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ABSTRACT

Following the 1918 armistice, the world settled into a precarious peace. France
sought security from future German aggression, while the United States sought the
repayment of war debts and European economic stability. Suspicions, hard feelings, and
misunderstandings aggravated already war-weary nations, resulting in innumerable
misconceptions. Many books have been written regarding the political and social climates of
the period between 1918 and 1924. However, the relationship between these countries on a
popular level has largely been ignored. To address this historical gap, this thesis examines
the images of France that appeared in American newspapers from the end of World War One
to the 1924 Dawes Plan, focussing on perceptions of French society, culture, and politics.
The popular American opinions at the time reflect much ambiguity—France was both saint
and harlot, [oved and hated, inviting and repulsive. This ambiguity was reflected in
American foreign policy, which was neither strict nor lax with the French government. The
link between the press, public opinion, and foreign policy is tenuous at best, and is discussed

in the conclusion.
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INTRODUCTION

As the war clouds that had hovered over Europe for four years finally began to
lift in 1918, the world was left with an uneasy peace. Victorious nations looked upon
the damage they had incurred and sought compensation or retribution. Defeated ones
searched for ways to appease their conquerors without losing more ground, either
figuratively or literally. The reprieve from war, as Jean-Paul Sartre called it, was in
fact fraught with tension.! All involved countries mourned their losses and hoped
desperately for extended political calm, which seemed unlikely. The tumultuous
interwar period,2 as it has come to be known, was characterized by suspicion, anxiety,
and grief.

This suspicion was aggravated by long-standing false perceptions and
misunderstandings, buth on a popular level and a diplomatic one. Nations allied
against common enemies in wartime could generally ignore their own dissimilarities;
not so easily done when those dissimilarities irritated the peace process. Suppressed
hard feelings between former, partners surfaced soon after the armistice, particularly
over the penalizing of Germany in the Treaty of Versailles. Great Britain and
America hesitated to support the French tendency toward retribution, for the strength
of their prewar economies had relied on a strong Germany. France, on the other hand,
had suffered terrible losses from various conflicts with Germany, not just the Great
War but also the Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871), and thus felt that only a
permanently hobbled neighbour would assure her security. The public of both nations

interpreted the other through a compiex veii of sicreviypes and insecurities; wiile



Americans viewed the French as frivolous, corrupt, and decadent, the French soon
came to see the Americans in France as brawling drunkards and womanizers, and
Americans at home as moralistic hypocrites. Such divergence in opinion was repeated
in, editorialised on, and discussed by newspapers around the world, though none more
so than in the United States, where debates raged over all aspects of the troubled
peace.

Similarly, in today’s historic scholarship, the early interwar period is one of the
most written about, discussed, and evaluated eras of western history. Among scholars
and laymen alike, disagreements over the lead-up to World War Two seem endless:
the European recovery from the devastation of the Great War, the implication of the
Allies in Hitler’s rise to power, the foreign relations of various countries involved, the
results of the Treaty of Versailles, and the ineffectiveness of reparation payments.
Little work has been done, however, on popular American opinion of France from
1918 to 1924, and none has relied upon contemporary newspapers to investigate those
opinions.

The objective of the present study is to explore popular American perceptions of
post-war France. Specifically, how did the American newspaper press portray France
during the early inter-war period, from 1918 to 1924? These dates represent a period
of fluctuation in relations between the two countries, covering the transition from
their de facto alliance, to the post-1919 dip in mutual popularity, to the beginning of
improved relations with the completion of the Dawes Plan on reparations in 1924.
The images in the American press from the same era, therefore, are accordingly
mixed. It is the contention of thic thesic that American newspapers were entirely

ambiguous toward France, portraying that nation as both a saint and a harlot. Asa



result, the newspaper-reading public was exposed to these disparate images, images
which depended on the policy of the newspaper owners. Although it is impossible to
know what readers believed, or indeed, what sections of the newspapers they actually
read, some assumptions can be made and will be discussed at more length in the
pages to follow. It is of importance to remember that this is a look into contemporary
perspectives of France, rather than realities. As readers, we have always been
influenced by media authorities, and that was especiaily true of the newspaper
readership in the post-war period. The radio had yet to become a household item, and
televisions were not yet invented, making written media the most important news
source.

To attain the objective set out here—that is, to examine how France was
presented to the public of the United States—a series of related investigations will be
made into the character of the American press world: the degree of harmony and
dissonance in French and United States policy; the people responsible for the printed
press in the United States; the interplay of positive and negative press images of
France; and fnally the difficult field of appraising the possible impact this mixed
imagery had on public and official opinion. The print media then, as now, helped
form public opinion and both determined and misrored popular concems. The thesis
will conclude with a brief discussion of the repercussions that press images may have
had on American policy toward France, arguing that the ambiguity found in the
newspapers was reflected not only in public opinion but also in American politics.

