaults of the enemy,
         without the determination which she furnished to supporting the war in all the regions
         of the world—on earth, on the sea, and in the air—without the gigantic effort which
         she deployed for surmounting the ordeals of the struggle and in forging the arms of
         victory, what would have become of our countries, and, in particular, my country,
         if not condemnation to shame and servitude?”[177]  But he did want to force the choice, and saw it geopolitically, not sentimentally.
      

      
       For in the end “England is England, with her value and her means,” but “she is not
         the center of Europe.” European self-defense therefore cannot center on the British
         Isles.[178]  Economically, France remained a continental force, Great Britain a commercial and
         maritime force.[179]  These facts might prove complementary but they could not be evaded. The “restrictions”
         or preconditions imposed upon British entry to the Common Market were the gradual
         elimination of preferential rights among the Commonwealth nations, agreement on agricultural
         policy (France having remained less industrialized than Great Britain, and therefore
         more reliant upon the farming sector of its economy), and cooperation between France
         and Great Britain (with accordingly less coordination with the United States) regarding
         nuclear weapons. By no means must Great Britain facilitate American entrenchment in
         Europe—economically or militarily.[180]  
      

      
       De Gaulle well understood that British statesmen would most likely demur. “By virtue
         of her geography and therefore her policy, she has never been willing to see the Continent
         united or to merge with it herself,” and “in a sense it might almost be said that
         therein lay the whole history of Europe for the past eight hundred years.” At least
         for de Gaulle’s time, the British “could not sincerely agree to shut themselves up
         behind a continental tariff war, still less to buy their food dear from us rather
         than to import it cheap from everywhere else, for example the Commonwealth.”[181]  The British set up their own Continental free trade association with the Scandinavians,
         the Swiss, the Austrians, and the Portuguese; they then attempted to join the Common
         Market in the early 1960s, but only to “paralyze it from within” by maintaining their
         arrangements with the Commonwealth nations.[182]  But a genuinely common market requires “states that are, economically speaking, of the same nature on the
         whole.” The industrial, commercial, largely non-agricultural British economy is in
         “nature, structure, and conjuncture profoundly different” from the Continent.[183]  De Gaulle’s two vetoes of British application for membership in the Common Market
         stung his allies, but de Gaulle had no intention to allow the British to join the
         Americans in dominating Western Europe by outbidding him economically with the Germans;
         the apparently inescapable military outbidding in that realm was bad enough.[184] 
      

      
       The English were a good, old, and brave nation; the Americans were an ardent, not-bad,
         new, and dominant nation. With them, and with the more “Latin” Germans of the western
         and southern provinces, France faced a good, old, dominant nation whose domination
         filtered through a once-tyrannical, now oligarchic regime.
      

      
      Russia: Good Nation, Bad Regime

      
      Russia and France, “two nations very old and very young, daughters of the same mother,
         Europe, two peoples in the depths of whose souls were formed by the same civilization
         and which, in our times, have shown for a special attraction to one another,” twice
         in this century fought on the same side in a world war.[185]  Geopolitically, the two nations had contained the unified Germany that had formed
         in the 1860s—Russia more effectively than France, thanks to Russia’s vastness.
      

      
      By contrast, the regime of Russia had long tended primarily to menace France from
         within and from without. The French Communist Party had been the principal enemy of
         French republicanism in the years after the Second World War, and had intended to
         subvert French republicanism long before that; the Party obeyed directives from Moscow.[186]  Indeed, in the postwar years de Gaulle referred to the French Party as “the separatists”
         who served a “totalitarian dictatorship” and thereby prepared the way for eventual
         “Soviet invasion and occupation.”[187]  “Soviet Russia plays its game for domination” with several considerable advantages:
         substantial natural resources, a docile, patient, numerous people “all managed by
         an absolute dictatorship” that wields an “ideology” that “simultaneously draws upon
         the somber attractions of revolt and the anthill, of conquest and of despair [at the
         economic conditions of Europe in the postwar years].”[188]  For decades “the communist regime” of Russia had “opposed the Free World with all
         its ideology”—an ideology which tried to hold down “the profound pressure of the [Russian]
         people toward that which man aspires by nature: a better and freer life.”[189]  Precisely because unnatural, this could not last forever, but while it did last
         de Gaulle recognized the necessity of sheltering France under the protection of the
         Atlantic Alliance. For “Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals” to come into being,
         “great changes will need to take place”; “to begin with, the Soviet Union must no
         longer be what it is, but Russia.” “The phrase is intended to show to the Russians
         that the creation of a Western European Union is not directed against them, is not
         part of the Cold War; it sustains a certain hope among East Germans, Czechs, Poles,
         Hungarians”—namely, the hope of emerging from the Soviet empire. “It represents, however,
         only a historical anticipation.”[190] 
      

      
       With the death of the tyrant, Stalin, and the subsequent break with the Soviet Union
         by the Stalinist tyrant of China, Mao Zedong, “things were changing.” “The monolithism
         of the totalitarian world” had been “dislocated.” The “communist regime” had begun
         to accede to popular demands for “the satisfaction and the dignity of man” seen in
         the lives of the peoples living in the rival regimes of the West, which had combined
         economic “dirigisme with liberty.”[191]  Divided, with a commercial-republican regime ruling its major portion, Germany no
         longer threatened either France or Russia—a point de Gaulle made both publicly and
         privately in a conversation with Khrushchev.[192]  The only winner in a nuclear war between the Soviet Union and the United States
         would be China.[193]  With thermonuclear weapons wielded by the hegemons on both sides of the Iron Curtain,
         “the most realistic realism, the most politic politics” required peace—and therefore
         required “a new orientation” for Soviet Russia.[194]  This would mean détente and eventual entente between the two countries,[195]  but such a progress would require Russian regime change, including its abandonment
         of communist ideology for a more sober nationalism. Combined with communist ideology,
         this nationalism had spawned imperialism.[196]  With time and with the pressures of modernization, the imperialism might decline
         along with the ideology. In the meantime, “the Russian communist regime would endure,
         more or less, becoming simply a regime of bourgeois functionaries.”[197] 
      

