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Introduction
Recalling the Vietnam War, George Ball, Under Secretary of the State Department during Kennedy-Johnson years, later said that “[t]he war was a vampire sucking dry the Administration’s vitality and setting us at odds with other friendly governments”
. The Vietnam War was literally American war. It had unavoidably a much broader effect not only on American society, but on their allies and friends. Geographically this war was confined to Asia, but diplomatically it became a source of serious discord in the Atlantic Alliance in the 1960s.
America’s global security commitments and alliances everywhere constituted a ‘system’ in which US actions in a certain region had inevitably some effects in other regions. The expansion of the US involvement in Vietnam never fortified the Atlantic Alliance, but rather evoked increasing uneasiness and doubt over the US European security commitment among Europeans.
The tensions in the Atlantic Alliance in the 1960s marked a pivotal phase for both sides of the Atlantic Ocean. In the period of the late 1940s-50s, the US government exercised relatively easy preponderance in Europe and held to a generous, Atlanticist definition of US self-interest
. But in the post-1971 era, the Americans faced serious economic and monetary problems and defined US national interests much more narrowly
. The decade of the 1960s, which is placed between these two periods, is quite essential to understanding the evolution of US hegemony in the Cold War history
. What is more, the emphasis should be put on the effects of the Vietnam War, which accelerated this transition of US power and of its attitude towards Europe.
On the other side of the Atlantic, many Europeans privately, not openly, resented the Americans for getting involved in a futile, catastrophic war effort and consequently for disregarding European vital interests. As the Vietnam War escalated acutely in the mid-late 1960s, Europeans grew increasingly doubtful about legitimacy and morality of the US hegemony. The Vietnam War awaked Europeans to the need to enhance Europe’s growing autonomy.
This paper focuses on the diplomatic dimension of the sruggle, particularly by looking at the efforts by the Johnson administration to draw European allies into war against Asian communists on the one hand, and the reaction of European allies, espesially that of France and of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) on the other. Since 1964, the US government worked hard to get allied involvement in the military defense of South Vietnam. This effort was known as the ‘More Flags’ program. Most European governments were sympathetic to American policy on Vietnam, but hesitantly. It should be noted that sharp contrast arose between France and the FRG regarding American war effort. While France was the most ardent critic of the US actions, the FRG, under the chancellery of Erhard, tried to keep one of the most faithful American allies. 
Transatlantic discord triggered by the Vietnam War had significant repercussions on a national self-identity among Europeans
. In general, during 1960s, France and the FRG respectively based their foreign policy on different identities : while the French sought an independent posture from American hegemony, the Germans by and large remained dependent on the US leadership. As 1970s was approaching, divergent identities of these two nations gradually converged in a similar awareness that an importance should be put on European framework as the foundations of their foreign policy and national self-identity. The Vietnam War taught them that neither ‘independence’ nor ‘dependency’ is advantageous to the future of Europe. The Vietnam War brought about a consciousness of ‘return to Europe’. 
This paper aims to explore why these two European countries, during the Vietnam War, had such different postures and how their perceptions converged in the identical awareness of ‘return to Europe’. From a comparative viewpoint, this study will try to make clear the characteristics and causes of the two nations’ Vietnam policy and takes a broad view of the consequences of the Vietnam War for the international policy of these two countries.

1. American Multilateral War Efforts and Transatlantic Discord
It is on 1 May 1964 that the Johnson Administration officially embarked on ‘More Flags’ program. Secretary of State Dean Rusk instructed American embassies in principal countries that “[t]he United States Government has decided to call upon other nations of the Free World to express their support for the Vietnamese Government and provide evidence of that support in the form of practical and material contributions to the Vietnamese Government”
.
From American point of view, resolving the Vietnam problem had to be considered as a Western collective problem. Thus the struggle against communism in Southeast Asia had to be a multilateral one, evidenced by moral and material support from various Free World countries. For the US officials, the fact that the Free World backed US policy was useful, even if it was only apparent, to demonstrate the legitimacy of their commitments to an American public and to the enemy. That is the reason why the Johnson administration pushed so hard to get allied support for the US war effort in Vietnam.