Chapter One is a discussion of the Franco-American relationship, from the tum
of the rwentieth century to the Peace Conference. and emphasises American reading

of France and her people. Franco-American relations between 1918 and 1924 are then



explored in more detail, emphasising the mixed nature of those relations: they were at
once cooperative and accommodating, combative and resentful. Chapter Two follows
with an in-depth look into the nature of the contemporary American press world using
the New York Times, the Chicago Daily Tribune, and the San Francisco Examiner, the
primary sources for this thesis, as examples. Their publishers, editors and journalists,
and their various approaches to France, are examined and evaluated. Then, Chapter
Three describes France the Saint: the positive images of France, specifically, how the
newspapers treated her people, her culture, and her politics from 1918 to 1924.
Chapter Four discusses France the Harlot: the negative images of the same three
components. The conclusion begins with a brief look at images from 1924, and the
contrasting images of France will be reconciled as much as is possible. Finally,
theories about the tenuous relationship between press opinion, public opinion, and

official opinion will be presented as they relate to this thesis.

METHODOLOGY

Using three prominent newspapers from 1918 to 1924, this thesis examines the
ebb and flow of France’s political and cultural popularity in America. The dailies
scrutinized are the New York Times, the Chicago Tribune, and the San Francisco
Examiner, selected for their significant circulations, their regional locations, and their
diverging business styles and politics. The Times, for example, was circulating
323,000 dailies by 1921° William Randolph Hearst, owner of the San Francisco

Examiner and an impressive syndicate, oversaw a circulation of 5,100,000 dailies and

£,200,000 Sundav publications by the 1930s.* By World War Two, the Chicago

Tribune's circulation was well over one million.” Further, they represent the eastern,



mid-west and western parts of America, and as such provide a useful range of style
(liberal versus sensationalistic or arch-conservative) while informing on the different
political atmospheres across the country. The New York Times, of course, by virtue of
its sheer quality, occupied a unique status, especially in its extensive coverage of
international affairs. Finally, all three newspapers reported on France with varying
degrees of sympathy or hostility, and even within each paper there was significant
multiplicity of images.

The time period covered by this thesis, 1918 to 1924, allowed for a variety of
perceptions. American newspapers were generally well-dispased toward France in the
two or three years immediately following the armistice. However, as the United
States reverted to its traditional isolationism, they grew increasingly critical toward
the end of 1923, until the 1924 Dawes Plan inspired new hope. In reporting on these
changes, there was great discrepancy in each paper’s point of view; the New York
Times was, overall, far more complimentary and moderate than were the Tribune or
the Examiner. This discrepancy was largely due to the reactionary and nationalistic
natures of the editors and publishers of the latter two. These papers were not
exclusively supportive or critical of France; there was much discrepancy within each
paper. While it is impossible to know exactly who read these three newspapers, and of
those, who read what sections of them, it must be assumed that many readers looked
to the papers as a source of local and world news, and not just for scandal or comic
strips. However, due to the sheer volume of these papers, reading each in its entirety

was impossible for the purpose of this thesis. Thus, the selection of portrayals of
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performance, and policy behaviour. While this process of selection is specific enough



to afford structure, it is inclusive enough to allow for a diversity of images. The
normally positive representations of France as a leader in the fashion industry (cultural
performance) were counterbalanced by far less glowing portrayals of her in the
turbulent political arena (policy behaviour). Such variations led to interesting
questions, some of which are mentioned above. It is hoped that the examination of
media perceptions of France will contribute to our knowledge of the general socio-
political climate of the early inter-war years by specifically addressing how the
American people viewed France and the relationship between their two countries. In
doing so, it is possible to examine the delicate connection among press opinion, public
opinion, and official policy.

In examining the cultural and political relationship between two nations,
newspapers are an invaluable resource. As Bernard Cohen notes, the press “may not
be successful much of the time in telling people what to think, but it is stunningly
successful in telling people what to think abour.” ® If this argument is true, then
newspapers both determine and reflect the concems of their readers by reporting on
carefully selected contemporary issues widely considered important. The selection of
what is “newsworthy” is done largely by editors and publishers who may believe they
are printing what is of interest to readers, but who are, in fact, “‘powerfully
determining what they {the readers] will be thinking about, and talking about...™
Further, the reportage of a foreign event passes through several lenses, refracting it
into what Leonard Doob argues is propaganda; from the reporter’s own biases, to cuts

made to a given story to make it fit its assigned spot on a page, articles are changed to

reflect that paner’s policy, In hic Public Owninion and Pronaganda Noob argues that




the impact of newspapers on the American public has historically been great,
particularly prior to the advent of the radio.

Robert Young has recently used a method like the one utilised here, and indeed
it is from his work that the present study stemmed. In his upcoming book he
examines this era’s propaganda and compares the American media’s treatment of
France with that of Germany in 1939 and 1940.} This thesis relies on similar
methodology but focuses on the early inter-war period, and deals with the portrayal of
France alone.