      
      This historical anticipation would not occur, although elements of it did. For their
         own part, Soviet statesmen worked their own strategy alternating tactics of intimidation
         and of détente. Ten years after the first Berlin blockade of 1948, Khrushchev tried
         again to accomplish what Stalin had not—to push the West out of its half of the city;
         two years after that, in 1960, Khrushchev agitated the matter once more. In both of
         these instances de Gaulle stood firmly with the Atlantic Alliance, in the latter case
         “giving Khrushchev to understand that the threat he was brandishing did not impress
         me much”: “If you do not want war, do not take the road to lead to war.” Under such
         circumstances, de Gaulle treated Khrushchev like anything but a bourgeois functionary,
         asking him, “Into what extremes and tyranny might not totalitarian Russia be led were
         she ever to make common cause with a completely Communized Germany possessed of all
         her instincts of conquest and domination?”[198]  To Allied statesmen he offered comfort of the Gaullist sort: “You do not wish to
         die for Berlin, but you may be sure that the Russians do not wish to either.”[199]  To the French he said, “The ambitions of the Soviet system, the excitations which
         it produces throughout the earth tending to disorder and hatred, the danger of atomic
         war that hovers over the human species, the provocative interventions that it multiplies”
         even as it “effects to condemn its past abuses and crimes” under Lenin and Stalin
         “without renouncing its cause which is called totalitarianism—all this obliges us
         to be on our guard, providing our own defense and maintaining difficult alliances.”[200] 
      

      
      Khrushchev’s successor, Leonid Brezhnev, initially attempted a less ham-handed approach
         in Europe and was much encouraged by de Gaulle’s withdrawal from NATO in 1966. But
         although de Gaulle amplified his criticisms of the United States, particularly regarding
         the Vietnam War, he also made a point of visiting Warsaw Pact countries, where “Europe
         from the Atlantic to the Urals” took on a troublesome resonance in the ears of the
         Kremlin. “De Gaulle is our enemy,” Brezhnev saw, but at least “his policies are causing
         a weakening of American positions in Europe.”[201]  Perhaps so, but they also caused or at least logically would lead to a weakening
         of the Soviet position, as the Soviet saw soon enough. Describing Europe to Brezhnev
         as “paralyzed by a sterile division” between the two rival blocs, de Gaulle offered
         France as the “interlocutor” between them.[202]  This would begin with détente between France (perhaps along with other European
         states) and the Soviet Union themselves, primarily on the level of scientific, technical,
         and economic development, including the exploration of space.[203]  With the United States preoccupied with Vietnam and commensurately less involved
         with European politics, “there is perhaps the occasion for the Soviet Union and France
         to organize a more European policy.”[204]  “Would there be a war in Vietnam if Europe were united?” he ventured.[205]  In response to this, Brezhnev countered with a proposal for a European security
         conference without Americans present, but de Gaulle would not go so far so fast.[206]  Brezhnev soon underscored the massive fact of Soviet (as distinguished from Russian)
         power and ambition by intervening militarily in Czechoslovakia in 1968, putting a
         stop to any drift away from the Soviet bloc commensurate with the relatively modest,
         carefully managed drift of France away from the American bloc.[207]  Because de Gaulle maintained that “the standard of ideology only in reality covers
         ambitions”—that “ideology” has little or no independent status in the minds of statesmen—he
         inclined to view the prospects for détente and entente to be brighter than they were.[208] 
      

      
       De Gaulle took care not to take this claim too far. He told John Foster Dulles, “To
         my mind, the behavior of Moscow was governed by the interests of Russia at least as
         much as the interests of Communism.” He told Eisenhower that “in my view relations
         between East and West should not be treated solely from the angle of rivalry between
         ideologies and political systems” or regimes because “beneath [Communist] dictatorship,
         the nations of Russia, Poland, Albania, Prussia and Saxony still existed, as well
         as China, Mongolia, Korea and Tonking.” Echoing Chur­chill, he asked, “Do you believe
         that a Peter the Great would have settled the matter of frontiers and territories
         any differently from Stalin?” Thus the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia did
         not dampen his interest in détente. He condemned the invasion precisely on the grounds
         of the Soviet invocation of “socialist solidarity”: “There is no ideology that can
         justify a situation so artificial and so dangerous”; “the division [of Europe] into
         two blocs” amounts to an encroachment upon the right to independence of “the peoples
         of our continent.” But he insisted that such hegemony cannot last; “it is too late
         for foreign domination to win the adhesion of the nations even though it has conquered
         their territory.” “National sentiment” is stronger than “any ideology, notably communism,”
         a mere internationalism. That being so, and with the fact of weapons of mass destruction
         looming over all, détente and eventual entente must in the end prevail because the
         interest of the nations is peace.[209]  
      

      
       Because the Soviets did in fact persist in taking ideologies and regimes seriously
         “in the end” required (as de Gaulle knew) a regime change in Russia and a dissolution
         of its empire. In his time, as Stanley Hoffman writes, “Neither the economic difficulties
         of the Soviet Union, nor the rise of nationalism in Eastern Europe, nor the pressure
         from China were strong enough to make Russia’s position in Europe unbearably uncomfortable”;
         any weakness in any of those areas “could lead to the fall of the regimes, and inversely
         the dénaturation of a Communist regime risked a loss of Russian control. For Russia, either would be
         fatal, in competition with the United States and with China, and at home.” For then,
         Russian national interests seemed to the Soviet regime entirely bound up with its
         ideological and regime interests. The historical anticipation was a “premature anticipation.”[210]  It was also a correct one.
      

      
      Containing the Anglo-Americans: Canada 
and Latin America
      

      
      A geopolitical appeal founded not only upon nationality but upon Latinity might not
         overturn the Anglo-Saxon hegemon but it could interfere with it, throw sand in its
         engine. As early as 1960 “I told the Prime Minister [of Canada] that France now attached
         considerable importance to Canada,” inasmuch as France’s “own revival had rekindled
         her feelings” concerning “the fate of Quebec and the French communities settled in
         other provinces.” Indeed, even Canada as a whole “would be glad to see some countervailing
         influence in the Western hemisphere,” he assured the nervous gentleman.[211]  “I wondered whether the establishment of a State of French origin side by side with
         another of British origin, the two cooperating with each other in every sphere freely
         and by choice, uniting their twin nationhoods in order to safeguard them, might not
         be the only way for Canada eventually to obliterate the historic injustice on which
         it was based, to develop in conformity with its own true realities, and thus to remain
         Canadian.”[212] 
      