From the start, however, the US More Flags campaign made hardly progress. In practice, several countries pledged to provide substantial assistance in the future, but saw it with little urgency. Most countries saw Vietnam as an American problem that must be resolved by the Americans themselves. By mid-1965, the countries which ultimately decided to send ground troops to South Vietnam were only 5 Asian countries : South Korea, the Philippines, Thailand, Australia and New Zealand.
European countries did not also share the US perception, because they never felt their security in Europe was seriously threatened and doubted that the outcome in Vietnam was of real importance to Atlantic security environment.
The US did not miss hesitant attitude on the European side and French hostile posture which had a bad influence upon other American allies, observing that “the NATO nations as a whole are only passively in sympathy with our position, and the French drumfire of gloom and doom is having a serious effect principally in Europe but to some extent in other areas”
.
In July 1964, President Johnson himself complained of allies’ reluctant attitude, saying that “I am gravely disappointed by the inadequacy of the actions by our friends and allies in response to our request that they share the burden of Free World responsibility in Vietnam”
. And the President directly ordered ambassadors in principal countries to try harder to alter their host governments’ attitude. “I am charging you personally with the responsibility of seeing to it that the Government to which you are accredited understands how seriously we view the challenge to freedom in Vietnam and how heavily the burden of responsibility for defending that freedom falls on those Governments who possess freedom in their own right”. “They must, if necessary, be reminded that their share of this burden is increased proportionately where they owe their own freedom to assistance they have received from others”
.
In spite of increasing American pressure between mid-1964 and early 1965, most European countries continued to reject visible material contribution, but offered lukewarm verbal support for American efforts in Vietnam. Such kind of pattern would arise repeatedly. While, in December, US tried again to persuade its allies to commit manpower to the struggle, little bore fruit as before.
In February 1965, the US began its Rolling Thunder bomber offensive against North Vietnam. The Johnson administration, irritated with allied indecisive attitude, finally chose to abandon the multilateral war effort and to go ahead unilaterally, by plunging into a major escalation of the war. Americanization of the Vietnam War now became obvious. 
In practice, behind the US decision of the escalation of the war, there was an American diplomatic failure to drag European allies into the multilateral war effort. But this was only one side of the same coin. Europeans continued not to criticize the Americans publicly even in 1967 and 1968. It can be said that the US gouvernment was partially successful in “keeping the grumbling private”
.
2. Franco-German Divergence of Views on the Vietnam War
The Vietnam War shed light on the divergence of European attitudes towards the Cold War. France and the FRG respectively took different positions, because of their historical experiences, politico-military needs and national ambitions. The FRG, because of the existence of unsettled German question, had to pursue Atlantic solidarity, by defending American war effort made in the name of Free World. In the meantime, France clearly sought to overcome the Cold War, which was perceived to be a great obstacle to enhancing French internaional role and to widening its freedom of action.
(1) West Germany and the Vietnam War : 
Vietnam policy as a means of defending the Atlantic solidarity
In the early stage of the war, the Germans interpreted the US involvement in Vietnam within Cold War framework, and saw the American efforts against communist expansion in Indochina as legitimate
. Consequently, German attitude towards US actions was defined in terms of Free World defense. It has been often stated that German support for the US involvement in Vietnam originated in the perception that to some extent the defense of Vietnam was directly linked to the defense of Berlin, and was regarded as part of the global struggle against communist expansion. Chancellor Erhard, who succeeded Adenauer in October 1963, repeatedly employed this ‘Berlin-Saigon’ analogy in various diplomatic conversations.