Ultimately, this is an examination of one country’s views of another, and in this
sense it is a cultural history. However, this thesis crosses the boundaries of that
academic label by exploring American press perceptions of French foreign politics. [n
addition to the three newspapers, contemporary writings by journalists in the form of
memoirs have also been important sources for the present study, thus adding an
element of social history. For instance, journalists such as Walter Duranty and
George Seldes provided an indication of their perceptions and prejudices in their
memoirs about France. Memoirs such as these ensure the human element while
reminding us of the subjectivity of reporters.

It is difficult to assess the influence of the press on public opinion, and even
more so on the conduct of a nation’s foreign policy, a thomy issue that will be
addressed in the conclusion. To do so requires an inquiry into theories on the
“impact” of mass media on readers. However tentative our suppositions are likely to
be, it is important to demonstrate the role newspapers played in constructing France
for the American public, and providing American nolicy makers with a preseribed set

of stereotypes and cultural assumptions, since it is the contention of this author that



the press had a significant influence on popular opinion, which in turn influenced

official policy.

HISTORIOGRAPHY

There was a large body of literature required for this study, and for most of the
areas covered here, there was a rich source base. Complexities of Franco-American
relations in the post-war era were made clearer by works such as the following. Sally
Marks explores the idea of overcoming differences in national perspectives in The

lllusion of Peace: International Relations in Europe, 1918-1933. Marks succinctly

describes France’s disappointment with the Treaty of Versailles, and attributes her
aggressive stance on reparation payments to acute insecurity. Anthony Adamthwaite
describes the tensions and conflict at the Paris Peace Conference in Grandeur and

Miserv: France's Bid for Power in Europe 1914-1940. Leaders of Great Britain and

the United States, whose countries were separated from Germany by oceans, could not
understand the degree of anxiety felt by the French who shared a border with, and had
already suffered previous invasions from, that country. Similarly, Blumenthal’s

France and the United States: Their Diplomatic Relations. 1789-1914 points out

another reason for such anxiety was that France’s once prominent place in Eurcpean
economics had faltered by 1914, due in part to her largely agrarian economy and
stagnant birth rate. However, most troubling for the French, according to “The Myths
of Reparations”, also by Marks, was that Germany’s consistent avoidance of

reparation payments went unpunished by leading world powers. In 1923, France’s
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seize some of the payments owed her by Germany. France felt betrayed by her allies



as a result of their lax attitude toward Germany’s default, and John Keiger and
William Keylor provided valuable insights into her sense of betrayal.
There are several other seminal works on Franco-American relations, one of

which is, again, by Henry Blumenthal. In [llusion and Reality in Franco-American

Diplomacy 1914- 1945, he describes a number of misconceptions, and false

assumptions shared, by both France and America. He argues that France looked to the
United States for support in both world wars, presuming they would be her ally but
not allowing for America’s own plans. The French, according to Blumenthal,
believed that Americans were as “Franco-phial” as they themselves were, but in
reality the United States only joined the war because their own economy was
threatened, and not out of a love for France.

[n addition to the political connection, the social relationship between France
and America must also be considered. Jean-Baptiste Duroselle’s France and the

United States, From the Beginnings to the Present provides an interesting description

of the mutual cultural perceptions between the two nations. In the half-century prior
to World War One, Americans were, he argues, only marginally interested in the
French, although there was a lively interest in the opposite direction. Stereotypes at
the time were mutually contemptuous. For example, both thought the other nation
highly immoral due to women's behaviour; the French could not understand the
freedom practised by American women in courtship, while Amencans could not
understand the tacitly tolerated rate of infidelity in French arranged marriages. This is

but one example of perceptions and misunderstandings at a popular level. Also on
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French culture, Tho Fronch in Love and War by Charles Resrick descrihes the

atmosphere in France during les années folles: they were “a time of madcap living it
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up for some people, but for a much greater number they were a sobering time of
coming to terms with the war and its toll.”® It was as much a time for celebrating the
end of the war as it was to grieve and express what is now called survivor’s guilt. The
short hair and skirt styles, and women’s behaviour in general, so scandalous to
conservatives both in France and America, represented a minority, according to Mary
Louise Roberts. Another pivotal source that examines the period before the war is by

Henry Blumenthal. Significantly, American and French Culture, 1800-1900:

[ntellectual Exchanges in Art, Science, Literature, and Societv discusses the press as

he compares the two countries and their cultural relationship prior to the First World
War. The American press, Blumenthal argues, was an enormous industry compared
to its foreign associates, and somewhat unique in its freedom. Blumenthal perhaps
overstates this freedom, as we know that Alfred Ochs of the Times struggled from the
beginning to keep his papers free of special interest groups and their demands.