      
      By 1967 he wondered no longer. Speaking from the balcony of the Hôtel de Ville in
         Mont­real, he announced that the atmosphere reminded him of the Liberation of Paris
         in 1944. He then proclaimed “Vive le Québec libre!” to the acclamation of the crowd.[213]  Two days later, having been made to feel unwelcome by the actual government of the
         country, he told a set of 
Montreal notables that he hoped that “my voyage has contributed to their élan.”[214]  Back in Paris, he explained that “in the course of these last years there has formed
         in Quebec a powerful political current, undoubtedly varied in its expressions, but
         unanimous with regard to the will of the French to take their affairs into their hands.”
         There was nothing to fear from this “national movement” because “this vast territory,”
         Canada, could easily live in peace and equilibrium with two self-governing communities
         within it; by self-governing, de Gaulle meant not only federalism in the American
         sense but sovereignty for both the English and French communities. This in turn would
         enhance “the solidarity of the French community on both sides of the Atlantic.”[215]  The Latin/Gaullist fleur de lys would then press firmly back into the New World, drawing a bit of Anglo-American
         geopolitical blood while so doing.[216] 
      

      
      De Gaulle saw similar opportunities in Latin America, which, he believed, “detests
         the Americans” and “ardently desires to escape their hegemony” without falling under
         the hegemony of either Russia or China. France could offer these nations alliances
         and trade without the threat of domination and (as in Montreal, if not Toronto) he
         received encouragement from the political figures there.[217]  As he observed to President Kennedy—who hoped that French influence in Latin America
         could get round suspicions about the United States there, favorably inclining the
         region to the Western camp—the Latinity of Latin America, along with the relative
         military and economic impotence of the region, made European overtures more appealing
         there than American ones.[218]  And this too might (modestly) contain the Americans.[219] 
      

      
      Before undertaking two visits there in 1964 he emphasized the modernity of Latin America
         and, as usual, the importance of nationalities against ideologies.[220]  In keeping with those themes, in Mexico he proposed a “common effort” in three domains:
         in economics, in “culture, science, and technology,” and in politics—the latter on
         the foundation of shared adherence to independence, republicanism, and liberty.[221]  In Argentina he cited “our origins in Latinity and in Christianity,” common political
         principles of liberty, equality, and fraternity, and the desire “to see our world
         . . . establish itself in equilibrium and in peace on the basis of the independence
         of peoples, the Rights of Man and mutual aid in view toward general progress” against
         “concurrent hegemonies and rival ideologies.”[222]  France, even Western Europe as a whole, of course could not dislodge the United
         States from its near-abroad but, as in Canada, it could cause it to diffuse some of
         its diplomatic energies while making political and economic inroads for itself.[223]  It also transpired that de Gaulle’s invocations to Latinity were not perfectly well
         received, inasmuch as politicians who preferred to invoke the native, Amerindian character
         of Central and South America did not appreciate such reminders of the European empires.[224] 
      

      
      De Gaulle coordinated these modest if flamboyant ventures in limiting American power
         around its center with his overtures to China, Soviet Russia’s neighboring rival.
      

      
      Containing the Russians: Rapprochement with China, Recurrence to Indochina

      
      De Gaulle had supported Chiang Kai-Shek’s regime on mainland China and had deplored
         the Communist victory there.[225]  But although Mao subsequently broke with the Soviet Union on the grounds of Moscow’s
         insufficiently Marxist orientation after Stalin’s death, de Gaulle characteristically
         doubted that the Chinese Communists could resist the tendencies of the Chinese nation.
         “The Chinese, in my view, are not really Communists at heart. They are before everything
         else Chinese.” He urged the Eisenhower Administration to “reestablish contact with
         China.”[226]  When the Americans continued to resist such an overture, de Gaulle decided to lead
         the way.
      

      
       In 1964 he said that China had “manifested itself as a sovereign and independent
         power,” warranting French diplomatic recognition.[227]  As political scientist Philip Cerny observes, China’s assertion of independence
         from the Soviet Union “bore a striking resemblance to de Gaulle’s objectives in the
         West, with the exception that the former conflict was much deeper and more intractable.”[228]  Mao had aided North Vietnam in ousting France from Indochina and had backed the
         Algerian revolutionaries, but he approved of de Gaulle’s policy of independence just
         as much as de Gaulle approved of Mao’s policy. Mao expected communism to reap benefits
         from popular-front alliances with the nationalist, anti-imperialist movements that
         prevailed throughout the non-Western world at the time. To put it another way, de
         Gaulle and Mao expected to use one another—de Gaulle confident that nationality would
         prevail over communist internationalism, Mao confident of the reverse, and both sensing
         that the rival hegemonies of the United States and the Soviet Union would founder
         in this rising tide. With French involvement in both Indochina and Algeria gone, a
         rapprochement was both possible and desirable. De Gaulle hoped that Mao would collaborate
         with him in finding a settlement in Vietnam, thus trumping both the Americans and
         the Soviet Russians, but Mao regarded that as premature; in addition, given the long-standing
         national rivalry between China and Vietnam, perhaps Mao was in no hurry to see the country
         reunited.
      

      
       De Gaulle pressed ahead with his strategy in Indochina. He fully understood that
         the North Vietnamese engaged in a struggle to impose their regime upon South Vietnam,
         telling U.S. Secretary of State Dean Rusk that “even before communism, the North essays
         to dominate the South, and the South essays to resist this domination.”[229]  He nonetheless urged no foreign military involvement and a negotiated settlement
         resulting in the neutralization of all of Indochina with respect to the Cold War rivalry.
         This would have been preferable to the eventual outcome; whether such negotiations
         would have headed off the conquest of South Vietnam and the imposition of communist
         rule, and whether this would have saved Cambodia from the genocidal intentions of
         Pol Pot, must remain an imponderable. The most that can be said is that the American
         strategy failed to prevent those things, after political support for that strategy
         eroded and finally collapsed in the mid-1970s. De Gaulle’s nationalist analysis didn’t
         hold, either, in the deadly short- and medium-term, although he might have argued
         that it would have done so if the Americans had not escalated the war. In the longer
         term, it seems to have had more cogency, but only after the slaughters he had hoped
         to prevent.
      

      
      Into the Cauldron: The Middle East and the Limitations of Nation-based Strategy

      
      De Gaulle had known the Middle East—but especially the Levant—since his 1929 posting
         in Beirut, where France had a League of Nations mandate in the wake of the wartime
         collapse of the Ottoman Empire. Whereas Lebanon had responded with some favor to French
         culture (and thus to “Latinity”), Syria and other parts of the region had proved far
         less tractable. De Gaulle wasted no time making a clear assessment.
      

      
         The Levant is a caravan where everything passes—religions, armies, empires, merchandise—but
            where nothing budges. We have been here ten years. My impression is that we have scarcely
            “penetrated,” and that the people are as foreign to us as ever. . . . For me, our
            destiny will have arrived here when we have departed.[230] 
         

      

      This did not prevent him from resenting what he took to be British attempts to edge
         France out of the Levant during World War Two, but that was a matter of Anglo-French
         politics and not an expression of a long-term strategy for France in the Middle East.
      