At the de Gaulle-Erhard meeting in June 1965, German leader plaintively explained why the Germans had no choise but to support the US war in Vietnam, admitting that the Germans was obliged to be dependent on US leadership because of unsolved Berlin problem. Erhard said that “the Americans are fighting there for reasons of treaties and solemn obligations. Should the Americans leave that area … there will be an inevitable reaction from the German people, because then the Germans would say to themselves, that just as the Americans were not able to hold South Vietnam, they would not be able to hold onto … Berlin if it were seriously threatened”
. 

Contrary to Erhard’s assertion inspired by the ‘Berlin-Saigon’ analogy, de Gaulle predicted confidently that the war would end only when the US withdrew. The French leader did not believe that American victory depended on American will. Instead he worried about the consequences of an inevitable American defeat in Vietnam. While Erhard’s concern was about the repercussions in Germany of American humiliating withdrawal from Vietnam, de Gaulle outspokenly said that when “the Americans did pull out of Vietnam, they might well also pull out of Europe. The Americans would leave Europe in the context of a deal with the Soviets to maintain the status quo in Europe”
. De Gaulle now warned that it was the deepening of the US commitment in Vietnam which would eventually lead to the American abandonment of German ultimate cause : German reunification, in pursuit of which, the FRG, since 1949, continued to base its foreign policy axis on the US hegemonic leadership. The French leader tried to persuade his German interlocuter that the US attempt in Vietnam should be regarded not only as detestable and hopeless, but also as harmful to European vital interests. By linking eventual American withdrawal from Vietnam with its disengagement from Europe, de Gaulle presented a ‘nightmare’ to the fretful German leader
. In addition to the strongly divergent views on Atlantic and European matters during de Gaulle-Erhard period, the issue of Vietnam proved to be another source of mutual irritation
.
However, despite Erhard’s strong transatlantic preference, German support of American policy in Vietnam was never unconditional
. Objectively, the FRG did not have any vital interests in this region. Two fears which Vietnam War had generated to German leaders shaped their position towards the conflict : fear of escalation and that of negotiation.
The fear of escalation became real and widespread among German officials after the Americans unilaterally decided to engage in an intensification of the war in February 1965. At a Franco-German periodic meeting on 23 March 1965, Böker, Director of Asian affaires of the FRG’s Foreign Ministry, frankly admitted that “it is true that Europe remains for the US the main theater of the Cold War, but if America is gradually got into trouble in Vietnam, such a perspective might be modified”
. One year later, he imagined even a worse scenario, saying candidly at a Franco-German official dialogue that “if the situation continues to deteriorate, […] the Americans might be tempted to abandon Europe because of increase of their charges”
.
While the FRG could not either oppose American war effort against communism or accept their escalation of the war, it was also impossible to welcome blindly the settlement of the war by negotiation, because the Germans feared that “the eventual result of such a negotiation would be probably in favor of Communists”
. Such a fear was another form of ‘Berlin-Saigon’ analogy : communization of South Vietnam will be identified with eventual loss of Berlin. From German point of view, the Americans never had to persue a policy of accommodation with communists to prevent disappointment at the West from permeating in the FRG. “Such a situation [communization of South Vietnam] will have psychologically grave consequences on the FRG as to the US security guarantee. If they changed their attitude towards Vietnam, that might cause agitation in our mind because of our particular situation in which the USSR threatens the Germans, and, worse, might accelerate neutrality tendency in our country”
.
In addition to these fears, which constituted a permanent dilemma for the FRG throughout the 1960s, there was also a hostile German public opinion towards any military intervention
. Faced with these complicated situations, diplomatically and domestically, successive German leaders had to achieve these two contradictory objectives : satisfy the Americans and the domestic critics. Thus the German government sought to publicly keep silent regarding the war, withstand strong American pressures for material support to the war, and, at the same time, to satisfy the increasingly frustrated Americans with modest help
.