The post-war hedonism which has come to be almost synonymous with French
culture in the 1920s has been thoroughly examined by Mary Louise Roberts in

Civilisation Without Sexes, in an article on women's dress, and in her PhD thesis, The

Great War, Cultural Crisis, and the Debate on Women in France. 1919-1924. Her

argument is that the momentous changes in women’s behaviour and fashion were an
expression of prevailing pessimism, an indication that the damage of the war extended
bevond cultural artefacts and into the realm of “‘nature”, i.e.-traditional gender roles.
Social and intellectual cultural values at the time were reflected in debates over
women, debates which eased the impact of the war by identifying problems more

readily understood—and more easilv contralled—than that of the falling franc.
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Such cultural dissonance and perceptual change is also explored by Charles
Brooks in America in France’s Hopes and Fears, 1890-1920 vol 2. The love for
America so prevalent in the war years, especially after 1917, faded quickly in
peacetime, as was evident in the plays and popular entertainment of the day. Brooks
argues that the relationship between the two countries “was far more assumed than
actual”; in sharing a common enemy, distinctions were glossed over. However, this
was not possible in the “harsher glare of peace.”'® Cultural relations of this period are
marked by tension, and cultural differences aggravated by post-war trauma. The latter
was described by Omer Bartov’s article “Martyr’s Vengeance: Memory, Trauma, and
Fear of War in France, 1918-1940." The cultural legacy of the war was the subject of
the three helpful and insightful works by Mary Louise Roberts mentioned above.

In addition to relations between France and the United States, the American
media must also be considered. Unfortunately, the sources on the specific newspapers

are limited and many are dated. Elmer Davies’ History of the New York Times.

1851-1921 is one such book. Davies writes glowingly of the Times, with little
attention to critical analysis, and cites few sources, giving his work the feel of a long
advertisement (likely because the book was published by the paper itself). Meyer

Berger's The Story of the New York Times; 1851-1951 provides more discussion of

the paper, though it, too, lists virtually none of the sources used by the author.
A less direct route to an historical examination of these papers is through
biographies of their editors and publishers. The most infamous was, of course,

William Randolph Hearst (1863-1951), owner of the San Francisco Examiner. In

addition to John Trebbel's The Lifa and Times of William Randolnh Hearst, Ian

Mugridge’s The View from Xanadu is an in-depth and informative look into the life of
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one of the most notorious newspapermen in American history. Mugridge’s goal was to
assess Hearst’s views of United States foreign policy and the impact he had on the
government through his franchise. Although he sometimes defended France, Hearst
more often faulted her for being a militaristic country, and just for being European.
On the same topic is Hugh Cudlipp’s The Prerogative of the Harlot: Press Barons and
Power. Hearst took primarily an isolationist stance, as did that of Robert McCormick,
head of the Chicago Tribune. Two books inform on McCormick and his work: James

Edwards’ The Foreign Policy of Colonel McCormick’s Tribune, 1929-1941, and

Richard Norton Smith’s The Colonel: The Life and Legend of Robert R. McCormick,
1880-19355. These are both insightful, if at times cumbersome, sources. On the owner
of the New York Times, Alfred S. QOchs, there is an article entitled “All the News
That’s Fit to Print: Adolph Ochs and the New York Times”, by Stephen Ostrander, in
addition to the books about his paper mentioned above. There are also very extensive
entries on each of these men in the Dictionarv of Literary Biography, as well as on
many of the journalists working under them, including Walter Duranty, Anne O’ Hare
McCormick, Charles Grasty, and Winifred Black. Although these papers were news
organs, their respective tones were also set by the agendas of the owner/editors.

About the relationship between the press and the public, there are many seminal
works. Walter Lippman’s Public Opinion argues against the objectivity of reporters,
and states that stereotypes play an important and undeniable role in journalism: “We
are told about the world before we see it. We imagined most things before we

experience them. And these preconceptions, unless education has made us acutely
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easy and convenient order to the world, and thus challenging them causes great
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anxiety. There are a few books pertaining to national stereotyping in the early
interwar period between America and France that are useful. Crane Brinton and W.C.
Brownell’s books are telling of mutual misconceptions held by the French and the
Americans."