      
       In the 1950s, Fourth-Republic France had positioned itself as Israel’s principal
         ally, joining with it and Great Britain in the Suez Canal War after the 1956 nationalization
         of the canal by Egypt. De Gaulle continued this alliance for most of his term in office
         but distanced himself from Israel over the 1967 war—but only after reviving ties with
         Arab countries in the wake of “our policy of colonial disengagement.” “The great and
         strategic importance of the basins of the Nile, the Euphrates and the Tigris, of the
         Red Sea and the Persian Gulf was now matched by economic power based on oil,” and
         such prizes were not to be left to Anglo-American or Soviet Russian influence. De
         Gaulle hoped to balance France’s old alliance with Israel with its new alliances with
         the Arab states by using its status as Israel’s principal arms supplier to persuade
         the Israelis to keep a low geopolitical profile—even in the face of Arab military
         provocation. Israel’s founding, an enterprise of “grandeur,” had also “wounded [the
         Arabs] in their religion and their pride.” He effectively guaranteed his backing if
         and when Israel was genuinely threatened in exchange for Israeli eschewal of further
         territorial claims.[231]  To the Arabs his message was simple and firm: Israel “is a fait accompli.”[232]  Unlike the Israelis, he regarded the Arab mobilization of 1967 as a bluff; Israel’s
         military superiority was incontestable and the Arabs were not actually preparing to
         fight.[233]  Therefore, he urged the Israelis not to strike first. The Israelis saw things differently,
         indignantly rejecting any suggestion that they initiated the war in order to seize
         Judea and Samaria and thereby to secure greater strategic depth while recovering ancient
         Israeli lands. De Gaulle anticipated that a war would enhance Soviet prestige in the
         Middle East (the Soviets backed Egypt and Syria in the conflict); he also expected
         war to exacerbate the Palestinian-Arab problem in and around Israel and to push the
         Arabs toward wielding oil as a weapon against the West.[234]  All aspects of this analysis turned out to be correct, but the Israelis were thinking
         of national survival. The deadlock proceeded from the same geopolitical logic that
         animated de Gaulle’s distrust of the Americans as guardians of Europe: European defeat
         would destroy France but not the United States; Israeli defeat would destroy Israel
         but not France. France in Europe and Israel in the Middle East acted accordingly.
      

      
       De Gaulle imposed an arms embargo on all parties concerned directly or indirectly
         in the conflict—a largely meaningless move, inasmuch as the Israelis turned to the
         United States and the Arabs turned to the Soviets for their future supplies. De Gaulle
         was left with the colder satisfaction of yet another magisterial analysis. The establishment
         between the two wars of a larger Jewish presence in Palestine and the subsequent founding
         of a sovereign Jewish state in 1948 raised “a certain number of apprehensions,” given
         the “fundamentally hostile” Arab peoples, which promised “incessant, interminable
         frictions and conflicts.” Further, the character of the Jewish people—de Gaulle admiringly
         called them “an elite people, sure of itself and dominating,” once again “reassembled
         on the site of their ancient grandeur”—suggested that these conflicts might not go
         well for the Arabs. The “considerable capital of interest and even of sympathy [that]
         had accumulated in their favor”—beginning with “the immense memory of the [Old] Testament”
         among Christians—along with “the legend of the Wandering Jew, increased by the abominable
         persecutions they had suffered during the Second World War” and the sight of “their
         constructive work and the courage of their soldiers” once they had “retrieved their
         fatherland” all increased their prestige in the postwar world.
      

      
      These favorable views “have changed a little since 1956” because Israel has emerged
         as a “martial” state “resolute to augment itself”—partly in response to the doubling
         of its population by immigration. Almost predictably, de Gaulle described the Fifth
         Republic’s policy as one of “détente in the Middle East.” Specifically, this would
         entail eventual renewal of French arms supplies, an end to Israeli “occupation” of
         Judea and Samaria, the insertion of United Nations peacekeeping troops, and the internationalization
         of Jerusalem.[235]  De Gaulle did not mention that just as a European settlement would have required
         regime change in Russia, so would a Middle East settlement require regime change among
         the Arabs, assuming the continuation of the fait accompli that Israel is. In the event, the regime changes that have occurred in subsequent
         decades have not gone in a pacific—i.e., commercial republican—direction.
      

      
      The Strategy’s Results

      
      De Gaulle intended to reintroduce mesure into modern life. He opposed the pretensions to rule of the terribles simplificateurs. The postwar world had no shortage of them, partly because the nuclear-armed bipolarity
         of that world encouraged it. Politically, this meant defending regimes of political
         liberty against tyranny and also against bureaucracy or technicist oligarchy. In other
         words, for moral reasons he intended to defend political life itself. He did so by
         re-founding French republicanism on a basis that would not bring sensible people to
         sneer at politics—at the gesticulating stalemate that parliamentary republicanism
         had produced in his country. A stronger executive would moderate this; it would also
         enable France to engage in statesmanlike relations with other countries, giving scope
         to deliberate action. Internationally, de Gaulle sought to exercise such statesmanship
         in a manner consistent with the defense of politics in Europe and in the world by
         working for détente between the hegemons, both of which tended to curtail discussion
         among their allies and even with one another.
      

      
       De Gaulle chose several means of accomplishing these ends. He strengthened the cause
         of self-government by ridding France of its colonies and strengthening its military
         defenses. He reduced the power of international (and especially of bureaucratic-international)
         organizations, sometimes by withdrawing from them, sometimes by interfering with them
         or by strengthening France’s influence within them. A self-governing statesman accompanied
         by a self-governing people in a self-governing France, central to a self-governing
         Europe of similarly self-governing nation-states, in a world decisively influenced
         by the measured Latinity that fostered the virtues that support self-government in
         persons and in societies—all these might contain the hegemons, “complexify” their
         world, push them into more genuinely political relations with all peoples. The simplifying
         or anti-political internationalisms—structures of thought or of rule that demanded
         command and obedience, not reciprocity of ruling and of being ruled—such ideologies
         and bureaucracies public and private typically cloaked national claims to rule, but
         did so in a way that masked the anti-political, dictatorial or tyrannical core behind
         those claims.
      

      
       De Gaulle achieved some notable successes, particularly in founding the Fifth Republic
         and curbing France’s parliamentary games. His founding, and also his reconfiguration-by-devolution
         of the French imperial state gave his country renewed scope to act vigorously in the
         world. The most menacing internationalist ideology, Marxism-Leninism, deteriorated
         in the years after his tenure—in some measure because the proof he gave that national
         independence might worthily revive in Europe.
      