American requests for a substantial support from the FRG have to be seen in the context of a long-term Cold War strategy by the US to get the allies to share the burden
. Initially, the US confined itself to asking for public political support. From mid-1964 on, however, the Americans increased the pressure. In May 1964, Secretary of Defence McNamara traveled to Bonn. He asked for sending a German medical unit to Vietnam. But Erhard refused it discreetly. The German government worried that such a measure might agitate the German public who still had the fresh memory of their soldiers fighting on foreign countries
. German aversion against the solution of the war by purely military means was rooted in the country’s past of two World Wars in the 20th century.
Continuing American pressure obliged the German government to search for uncontroversial forms of support, which might impress the US and at the same time avoid domestic critics. Thus, in January 1966, the German government finally decided to send a hospital ship to Vietnam. The Americans considered this decision as unsatisfactory. However, the American pressure reduced at last. The persistent reluctance of the Germans led the US finally to the realisation that a visible contribution was no longer possible.
(2) France and the Vietnam War
 : 
Vietnam policy as a means of overcoming the Cold War
The Vietnam War provided General de Gaulle with a unique opportunity to dream of an ambitious international order : ‘concert of great powers’ order, which, he hoped, would enable other powers next to the United States and the Soviet Union to play an important role on the world stage. To achieve his challenging goal, he did not hesitate to use this regional conflict. 

Born in 1890, General de Gaulle was thinking in the 19th century terms. In his way of thinking, the nation was the only reality which could be regarded as an actor in international relations. Moreover, he strongly believed in a concert of nations like a Concert of Europe in the 19th century. But in the context of the Cold War, such a concert had to be a replacement of the American-Soviet dual concert, because the Cold War restricted French independence and sovereignty, whereas it enabled the US to legitimately exercise its leadership in the name of Free World. Immediately after he returned to power, he declared that “France belongs to, but not being imprisoned in” the Western Free World
. This statement clearly reflects General de Gaulle’s view on national independence.

Such a belief, along with his experience of Algerian War, formed his conviction that the Vietnam War was essentially an internal conflict, that Vietnamese nationalism could not be stopped by any external actor, and that American involvement in Vietnam was doomed to fail. Building on these thoughts, it can be said that de Gaulle “had a critique of American policy in Indochina even before the United States had a policy in Indochina”
. 

Before American ‘More Flags’ program began, Charles de Gaulle had already committed himself to the situation in Vietnam. His diplomatic efforts to bring an end to the conflict began in 1963. In the summer of that year internal situation in South Vietnam deteriorated drastically. Saigon regime, which is quite unpopular among South Vietnamese, came into open conflict with the Buddhists. By this time France felt she could no longer remain silent. Thus, on 29 August 1963, General de Gaulle expressed his conviction that outside interference must be removed from Vietnam and that Vietnamese people could count on France for their national efforts in pursuit of self-determination
. This was the first public statement on Vietnam since his return to power. 
Between 1964 and 1965, especially between the Gulf of Tonkin incident of August 1964 and the first American bombardment of North Vietnam of February 1965, his anti-war campaign reached at its height. General de Gaulle intensified the criticism of US actions and made repeatedly neutrality proposals. The offer of a practical, realistic alternative to US military interventionist policy constituted a fundamental aspect of General de Gaulle’s Asian diplomacy.
In January, France suddenly announced the establishment of diplomatic relations with the People’s Republic of China (PRC). In his press conference at the Élysée Palace on 31 January 1964, de Gaulle suggested links between diplomatic recognition of the PRC and the solution of Vietnam War, saying that “there can be neither war nor peace in Asia without the involvement of China. Any eventual neutrality agreement for the states of Southeast Asia would be absolutely inconceivable without her”, and concluded that neutralization of Indochina “seems, at the present time, to be the only situation compatible with the peaceful existence and progress of the people concerned”
. On 23 July 1964 and on 4 February 1965, he made a public appeal to reconvene the Geneva Conference as early as possible
. In addition, at various international meetings (SEATO, UN Security Council and NATO), France did not hesitate to reveal to the public its opposition to the US war effort. 