Several theoretical works have been written on the interrelationship between the
press, public, and official opinions, in addition to those mentioned above. Articles

collected in Markel’s Public Opinion and Foreign Policy discuss the important role the

press plays in informing the public about intemational affairs. In his own chapter,
Markel argues that of the three factors which shape public opinion—the government,
the press, and citizen groups—it is usually the press that is most influential. William
Chittick goes a step further by suggesting that the media historically have had a
significant impact on the State Department itself, acting as an important channel of
communications between various governmental departments otherwise isolated.”
Prior to World War Two newspapers were virtually the sole channel of
communication between the State Department and the public. This has not always
been an efficient channel, as Martin Kriesberg argues. In his article “Dark Areas of
Ignorance™, he shows that the American public has been chronically uninformed on
foreign affairs issues in times past, and outlines the groups most ignorant of them
according to a 1940 census. From these and other works, a pattern of mutuality
emerges: the press was owned by individuals with political agendas and the contents
of newspapers reflected those agendas; thus those individuals helped shape public
opinion, and the public, in turn, helped shape official policy. In relation to the study
nronosed here, images of France were projected throughout the American printed

media to the public. These popular opinions were formed and manipulated by
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newspapermen, and their work in turn influenced United States foreign policy. This
relationship was also inverted; the press relied on the State Department for
information on foreign policy, and that information was filtered through newspapers
to the public."” This fltration process caused policy to be interpreted for readers by
an often biased press, to be simplified by officials with their own agendas, interested
in political success and determined to win public approval. This complicated topic
will be explored more profoundly in the conclusion. However, it is not the tenuous
correlation between popular beliefs and govemmental action that is the primary focus
of this work; that correlation merely indicates the importance of this study. Rather,
the central topic is the way in which one group of people looks upon a “foreign”

group, and what perceptions say about the observers themselves.
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CHAPTER 1: PAST AND PRESENT-
THE FRANCO-AMERICAN RELATIONSHIP, 1918 TO 1924

It is difficult to summarize the historical relationship between the United States
and France; it has been as full of ambiguity as intensity, dominated as much by mutual
admiration as disdain. If the relationship could be seen as a string, it would be taut, the
tension created by, on one end, a commonality and ‘meeting of minds’ on idealistic
issues such as republicanism, democracy, and the freedom of speech. Pulling on the
other end would be the divisiveness of politics and culture. [n essence, the strain has
been caused by opposition between idealism and reality. There have always been
points of contention, often clouded by myths or stereotypes, which have evoked strong
reactions from both governments and individuals. Many of today’s cherished clichés
about the French have roots in the period presently under study—1918 to 1924—and
some date back even further.

This chapter will deal primarily with cultural and inter-governmental relations,
from the Great War to the Dawes Plan, casting a brief but important look into the
images and politics that predate the twentieth century. More exhaustive discussions
have already been written, but the overview below will serve as an important and useful
context in which to frame the images gamered from the newspaper articles examined in
chapters three and four: specifically, those of the Saint/Harlot duality. These media
images shaped the opinion of American readers about France; their opinions, it will be
argued, in turn helped shape the country’s foreign policy. However, before broaching

the difficult issue of public opinion and foreign policy, the less complicated subject of
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Franco-American relations must first be examined to discover contemporary American
impressions of the French, and for the events that helped to form them.

Most historians agree that the Franco-American bond dates back to the American
War of Independence (1775-1783). In desperate need of assistance against the
powerful British, the Americans found an ally in the French. The French government
was interested in ending British dominance in North America, while the French people
were taken with the idea of this infant republic struggling for its sovereignty. French
people recognised in the new United States a dream come true—"a simpler, healthier,
more virtuous society, established in virgin land of limitless possibilities; a new nation

|7l

constituting itself from first principles.” Although their means of attaining the goals of
republicanism and democracy have been different, the French and Americans have
always shared a strong belief in their importance. The perceptions of America bore
little resemblance to the reality of life in the United States, but the hopes and dreams
contributed to the beginnings of the French Revolution in 1789. Following both the
American and subsequent French Revolutions, relations were haphazard and
fragmented as the new governments focused on establishing themselves. However, the
French people remained fervently interested in, and curious about, the new government
across the Atlantic. They were even a little envious of the American opportunity for
self-government, and the apparent freedoms many Americans enjoyed—of travel,
thought, and assembly.’

While the nineteenth century witnessed a renewal of mutual interest on a societal

and political level, diplomats on both sides attempted to gloss over substantial political
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by images drawn from their alliance during the American Revolution. This blurring of
political realities was greatly assisted by the late-nineteenth century trend among
wealthy Americans to experience European culture first-hand. The trend quickly
became a national obsession, with an increase of 65,000 transatlantic travellers between
1870 to 1885, and the numbers kept growing.* Some visitors stayed, resulting in a
well-established resident population of American writers and poets in Paris by the turn
of the twentieth century. At this time, European culture in general, and French culture
in particular, was held up in America as the standard against which all was measured.
Frenchmen and most Americans agreed upon the primacy of France’s genius in the arts,
gastronomy, science, and literature. Elizabeth B. White pointed out that this nineteenth
century American admiration for France’s culture spilled over into social institutions:
*...French educational systems exercised a great influence upon our schools and French
intellectual achievement was highly respected.” America also held at this time a
profound respect and admiration for France as the fashion centre of the world, and
women interested in the latest styles were included in the significant number of U.S.
tourists in France.