      
       His struggle against bureaucracy proved less successful. In the immediate aftermath
         of his administration, the most sophisticated criticism of his strategy insisted that
         it failed to overcome the fact of international interdependence, particularly in economics.
         Modern statism and modern inter-state institutions finally cannot be reconciled, and
         the latter appeared to be likely to win.[236]  But a half century on, the condition of Europe itself suggests that there was less
         to bureaucratic internationalism or “interdependence,” and more to political independence
         and to political life itself than such critics recognized. The specter that haunts
         Europe now is neither Karl Marx nor Max Weber but Charles de Gaulle.
      

      
       Will it remain so? In 1946 de Gaulle told his countrymen, “We will play our role,
         we will obtain only what is due us, we will serve nothing that does not accord with
         the better interest of the world, so that, after so many trials and lessons and despite
         prejudices, presumptions, and chimeras, we shall organize the national directorship—that
         is to say, the State—for efficiency, cohesion and continuity. What is the future?
         It is in us.”[237]  So it was, to a degree that surprised almost everyone, but with a Gaullist caveat:
         “The most common error among all statesmen is to believe as unyieldingly as iron that
         there exists at every moment a solution for every problem. There are in certain periods
         problems which have no solution.”[238] 
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      Conclusion 

      
         
         Geopolitics of Liberty

         
      

      
      Churchill and de Gaulle both faced the same geopolitical enemies and rivals: first,
         a united Germany, then a new kind of Russian empire, one driven not only by considerations
         of Realpolitik but of a universalist ideology that proved conducive to tyranny. They also saw the
         rise of a friendly but worrisome regime in North America, one which had never before
         wielded the worldwide influence it partly fell into but mostly intended and successfully
         planned. Whereas they could and did predict the conduct of Imperial Germany, Nazi
         Germany, and the Soviet Union, the statesmen could not so easily anticipate American
         conduct, and would have very much liked to guide it to any degree possible. They both
         needed but to some degree dreaded the United States and some of its policies.
      

      
       All three of the enemy regimes enjoyed the military advantages that tyranny and military
         oligarchy often wield: a sustained program of military organization and procurement
         in addition to the ability to prepare secretly and to strike suddenly. The two German
         regimes and the Soviet Russian regime also had large populations at their disposal,
         populations whose attention could be commanded by propaganda channeled through media
         the rulers controlled. To counter these advantages, Churchill and de Gaulle urged
         peace-loving, commercial-republican citizens to prepare militarily; they also sought
         alliances with regimes that shared their sense of these dangers and wanted to contain
         them. These similarities notwithstanding, the statesmen found themselves in rather
         different circumstances, geographically and politically, and proceeded accordingly.
      

      
       Protected on all sides by water, Great Britain in Churchill’s time commanded a worldwide
         empire of its own. This empire was not so compact as either the Nazi or the Soviet
         empires; therefore, Churchill’s navy-based military strategy not only defended the
         home island but also sought to keep extended and vulnerable supply and communications
         routes open. Because its most important foreign enemies lived exclusively in Europe
         (China could not threaten India, protected by the Himalayas), Churchill could continue
         his country’s long-standing policy of “offshore balancing”—opposing each bidder for
         Continental empire as it arose—supplemented by occasional onshore balancing with land troops as needed. This was a strategy not of “divide and
         conquer” (that was reserved for ruling the peoples within the empire) but of “divide
         and live in liberty.” The need for alliances and his approach to European geopolitics
         explain Churchill’s preference for military-political strategies that emphasize encirclement,
         indirection, taking the end around.
      

      
      Politically, Churchill enjoyed the advantage not only of a long-established imperial
         state but a long-stable regime that accustomed its people to a civic and political
         life, to the responsibilities of ruling and being ruled, which responsibilities in
         turn gave them reason to defend themselves and their regime against foreign oligarchs
         and tyrants. However, the regime had changed considerably in the past one hundred
         years, moving from a mixed regime in which the monarch, titled aristocrats and mercantile
         oligarchs shared authority with some of the middle classes to a much more nearly democratic
         republic in which every man (and, soon, woman) voted. How would that kind of commercial
         republic fare when confronted with hard foreign policy choices? Could it avoid the
         traditional isolationism of the conservatives and the anti-militarism of the liberals?
         Would the new socialists defend their country not only against their obvious foreign
         enemies on the “right” but against the blandishments of the international “left”?
      

      
      This circumstance accounts for Churchill’s voluminous writings, which amount to nothing
         less than a vast, one-man effort to provide his countrymen with the sort of civic
         education that men of his class, the aristocracy, had had bred into them through the
         system of private (or as the English called them, “public”) classical schools, which
         introduced students to the literature of the Greeks and the Romans—a literature that
         is in large measure devoted to understanding politics. Churchill exhibits strong traces
         of Latinity, of Roman-ness, in his very Anglo-Saxonism. If the people now voted but
         could not attend Harrow or Sandhurst, they could hear Churchill’s speeches and read
         The World Crisis, The Life of Marlborough, and The Second World War. Unlike books for scholarly audiences, Churchill’s writings teach politics by telling
         stories; they are better than most popular novels. They present the history of the
         English as a vast working-out of the questions of self-defense, civil freedom, and
         statism in a commercial republic.
      

      
      Written in very good English, these writings could also find their audience in the
         vast commercial republic that shared the Atlantic Ocean with the British navy and
         with British commercial shipping. Even if the Empire could not be perpetuated, a strong
         Anglo-American alliance, reinforced by but also hedged with a European confederation
         of commercial-republican states (a “United States of Europe”) would work best if the
         prudential or statesmanlike thinking of European Latinity could better inform the
         somewhat raw Americans—even as Greeks had advised young Rome. This alliance could
         counter the empires of the Germans and the Russians. In war and in peace, it could
         foster an “imperial” and “aristocratic” view without necessarily needing imperialism
         or aristocrats: That is, it could encourage the now-sovereign peoples of Great Britain
         and of the United States to think of their struggles with their enemies both in the
         long term and in the world as a whole, conceiving of wars “hot” and “cold” as if they
         were one big battle fought on land, air, and sea, but above all fought for permanent
         moral principles worth defending.
      