Besides declarative policy, de Gaulle activated diplomatic actions behind the scenes to both sides of the antagonists : the PRC on the one hand and the United States on the other. It is in the process of diplomatic attempts to solve the Vietnam War that he hoped to transform the Cold War international order into the ‘concert of great powers’ order. Believing that the conflict in Southeast Asia could be resolved by traditional balance-of-power methods and by reconciliation of competing interests regardless of ideological differences, de Gaulle wanted the PRC and the United States to agree to a neutral buffer zone in Southeast Asia by negotiation.
To the Americans, France tried to convince of the objective balance-of-power situation in Asia and of the need to negotiate with the Chinese. From French viewpoint, the US had an overwhelming power in the Pacific region, and China could not disregard American superiority. Consequently, the actual situation would be favorable for searching for a modus vivendi by negotiation.

When George Ball, US Under Secretary, flew to Paris on 4 June to discuss Asian problems, he expressed American concern about local military situation again and again. To his American interlocutor, Couve de Murville attempted to reorient American attention from local military concern to regional balance of power between the US and China, telling that “[y]ou are the only military power in the Pacific region. China know it quite well. You cannot control the situation in South Vietnam, but you can well in the Pacific. The question is to know how balance of power in the Pacific region will be assured […] It is the Chinese that you must talk with. We think that China asks for peace and cannot take risks unless its security is directly threatened. The Chinese fear you and your military bases on the Asian continent”
. French efforts to broaden American horizons were made over and over again
.
On the other hand, in French eyes, if balance of power was to be shaped in Asia, the rise of China as a great power was indispensable. France’s diplomatic recognition of the PRC in January 1964 was a first concrete attempt to create such a balance in the Pacific region. Immediately after that decision, de Gaulle intensified diplomatic dialogues with Beijing. During these talks, he tried to remind the Chinese that the Vietnam War provided them with an opportunity to become a great power on the global scene. To the newly appointed Chinese ambassador in Paris, French President delivered his aspiration straightforwardly. “Nothing will be solved without China[…] I am in favor of convening a conference, not only because it will serve peace in Indochina and in Laos, but also because I hope that China will appear in the world diplomatically, economically and culturally, and that you will assume a proper status. For China, the situation in Southeast Asia provides a chance to capture such a status. I hope quite sincerely that China will seize this opportunity in the direction of peace, détente and cooperation”
. 
His hope was intensified when he heard the news from Beijing about the first explosion of Chinese atomic bomb in October 1964. De Gaulle congratulated it because of its eventual consequence on international relations. “It will change a balance of power in the world”
. To him, the rebirth of China as a nuclear power was of great value to the shape of his multilateral concert of great powers order.
Throughout mid-1960s, France repeatedly proposed an international conference, but she also thought it desirable that China should take the initiative of convening the conference. French passive stance on organization of a conference is explained also by his belief in a balance of power. “Organizing the conference depends on China and also other countries, above all the United States. It is not France who influences American policy. If China wants and proposes a conference, backed by France in this direction, its action may have a great reputation.”
 In that the French primary concern was to shape a balance of power in Asia by encouraging China’s revival as a great power, it can be said that France, during the Vietnam War, wanted to play a role as a balancer in Asia, rather than as a mediator of the conflict.
In spite of its considerable commitment, however, French Vietnam policy bore little fruit. Both sides obstinately insisted on some preconditions to agree to open a conference. That put the obstacles in the way of French proposal for opening a negotiation without any reservation.
In this period, the Soviets approached France to propose a joint action for mediation. 
 Although Soviet offer suited French purposes, first, to settle the conflict peacefully, and second, to enhance its global role, de Gaulle remained aloof, because the Soviet diplomat said that they would agree to an international conference on condition that the US shall stop its bombardment of North Vietnam. For France, any precondition before opening a negotiation was never acceptable. 