This veneration did not go unqualified, however. Even in this period, almost a
golden age for Francophilia, one can see a tension at the popular level as the downside
of France’'s culture was also witnessed, and thus her brilliance marred. According to
many American tourists and travel writers, French licentiousness was outrageous and
shamefully widespread. Inevitably, comparisons were drawn between the two

countries; and many American travellers were shocked at the perceived ‘looseness of

morals’ Moral decay wac practically embaodied in French women, and was certainly
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glorified by writers such as George Sand. Because many arranged marriages were
unhappy, French society turned a blind eye to infidelity.® Americans were further
incensed at French divorce laws, laws that “permitted a miserable pittance for the wife
and, significantly, made it possible for both partners to remarry.”’ Adding to the
impression of indecency and lax morality was the fact that the country was famous for
its wines and brandies, beverages strongly believed by many Americans to be a source
of sin, particularly by those involved with the Temperance movement. American
perceptions of French writing further reinforced this notion of wickedness, as described
by Elizabeth Brett White in 1927:

Appreciation for French literature in [America] has been retarded in no

small degree because Americans have condemned its quality of extreme

realism and its emphasis on sex. Many have believed that these

characteristics reflected a fundamental corruption and degeneracy in the

French people.s

When French hygiene was put under a microscope, American tourists saw their
visits as an opportunity to uplift their hosts. One male writer in Harper's Magazine
lauded American women in Paris for having “initiated her [the French woman] into the
mysteries of hygiene.”® Such stereotypes of the French were detected in American
newspapers from 1918 to 1924, and will be revisited in Chapter Four. The cliché of
rampant French depravity and filth was not challenged by American demographics, as
there was a dearth of politically active Francophiles in the United States.

The United States has always lacked a French population significant enough to
promote or counter the stereotypes that developed over time. Although nineteenth-

century America was shaped by many cohesive groups of European immigrants, there

were only small and isolated groups of French people dispersed throughout the nation.
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This also meant that there was no sizeable French community to carry political weight
through bonds maintained with its homeland; whereas every other European country
eventually developed such links with the United States through resident immigrant
populations.'® This was largely because so few French people were interested in living
abroad. This helps to explain why stereotypes spread virtually unchecked, and
misunderstandings sprang up frequently on both sides of the ocean.

However, it was the Great War that was the turning point in the Franco-American
relationship. Just prior to the official beginning of World War One, France’s military
was one of the most formidable in the world, boasting 750,000 soldiers, while the
United States claimed to have only 75,000 and a 120,000-person militia."' Despite its
impressiveness, however, the French force was not potent enough to face that of its
German army without assistance, despite Russia’s aid. Thus, from the beginning of
World War One, France and her ally Great Britain hoped for American support. Given
that hope, President Woodrow Wilson's early declaration of his government’s
neutrality “of action and thought” caused immediate antagonism among the three
powers. Despite America’s official stance, however, France and England still
presumed that the Allied cause would at least benefit from aid in the form of munitions
and supplies. They were not entirely disappointed, since Wilson’s was a neutrality “in
Britain’s favour.” The American policy of neutrality was bent to benefit Great Britain
by, for instance, demanding higher standards of conduct in naval warfare of Berlin than
of Britain. Wilson justified this because, according to him, London was more “right”

than Berlin.!” In fact, Germany resented the extent to which its enemies were assisted
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Hence, in 1913, Germany resolved to attack any ship suspected of carrying munitions,
and 1917 unleashed its submarines. Henry Blumenthal argues that if the American
government had been truly dedicated to the position and ideal of neutrality, aid to both
sides would have stopped altogether. Clearly, that lack of dedication allowed political
sympathies and profitable trade with France and Britain to shape Washington’s
immediate policies, with little foresight to the consequences."’ Michael Hunt
contradicts Blumenthal, saying that trading with belligerents was a right defended by
the United States in a2 war with Britain in 1812, a right granted neutrals according to
maritime taw."* Nonetheless, their trade with Germany and reluctance to enter the war
caused some friction between America and the Entente.

According to French historian Jean-Baptiste Duroselle, President Woodrow
Wilson remained leery of the Allied cause in 1914 for a mixture of domestic and
foreign reasons. One reason was that the countries involved in the Allied forces were
linked by formal alliance to “the worst of all regimes™ that of the czar.'” Further,
Wilson believed American interests were, in fact, threatened by this war; trade would
be grievously interrupted, not to mention the havoc the war would play with currencies.
Wilson was also afraid of the domestic effect of a European war when America’s
population had such a large number of immigrants. The 93 million residents of the
United States inciuded 13.3 million foreign-bormn people; and a further 12.9 million
were the offspring of foreign-bom citizens. Of the 26 million “foreign white stock”, a
full 6.4 million were German and 3.4 million were anti-British Iish'® These
demographics proved consequential in the American debate over entering the League of
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ironically, it was in defence of the right of nations to claim neutrality, threatened by the
German submarine campaigns, that finally persuaded her to join the Allies on 6 April
1917.