      
      De Gaulle had a different circumstance to consider. There was what he called the banal
         observation (but also a true one) that England was an island but France was not. France
         actually is an island three quarters of the way around, especially if one counts the
         Pyrenees Mountains and the Italian Alps as rock-formation equivalents of the English
         Channel. But of course the French must always worry about their neighbors to the east.
         This means that whether France inclines toward a regime of republicanism or one of
         monarchy it will need an “aristocratic” or military element in that regime; no straightforwardly
         commercial republicanism will do, unless it can settle the German question, the Polish
         question, and the Russian question. Because a substantial military can endanger any
         civilian regime, French politics will feature a certain tension not seen in more favorable
         circumstances in these countries.
      

      
      Therefore, in a way the main geopolitical problem de Gaulle faced rested squarely
         on the political problem at home—a problem more acute than that which Churchill faced.
         He saw this early and never forgot it. France’s political identity—its rulers, its
         institutions, its way of life, and its consequent national character—were perennially
         controversial; regime instability, factionalism, led not only to unsteady foreign
         policy but to opportunities for exploitation by foreign enemies. France’s rank among
         other nations varied from decade to decade. De Gaulle proposed to solve the problem
         of regime politics in France by retaining the republicanism that had settled in since
         the Napoleonic debacle of 1870–1871 but getting rid of parliamentarism—supplementing republicanism with a strong executive branch. No merely symbolic monarch,
         as England’s had become, but a president who could make decisions and stick with them:
         that was the only salvation for French republicanism, internally and in its relations
         with the world. Parliamentary republicanism oscillated between too much talk but no
         action and rash, imprudent action. The founding soldier-statesman of the Fifth Republic
         thought his own character could prove a model for what France needed, and in large
         measure he was right about himself.
      

      
      To prepare this founding, de Gaulle could point to the nearby bad example, German
         moral and political extremism—the result of badly-designed regimes animated by dangerous
         philosophic principles. Against this, and against the home-grown immoderation of French
         politics, de Gaulle could point to France’s Latinity, the core of which was mesure or moderation, the virtue which alone could begin to balance all of France’s contending
         regime factions—the legitimism of the Bourbons, the republicanism of the old revolutionaries,
         the energy of the Bonapartists, and even some of the social programs favored by the
         far Left—into one republic. Geopolitically, this republic could make its way by getting
         rid of its imperial holdings and turning to a limited rather than an expansive nationalism—again,
         in noticeable contrast to the Germans of the first half of the century and the Russians
         of the second half. By criticizing the non-Latin, non-“Roman” foreign regimes, de
         Gaulle might persuade his countrymen to begin to view their own vices as foreign and
         disastrous. Like Churchill, de Gaulle took his speeches as instances of civic education,
         calling himself a teacher, as his father had been.
      

      
      These comparable and contrasting circumstances can be seen in the two statesmen’s
         accounts of the First World War. Churchill, who served in the British cabinet during
         the war, understood it as a crisis of political liberalism and of the moral principles
         that undergirded it. The crisis had two dimensions. The ruthlessness with which all
         sides fought—targeting civilian populations precisely because democratized societies
         now fought wars in which civilians participated in the war effort, manufacturing the
         technologically advanced weapons that made it possible to target those very populations—put
         into question the humanitarianism that animated so much of the moral discourse of
         the past century. Also, the profound failure of human predictive powers—seen in the
         frustration of well-planned offensive strikes and the subsequent bogging-down of the
         soldiers in defensive entrenchments, where they served as passive targets for machine
         gunners and explosives—wounded the confidence men had in foreseeable progress, which
         had been another moral hallmark of the time.
      

      
      Geopolitically, however, the war was not at all unprecedented, resembling those Great
         Britain had fought many times before. In this new contest with “a Continental Tyrant,”
         tyranny had the initiative because republics seldom initiate wars, although they can—and,
         fortunately, did—prepare for potential attacks. The civilian control of the war seen
         in the republics entailed a long-term advantage: those governments “were not under
         moral awe of professional authority” when it came to military decisions. Elected officials
         probed and sometimes countermanded the recommendations of the generals; the generals,
         knowing and accepting this authority, had reason to lay out their reasons. Republicanism
         also attracted a key and in the end decisive ally, the United States, which could
         enter the war under the banner of the defense of democracy—that is, under the banner
         of the very moral principles that the war called into question among Europeans.
      

      
      Meanwhile, the post-Bismarckian, monarchy-cum-military-oligarchy of Germany consisted
         of adventurers who underestimated the republics. Narrowly military in outlook, the
         German rulers went to war with a weak alliance structure and eventually found themselves
         outgunned. But the republics botched the peace, effecting only a superficial regime
         change in Germany; they also failed to crush the new left-wing oligarchy that ruled
         Russia, as a result of the wartime weakening of czarist rule. With Germans still outnumbering
         the French on the continent—and with France, the principal battle site of the war,
         weakened and gun-shy—the republican victory proved hollow.
      

      
      De Gaulle spent the war on the battlefield and in prison camps. After the war he became
         the protégé of a French hero, Marshal Philippe Pétain, a circumstance that advanced
         his career but required of him considerable circumspection when it came to public
         political commentary. He confined himself to a veiled political analysis of France
         presented as a military analysis of Germany. De Gaulle independently came to the same
         conclusion Churchill advanced concerning the German regime, considering it ill-designed,
         wracked with factionalism because a set of passionate ambitieux, intoxicated by ill-assimilated draughts of Nietzsche, competed for pre-eminence
         and eventually set up a military dictatorship. Such a regime only magnified the personal
         conflicts that occurred within its narrow circle. Its principal ally, Austria-Hungary,
         was a too-heterogeneous, multicultural mess further deranged by the pressures of war
         instead of being united by them.
      

      
      This sharp critique of the discord in the house of the enemy gives de Gaulle the literary
         equivalent of a military “cover” for an equally stinging (if much shorter) assessment
         of the French and their regime. If the impatient, over-active, overreaching military
         oligarchs of Germany were stymied by being slowed down in trench warfare, the chattering,
         do-nothing French parliamentarians needed exactly the opposite: energy and an appreciation
         for mobility coupled with “the art of the real and of the possible.” If the Germans
         were Faustian (“In the beginning was The Act!”) the French were Hamletian, creatures
         of verbosity living in a world of words. Thanks to cynical old Clemenceau and the
         military sobriety of Pétain and Joffre, the French outlasted the Germans. But no sooner
         did they win than they returned to parliamentarism and to the ways of life that made
         a second war possible. For de Gaulle, in contrast to Churchill, the aftermath of the
         Great War was less a story of a botched international order than of a faulty regime
         in France, a regime that prevented France from becoming the anchor of a stable order
         of nations in Europe. De Gaulle understood parliamentary republicanism as a regime
         lacking in one preeminent moral and political virtue: responsibility. Parliamentarians
         could hide behind their numbers, blaming one another for their collective incapacity
         to act in defense of the country. Only a unitary executive, whose words and actions
         could be scrutinized by the sovereign people, could be held responsible, could think
         himself responsible for France. Without it, France became irresponsible, and Germany
         rose again, with a worse regime than ever.
      