In the balance-of-power based world that de Gaulle dreamed of, competing national interests should have been well balanced among all the parties concerned by means of compromise and reconciliation, irrespective of ideology. In reality, however, conflicting views on prospects for the peaceful settlement between the US, China and the Soviet were so complicatedly entangled
. As long as they each set down some preconditions before a conference, there was a considerable limit to French mediation.
In the end, French diplomatic effort could not discourage policymakers in Washington from deciding on drastic escalation of the war. In February 1965, the US began bombing North Vietnam, and in March the first American military units landed on the soil of South Vietnam. The US unilateral decision finally let the French know their limitations of mediation diplomacy as a great power. Thus, de Gaulle abandoned his effort to search for a settlement of the conflict by peaceful means. Asked by his minister how to react to the US decision of the escalation, de Gaulle confessed his dismay, saying that “[i]t is enough. We have already done what we had to at proper moments. We repeated it to them through diplomatic channels and by personal messages. Nevertheless, the Americans escalated the war”
. Moreover, in the process of diplomatic attempts to settle the conflict, he wanted to shape a multilateral concert of nations, and to create a French national identity as a great power. But his failure to stop the US escalation of the war also revealed that his ambitious project was finally unsuccessful.
Even after giving up his diplomatic attempt, de Gaulle continued to advise the Americans on the peaceful settlement of the conflict. But, he had no longer shown a zeal for playing a role as a mediator
.
3. Two Paths to Return to Europe
Transatlantic disharmony triggered by the Vietnam War had significant repercussions on European national self-identity. A fluctuation of national identity among Europeans inescapably shaked the foundations of their post-war foreign policy. As we have seen, France and the FRG each experienced identity confusion during the Vietnam War. Such a self-identity crisis drove them to search for an alternative one. Thus, while these two nations took different paths during 1960s, they came to the same conclusion : ‘return to Europe’.
American pressure for visible contribution to the effort in Vietnam revealed to the Germans that disadvantage could not be avoided permanently as long as they held to the analogy between Berlin and Saigon. Consequently, the Germans, especially among senior officials, came to realize that comparisons between the German and the South Vietnamese situation should be abandoned
. Besides, growing resentment about the increasing American preoccupation with Southeast Asia permeated within the governing Christian Democratic party. The more clearly Washington’s day-to-day concern shifted from Europe to Asia, the more strongly Bonn doubted American verbal promise to defend Berlin. Worse, the Berlin-Saigon analogy was felt to be even harmful for the German ultimate goal of reunification. Thus, the American neglect of Europe because of Vietnam eventually undermined the concept of the Atlantic solidarity as the primary framework of West German foreign policy.

Meanwhile, the Vietnam War also had a serious influence upon the American balance of payments. The increasing US foreign exchange loss fueled congressional claims for force reductions in Europe, instead of criticizing Johnson’s commitment in Vietnam. Indeed, it cannot be denied that Vietnam had a negative impact on troop deployments in Europe. The remarkable decrease in quantity and quality of American troops was obvious. Having been afraid of eventual American disengagement from Europe, the FRG indirectly supported the US war effort by purchasing huge amounts of American weapons in order to share the burden of maintaining American troops in Europe. And in the framework of the offset agreements of May 1967, Germany pledged to refrain from exchanging dollars to gold.
In spite of Germany’s monetary support, however, the drain of the dollar never stopped. Consequently, German distrust of the Bretton Wood monetary system deepened. It is quite logical that in the end of 1969, the FRG agreed to examine an European monetary cooperation in the form of the Werner plan
.
The scepticism of the transatlantic solidarity triggered by the Vietnam War led the Germans to revive their interest in Europe as the second axis of German foreign policy. From a broad perspective, we cannot ignore the particular importance of the Vietnam War in a process in which German foreign policy axis gradually changed, by putting more emphasis on European construction than on Western Free World solidarity
.
In post-war France, European framework was originally perceived to be one of the instruments for achieving French national interests : economic recovery and Franco-German reconciliation
. Faced with the global trend of decolonization in the 1950s, politicians of the Fourth Republic hoped that Europe would save the French Union. The result was, however, that Europe was not a savior, but a replacement of the French empire
. Thus, France, before de Gaulle’s return to power, had already found Europe to be an appropriate framework for creating its post-imperial identity
.