Even then, Wilson made it clear that his country was not willing to commit to the
responsibilities required of a formal alliance and that America was officially to be
known as an “associate”. The American public, before 1917, was strongly opposed to
any involvement of their nation in the bloody European war, and was reticent to
become deeply involved even in 1917.'"® Despite this American reserve, France
breathed a sigh of relief, as her own war efforts had been seriously hampered by a lack
of funds, staggering casualties, and by troops fatigued almost to the point of surrender.
The nineteenth-century groundwork laid by diplomats was put to good use once the
Americans joined the French in a common cause; the 150-year relationship between
France and the United States was given a gloss of respectability and brought out front
and centre. Both governments were active in supporting this diplomatic reinterpretation
of history, epitomized in General John J. Pershing’s famous phrase “Lafayette, we are
here!” Regardless of these efforts, even now, all was not bliss in this cross-cultural
marriage.

Tensions arose on a popular level almost as soon as the United States
Expeditionary Force troops arrived on the shores of France. On the surface was a
grateful European couniry, enamoured with a generation of dashing and heroic
Americans risking their lives to defend old friends. These fresh soldiers were hailed as
saviours by the French public and became instantly popular. Doughboys were valiant

ad luvabic figures (o aii bui thetr mittary counicrparts, the “potius™, who sat o thelr



muddy trenches and fumed with jealousy over the rash of Franco-American marriages
and amorous relations that took place from 1917 on. Thus below the veneer of amity
and adoration was a deep sense of dissatisfaction and disillusionment. Some American
bittemess stemmed from the reality of occasional camal activity; due to their sexual
contacts, the American troops developed not only distressing diseases, but also an
extremely unjust image of French females in general.'” Further, everywhere U.S.
soldiers turned, they seemed to get over-charged by businessmen covetous of American
cash. The Americans came to believe that there were only two kinds of French
civilians: usurious war profiteers and women who were, in varying degrees, whores.
From their position, the French became disillusioned by the fact that, in addition to
their munitions and equipment, U.S. soldiers also brought American money to France,
and were blamed for years afterward for driving up prices and selfishly buying the eggs
and butter common French people could not afford.”® Further antagonism arose in
military circles over the training, transpertation, and use of the new troops. French
strategists wanted an amalgamation of forces, so that American soldiers would bolster
already existing but depleted sectors. Washington disagreed, countering that there was
psychological value in having ali-American divisions fighting the enemy alone.”

Thus, World War One only amplified the ambiguity so typical of the Franco-
American relationship. They were two individual nations unified by the cause of
defeating the Germans. However, cultural differences and wartime hardships caused
misrepresentations and hard feelings among the general population. On a diplomatic

level, the French government initially believed that America had joined the war purely
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out of Francophilia, when in reality it had more to do with the threat war posed to
America’s interests. As Charles Brooks skilfully explained,

the Franco-American identity so sedulously and sycophantically promoted

by the French press and government during the war was far more assumed

than actual. In the lambent and hazy glow of wartime amity, with a

common enemy on the field of battle, it was easy to miss the distinctions

being glossed over. It [was] not so easy in the harsher glare of peace.”

By the end of the war, general perceptions on both sides of the Atlantic were
distorted. The Americans arrogantly claimed that they had rescued and effectively
replaced the French in the trenches, winning the war almost single-handedly. The
Europeans countered with the argument that the United States had entered the war too
late to be of much service before September 1918, and that it was Britain and France
who were largely responsible for the allied victory and the war’s termination. They
merely had to cite casualties as proof of their efforts; France had lost 1,394,000 men to
America’s 50,000, not to mention the fact that the war had been waged on French and

Belgian soil, rather than that of America.”

However, despite some rumblings,
Americans still rode a crest of popularity in France in late 1918, as most Frenchmen
were greatly relieved just to have an end to the war.

Yet, there was a sense of anticlimax and disillusionment which disappointed
many. According to one reporter in Paris in 1918, the feeling that the armistice was a
frustration and not a relief ran higher among women than men: “Here they tell me that
ten or at most fifteen days would have seen a complete and ignominious defeat upon
which the French had set their hearts. An armistice seems to them [women] a

contemptible compromise...[while] Germany is still mighty, boastful, venomous, and

planning for the next war.”* It is possible this bitterness was the result of enduring the
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war, with all its shortages, painful losses, and depravation, as a civilian, without being
able to take an active roll in it.”® Further, humiliating Germany by marching Allied
troops through the streets of Berlin would have been cathartic for the rather
demoralized French; but this closure was denied them by the armistice and subsequent
peace conference.® On a popular level in the United States in the same period, there
was also a deeply ingrained opposition between the American love of, and disgust with,
the French and France. Upon official involvement in the war, the American people
idealistically expected to be able to defeat German “autocracy” and establish a safe and
harmonious world, but by 1920, most Americans had concluded that little or nothing
had been gained, that European nations were as militaristic as ever.”” The result was a
United States that wanted “their government to go to great lengths to avoid any future
conflict.”*