      
      Churchill’s hard-won position at the summit of one of the three great powers allied
         against the Axis in the Second World War gave him a nearly unique overview of that
         cataclysm, which his country won at the cost of losing its empire but not its regime
         of liberty. By the 1930s, the moral and political crisis seen in the First World War
         had only intensified: Nationalism, “the greatest fact in the modern world,” had linked
         itself to industrialism and largely replaced religion.[1] Oligarchs had replaced the old, titled aristocrats in an overall atmosphere of social
         democratization. All this resulted in what Churchill called the “crazy” tyrannies—dangerous
         to everyone, including their own peoples.[2] These tyrannies combined a radical refusal of the rule of reason—dressed up in the
         disguise of “perverted science”—with immense technological and organizational power.[3] And unlike the Germans of the first war, Germans under Hitler had united. Fortunately,
         tyrants “wear out their own countries” and also make too many enemies, effectively
         encircling themselves with alarmed and indignant foreigners.[4] 
      

      
      This meant that Churchill needed above all to find an alliance of countries that had
         not succumbed to the Blitzkrieg. After Hitler had eliminated a formidable list of candidates, Churchill could only
         hold on until the more distant powers found themselves forced into the war by the
         Axis rampage. In resisting Nazi tyranny, Churchill provided the substance for a new
         chapter in la querelle de l’homme—which he then wrote. That is, the war exhibited the true nature of human beings—for and against the worst sort of tyranny. If the British had not been capable of
         heeding the reasoning and also feeling the call to courage that Churchill offered,
         then the likes of Hitler and Stalin might have been right about human nature; or,
         at least, there might have been no demonstration that they were wrong. Had the Americans
         and the Russians not summoned their own best qualities, ringing the inhuman Nazi regime
         with the alliance that brought it down, the ideologies and regimes Mussolini had named
         “totalitario” might have extended and consolidated their empire for generations to come.
      

      
      As it was, that very alliance structure was both necessary for Britain’s survival
         and victory but also fatal to its greatness. Although Churchill insists on Stalin’s
         national interests as the core of his rule, rather than the Marxist-Leninist ideology
         that Churchill also notices and deplores, the alliance with Stalin could not survive
         the military necessity that had spurred it. And for all the talk of the “special relationship”
         with the Americans, the Americans remained anti-imperialists who coolly shoved the
         British Empire off the cliff with the postwar economic arrangements at Bretton Woods.
         Churchill could save the United Kingdom but he could not save Great Britain.
      

      
      By contrast, de Gaulle gained much for France in the war, if only because France had
         lost almost everything at the beginning of it. What he did gain was crucial for France
         and for Europe. De Gaulle used the war to reconstitute the French state as a republican
         regime rather than one dominated by the Communist Party. He accomplished this during
         the war itself, so that the French state was operating as soon as the Allied armies
         had driven the Nazis out. He attempted, unsuccessfully, to use the period of the war’s
         aftermath to found a new kind of republic, with an independent executive—the “regime
         of action and responsibility” he had wanted since at least the 1920s. He regarded
         the war as a tutelle both for himself and for the French people. But it was not enough of one, at least
         for the French, to persuade them to design the Fourth Republic any better than the
         Third had been.
      

      
      Given his extreme initial weakness as head of a tiny government-in-exile, de Gaulle
         exercised both caution and boldness in dealing with his three allies. Above all, he
         needed to establish a reputation for independence—his own and that of the country
         he represented—while fending off Allied attempts to replace him with a cipher and/or
         to subordinate France at war’s end. In advocating “a European Europe,” de Gaulle set
         down the conceptual framework for his own and (he hoped) his country’s stake in the
         querelle de l’homme, namely, a Europe free from the tyrannies of Right and Left and also free of the
         lasting influence of the United States. He tended to see the Americans (and, in his
         more jaundiced moments, the British) as souls longing for a hegemony at the service
         of a form of commerce that would later be called consumerism—all swathed in a thin
         cloth of idealism. The souls of tyrants are worse still. Because his soul is empty,
         and because nature abhors a vacuum, the tyrant dedicates his life to filling his soul
         with conquests, with acquisitions obtained by force. He yearns not merely for preeminence
         but for the rule of the master over the slave. As seen in de Gaulle’s own life, a
         fully human soul fills itself with care for a family, with friendships of long-standing,
         with love for a country conceived as a particular manifestation of a fully-formed
         human soul, and finally (if Malraux’s insight is correct) with God. “The only ethic
         is one that leads man toward the highest he has within himself.”[5] 
      

      
      The Cold War enemy of the regime of liberty, the Soviet Union, avoided Hitlerite rashness.
         Sitting in the British Isles during and after the Second World War, still with an
         empire to attempt to maintain and at very least a commonwealth to cultivate, Churchill
         saw several ways to proceed, simultaneously. As a naval power, he could collaborate
         with the United States to retain control of the north Atlantic sea lanes which proved
         his country’s lifelines during the world war and the lifelines of NATO in the Cold
         War. He also could fight to retain control of the Mediterranean from Gibraltar to
         the Suez Canal, the best sea link to imperial lands and also the foundation of containing
         Germany and Russia in southern Europe. Toward this end he fought the Germans in North
         Africa and refused to give an inch to the Soviets in either Greece or Turkey, even
         as he proposed, in the “percentages deal,” to concede Soviet control over large parts
         of Central Europe.
      

      
      To overstate matters a bit, in the Cold War Churchill hoped that the Americans would
         provide the sinews of peace while he and his fellow British statesmen lent their brains
         to the enterprise. Partly in view of the Polish fiasco, he adjusted his too-generous
         wartime opinion of the Soviets, recurring to his original perception that ideology
         more than Russian national interests drove their policy, impelling them to break their
         wartime promise to support free and fair elections in the countries they had won from
         the Nazis. However, this ideology also made Soviet policy, and the Soviet regime vulnerable
         because it was unnatural. As the hold of both weakened, détente would become possible.
      

      
      In the meantime, and despite the subordination it entailed, Churchill moved to strengthen
         the Anglo-American alliance, finding a partner in President Truman.
      