General de Gaulle, who took over a predecessors’ job of the dissolution of colonial empire, concentrated his efforts on European construction in parallel. In his eyes, Europe seemed to be a future basis for restoring France’s grandeur. But, the then Europe never satisfied him, because it remaied heavily dependent on the United States. In the early stage of his presidency, the idea of an European Political Union constituted an essential part of his international policy to eliminate American influence from European continent.
But after the failure of the plan, he turned his attention from internal Western bloc to East-West relations. At the very moment, the Vietnam War provided General de Gaulle with a unique opportunity to overcome the Cold War. He envisaged a multilateral concert of great powers order as an alternative to the present bipolar structure. Under such a world order, de Gaulle expected, several other powers alongside of the United States and the Soviet Union could assume global responsibility for peace and stability, and possess a freedom of action, so that France could restore its independence and sovereignty. But, soon later, he was confronted with Washington’s unilateral approach to Southeast Asia, which was not compatible with his world view of a multilateral concert of great powers. Finally, French diplomatic attempt to mediate in the conflict did not deter the Americans from unilaterally choosing the escalation of the war. And this failure also led to eventual abandonment of his ambitious world order project. The Vietnam War not only revealed de Gaulle’s aspiration to identify post-imperial France with a global power, but also taught him that such a dream could never come true.
Nevertheless, the failure to search for its self-identity as a global power did not immediately turn his effort to Europe. During mid-1960s, agriculture and community budget problems sparked French empty-chair policy in Brussels. A conflict between the extremes of Gaullist confederal and European federalist thinking paralyzed the development of European unification. Moreover, in 1967, de Gaulle said ‘No’ again when the British made the second application to join the EEC. French European policy in the late 1960s aggravated Franco-German relations and removed its vitality from European integration process. As a consequence, Europe remained dormant until de Gaulle left office in April 1969.
The failure of de Gaulle’s wildcat attempt to identify France with a great power on the global scene, on the other hand, gave birth to a successor with a ‘pragmatic, rationalized Gaullism’
. While Georges Pompidou inherited the spirit of his predecessor, he tried to base French national ambitions on reality. “My goal is to try to base on solid realities—economic, social, and human realities—what has thus far rested only on the prestige of a single man”
. In the process of adjusting French national identity and foreign policy basis to French power rooted in reality, he came to realize that Europe was a suitable framework for France. Thus a renewed initiative taken by Pompidou, along with German Chancellor Brandt, on December 1969 in Hagues gave fresh momentum to European integration. It is true that “[t]he 1960s”, as Max Guderzo convincingly observed, “was the decade of missed opportunities, for European construction and the strengthening of a European role within the Atlantic Alliance”
. However, on European side, a major shift in self-perception relating to Europe’s future role had already begun during the second half of the decade.
French post-war diplomatic history was, in a sense, a history of search for its national identity. Taking a broad view of French diplomacy during 1960s, General de Gaulle once tried to identify France with a global power. But after the failure of such an irrational attempt, France reappraised European framework as suitable for creating its national identity based on reality. In the case of France, ‘return to Europe’ could never be achieved without the failure of General de Gaulle’s politique de grandeur.
Conclusion
France and the FRG had different historical experiences, geographic situations, security needs and national ambitions. These factors formed their divergent reactions towards the US war effort in Vietnam.
However, faced with Americanization of the war, these two European countries came to realize that neither absolute ‘dependency’, which might eventually do Europeans harm, nor complete ‘independence’, which almost everybody except de Gaulle thought fantastic, were possible for the permanent foundations of their foreign policy and national identity. As a consequence, they rediscovered European framework. It was not until France and the FRG, through different paths, came to the similar awareness, that the European integration process was able to revive at the end of the 1960s.
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