Despite the country’s devastation, visiting American soldiers, tourists, and artists
continued to agree with the French that their country was a marvel. Many remained as
eniranced by French culture, romanced by its art and architecture, and delighted with its
cuisine as previous generations of visitors had been. This delight, however, was
moderated by the aggravation of profiteers greedy for their currency, and propriétaires
who barred US soldiers from entering drinking establishments and restaurants.” At
home, bitter rumours spread that the army had been paying rent to occupy French
trenches, a persistent myth which Ambassador Jules Jusserand fought hard to debunk.
Likewise, the French were at once grateful to the Americans for their assistance at the

front, and disgusted by their arrogance. The early image of the courageous and



cheerful soldiers from across the water had been transformed, at least in part, into
stereotypes of brawling, drinking, obstinate, troublemakers.

Govemments, 100, betrayed different perspectives. Most were struggling to cope
with the end of the war itself for, as Sally Marks points out, few had prepared for the
actuality of victory because Allied energy had been more focussed on fighting and
winning the war. Besides, German resistance had been expected to last at least until
1919° The French were haunted by the knowledge that the human carnage, the
destruction of land, and the massive debt had left them in a pitiful state compared to
that of their enemy, whose country remained virtually untouched. France’s birth rate
had plummeted because of the war, and its export industries had been ravaged while
those of Germany remained largely intact. To add to the difficulties, Bolshevism was
perceived to be spreading malignantly across Europe from Russia, causing widespread
political turmoil. Thus, France’s primary concerns were with recovery and obtaining
security guarantees from other nations. The American government, by the end of the
war, was also interested in a treaty which would maintain peace in Europe, and agreed
with the French that Bolshevism should not take hold of Germany. However,
Washington opposed the French desire to reinstate the traditional European balance of
power, a system of alliances they viewed as militaristic and the cause of countless wars
in the past.

The opening of the Paris Peace Conference in January 1919 was a momentous
occasion, one which did little to ease tensions between the major powers in attendance,
and which, indeed, laid the groundwork for future hostilities.”* The choice of Paris as a
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choice which provided Premier Georges Clemenceau the opportunity to chair the
deliberations. When Wilson first arrived, he was at the apex of his short-lived
popularity in France and was given a hero’s welcome, the likes of which had rarely
been seen. One San Francisco Examiner reporter remarked that “Paris has greeted the
two Napoleons and General Boulanger, but these national figures evoked applause from
groups of interested adherents, while to-day all Paris, and the representatives of all
France, applauded Mr. Wilson in unison.... Paris exuded such enthusiasm, such
vibrating joy and goodwill.™* Wilson brought to the table his famous and idealistic
Fourteen Points that had been central to the 1918 armistice, and which put Wilson on
the moral high-ground. His proposed League of Nations,”® was intended to encourage
member-nations to practice a diplomacy based on morality, only possible, he argued, in
the context of a world now made safe for democracy.”™ This morality included the
equality of rights among nations in the League, regardless of their size, a proposition
meant to eliminate the traditional European system of balance of power and traditional
systems of alliances. His fourteen points were designed to “‘unshackle trade, bring the
arms race to a halt, banish secret diplomacy with its alliances and terrible carnage, pull
down empires, and most important of all promote self-determination.™® Although the
French had long been strong supporters of democracy, they found his proposal
objectionable because the League on its own was not adequate protection against
German aggression. Clemenceau was painfully aware that a mere treaty and its paper
promises would not ensure his country’s safety. Consequently, he sought guarantees, in

part through the formation of alliances with France’s neighbours, in part by developing
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pose a threat again. The stark contrast between Wilson's idealism and Clemenceau’s
realism continued the age-old tension of Franco-American relations.

For the Americans, along with other nations, the disarmament issue identified in
the fourteen points was paramount for ensuring peace, and Wilson pushed for an arms
reduction consistent with the intemal security of each member nation. He suggested
that the disarmament of Germany should precede world disarmament, although the
French stated they could never disarm without adequate defence arrangements on their
own terms, regardless of Germany’s status.’® In fact, some French representatives
proposed that Germany should be dismantled altogether and that certain regions be
amalgamated into other countries, a major sticking point for all attending the
conference.’”” Thus, the rift widened between the two governments and Wilson’s
popularity quickly reversed into widespread animosity by spring of 1919.

Yet all was not strife and disagreement between America and France at the
conference. Wilson and Clemenceau could agree that Germany was guilty of having
started the war. They also both saw Bolshevism as a movement powered by a minority
government put into power by -a violent revolution, and therefore as a serious threat,
particularly if it spread to Germany. Yet they did not agree on a solution 