      
      Neither Truman nor President Eisenhower retreated from Roosevelt’s anti-imperialist
         position. Throughout his second administration Churchill clung to Great Britain’s
         imperial holdings but, looking to the future, he also advocated redeploying British
         forces from the imperial territories to Europe in order to lessen NATO’s reliance
         on the United States and its atomic weapons. He correctly foresaw that the new, much
         more powerful hydrogen bombs increased the chances for peace—and therefore for eventual
         Soviet softening and international détente—because, unlike the Hiroshima-era bombs
         the hydrogen bombs really could be used to destroy a large country, in toto. Such
         a prospect sobered even the ideologues of the Kremlin.
      

      
      He put little stock in the United Nations Organization, judging it at once too broad
         and too factionalized to be of much use in defending countries attacked by the Soviets
         and/or their allies. He wanted to supplement the U.N. with regional federations—locally,
         a “United States of Europe”—which would have a much greater interest in responding
         promptly and prudently to local crises. For a United States of Europe to occur, Franco-German
         partnership was necessary first. With a European trade union, a European federation,
         and a NATO with increased European participation all in hand (Churchill projected)
         the commercial republics of the West could defend themselves and prosper while waiting
         for the decline of the Soviet empire.
      

      
      De Gaulle’s strategy bore some resemblance to this, but with sharper edges and a more
         insistent Eurocentrism. Because de Gaulle had decided to get rid of the French empire
         he didn’t face Churchill’s dilemma. In fact he could deploy the principle of national
         self-determination against both imperialism (the Soviet Union) and hegemony (the United
         States). Inasmuch as both superpowers had made much of the imperialism of the Europeans,
         decolonization could counter that rhetoric and turn it against its sponsors.
      

      
      De Gaulle envisioned “old Europe” as a moderating influence, a balancer between the
         two “new worlds” dominated by America and Russia. To achieve a renewal of old Europe,
         de Gaulle needed first to re-found French republicanism; this time, he succeeded.
         Armed with real executive authority, de Gaulle could then conduct national foreign policies nonetheless intending to advance the greater interest of humanity
         as such because based upon liberty, equality, fraternity and a concomitant responsibility
         of each nation for itself—self-government in the full sense. Given this humanism,
         de Gaulle never made France quite neutral in the Cold War, while at the same time
         quite harshly exhibiting independence of judgment and action by formally (if not informally)
         withdrawing from NATO and by criticizing American leadership of the West on issues
         ranging from monetary policy to the conduct of the Vietnam War. But he too practiced
         a policy of containing the Soviets, by reaching out to Maoist China diplomatically
         and especially by his civilizational appeal to “Latinity.” Out of NATO but in collaboration
         with it, backed with an independent nuclear arsenal, de Gaulle was confident that
         he could face down any further Soviet poaching in Europe.
      

      
      Latinity had the advantage of reinforcing French cultural patriotism while distinguishing
         France and a wide range of countries from the countries of Protestant and Christian
         Orthodox heritage—not coincidentally, Russia and the Anglo-Americans. This “Latin”
         core (which included Catholic southern Germany) could, he hoped, decisively influence
         his own version of a European federation—not a United States of Europe in the sense
         of a federation with a sovereign center, but a federation more along the lines sketched
         by Montesquieu, a federation of self-governing republics. Such a federation could
         include Great Britain if it renounced its Atlanticism, that is, special relationship
         with the United States and Canada. Meanwhile, the “Latin” inflection of the federation
         could link itself with South and Central America and to other former colonies of the
         French and Spanish empires in Africa and Asia.
      

      
      Churchill and de Gaulle repeatedly recurred to the classical and biblical core of
         the West as the touchstone for all their policies, while neither denigrating the wisdom
         seen in other civilizations nor imagining that a citizen of any country within the
         West should approach that civilization through any culture but his own, initially.
         In the aftermath of the Second World War, Churchill told students at the University
         of Oslo,
      

      
         A man’s education should be the guiding line for the reading of his whole life, and
            I am certain that those who have made good use of their university studies will be
            convinced of the importance of reading the world’s great books and the literature
            of their own land. They will know what to read and how to understand it. He who has
            received a university training possesses a rich choice. He need never be inactive
            or bored, there is no reason for him to seek refuge in the clack and clatter of modern
            life. He need not be dependent on headlines which give him something new every day.
            He has the wisdom of all time to drink from, to enjoy so long as he lives. . . . Gradually,
            as I have passed through life, I have developed a strong feeling that a university
            training should not be too practical in its aims. Young people study at universities
            to achieve knowledge, not to learn a trade. We must all learn how to support ourselves,
            but we must also learn how to live. We need a lot of engineers in the modern world,
            but we do not want a world of modern engineers. . . . We all enjoy freedom, freedom
            for all. This is the most vital question of the future. The accomplishment of Christian
            ethics in our daily life is the final and greatest word which has ever been said.
            Only on this basis can we reconcile the rights of the individual with the demands
            of society in a manner which alone can bring happiness and peace to humanity.[6] 
         

      

      Churchill died just before students in the universities of the West began an assault
         on just this kind of education. De Gaulle did see that assault, and at its most virulent,
         in the streets of Paris in May 1968, when students joined with workers in an attempt
         to overthrow the Fifth Republic. He faced down that uprising by offering concessions
         to the workers and splitting them from the students, but the students’ antics disheartened
         him. He had hoped that the regime he had founded would influence the moral and political
         sensibilities of the first generation that came up in it. Quite the opposite. Later,
         he told Malraux,
      

      
         The students’ drama is not a drama of the university: it is a crisis of civilization.
            . . . You see, there is something that cannot go on: the irresponsibility of intellect.
            Either that will stop or Western civilization will stop. . . . Montesquieu would have
            told me something important. But when I have questioned our intellectuals, they have
            said things that were simply inconsequential. . . . Now stupidity can talk and say
            nothing; intelligence cannot. You will see. The intellectuals must rediscover what
            they think.[7] 
         

      

      When Malraux observed, “In a hundred years’ time, who will be able to tolerate the
         vocabulary [of the academic Left] without laughing—alienation, structure, demystification,
         Malthusian forces, progressivism, consumer civilization?” de Gaulle replied that he
         “came to deliver France from the fantasies that hinder[ed] her from being France.
         . . . Character is above all the ability to disregard insults or abandonment by one’s
         own people.”[8] The classical education that had formed de Gaulle and Churchill fitted their souls
         for esteeming such character. Would subsequent generations, no longer so formed, even
         comprehend them?
      

      
      They might, if that kind of education really does address permanent aspects of human
         life—its nature, the political regimes founded in the light of that nature. Modish
         academic jargon will pass. The purpose of books like this one is to put such jargon
         aside and to consider statesmen attentive to the real as they understood themselves.
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