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”A l’interieur d’un déterminisme historique fondamentale - qui, sur la très longue période, me paraît contraignant - les hommes qui contribuent à former l’opinion publique, et qui ensuite sont investis des responsabilités, ont des moyens d’être utiles ou nuisibles. En ce sens, il n’est pas sans intérêt de réfléchir à l’influence positive ou négative qui a pu être celle de tel ou tel homme.”
  (Pierre Mendès France, 1976)

When Pierre Mendès France became head of government and of the Foreign office in France on June 17, 1954, he had promised to manage a stop for the colonial war in Indochina. He promised to participate in the Geneva conference and either makes peace in Indochina within a month or resign. And he kept his promise. On July 21, France signed the peace treaty for Indochina, which gave way for a separation of Vietnam in one north part and one south part, and for the new independent states of Laos and Cambodia. Pierre Mendès France had got an end to long history of French warfare in Indochina, but the triggering fact was the French loss of Dien Bien Phu on May 7 1954. France tried thereafter to get a peace that gave as much advantage as possible for the allied states of Laos and Cambodia.

Right after the Geneva treaty Pierre Mendès France flew to Tunis and began negotiations toward internal sovereignty for Tunisia. But on November 1 there was an outbreak of revolt in Algeria and Pierre Mendès France was in the house of Parliament accused of disloyalty, softness and for abandoning the French colonies. However, he went forward with his proposals and announced a plan for reforms in Algeria, appointed the Gaullist Jacques Soustelle as Governor General of Algeria and accepted a parliamentary debate on North Africa for early February. In the debate Mendès France was accused of setting no limits to France’s concessions and Mendès France was brought down by an absolute majority on a vote of confidence on February 5, 1955.

For seven months and two weeks Pierre Mendès France led the French government. He began with taking France out of an eight-year-long colonial war in Indochina but was overthrown by a new - and disastrous - sort of colonial war in Algeria. Why did he succeed in Indochina? And why did he fail in North Africa? 

What to learn from Pierre Mendès France?

Pierre Mendès France was born in Paris in 1907 and he died in the same city 1982. He had a long career on the very inside of French political life, but his first steps on this ladder was taken already as a young law student. He became the president of a radical student organisation in 1924 and was co-opted by the Radical party, for which he became France’s youngest deputé at the age of twenty-five. He worked in Léon Blum’s department of finance during the left-wing government 1938. He also published a thesis about the finance policy of Poincaré and also a book about international banking and European integration already in 1930. 

Pierre Mendès France was arrested in 1940, for deserting the army, but the real cause was that he also tried to enrol “France Libre!” which had been initiated by Charles de Gaulle. Being a Jew, Pierre Mendès France was an easy prey for the Vichy government. He was sentenced to six years in prison, but managed to escape and joined de Gaulle in 1942. He was also appointed finance minister in de Gaulle’s government 1944, but left 1945. Thereafter he was representing France in ECOSOC from 1947 until 1951.

He already in 1950 condemned the French war in Indochina and was named “Cassandra” though it showed he was right in his prejudging of the war as a lost one. He criticised France for not promoting economic equality in Indochina and the war not to be economically reasonable. After an interview in May 1953 where he said that the possibilities for negotiations in Indochina were getting worse every day, he was in June 1953 only thirteen votes from being appointed Prime Minister. The Communist party voted against him, the Gaullist Party abstained. In his speech, before the voting in Assemblé National, he said that “France do not stops at the Mediterranean” and about European France that “the métropol is not a sufficient base” for French lifestyle, independence and civilisation.
   

He was appointed Prime Minister in 1954 and left that office in 1955. After the new parliamentary elections in January 1956 Pierre Mendès France was appointed minister again, but this time only as foreign minister. But he left his post already in May 1956 after controversies over Algeria with the socialist Prime Minister Guy Mollet. In February 1959 Mendès France declared himself “hors du Parti Radical” (outside the Parti Radical) to which he has belonged since the twenties. In 1959 he joined the new-born Parti Socialiste Autonome (PSA), founded in 1958 by a minority from the socialist party (SFIO) as protest against French warfare in Algeria. PSA joined in 1960 other left groups in forming Parti Socialiste Unifié (PSU). Pierre Mendès France was also candidate for PSU in the elections 1962 and 1967 in Grenoble. The latter year he was elected, but lost his seat in the elections in May 1968.

In the presidential elections 1965, the first popular elections, where de Gaulle and Mitterrand was main candidates, Pierre Mendès France supported Mitterrand wholeheartedly. He also participated in student protests against the Gaullist French state in May 1968 with the parole “Dix ans, c’est assez!” (Ten years, that’s enough!). When de Gaulle died in 1970 Mendès France wrote a obituary which was quite sharp, he was not any longer so friendly to his old colleague from the war and the first years after the war. Mendès France travelled a lot in these years, and as an irony of fate he was not allowed to visit Hanoi, though he was treated as a French official.

Pierre Mendès France had two heart attacks (1967 and 1972) and had to calm down his political career. He did not candidate in the 1973 elections, but worked as a “grey eminence” during the seventies, especially in the Middle East conflict. The conflict including Israel had been in focus for his interest since a long time and his second wife - and colleague from the fifties - Marie-Claire Mendès France has as a tribute to this work founded a Mendès France Peace Centre in Jerusalem. Pierre Mendès France died in his home - on the same day in November as de Gaulle did twelve years earlier – on November 18, 1982.

But what is there to learn about International Politics from Mendès France's few months as French prime minister?

The two most common explanations to the failure of Pierre Mendès France in North Africa is put forward for the first time - as I know - in a book from 1957. The author is an English journalist, Alexander Werth, and the book is named ”The strange history of Pierre Mendès France and the Great Conflict over French North Africa”. Although Werths book is a bit of a hero portrait over a ”sincere and tortured man” as the authors call him, Werth has also written an analytical political study and really tries to understand Mendès France’s efforts and failures. In 1957 Mendès France was still active in the political debate over Algeria, and Werths conclusions has the freshness of a contemporary view. Werth is focusing on Mendès France unwillingness to ”play the game” and underlines his unwillingness to adapt to French political life. Werth mentions also that Mendès France had no party with him. Pierre Mendès France tried to conquer the president post of the Radicals in 1955, with the help of some followers in Club des Jacobins, but never really succeeded in getting a long-termed support from the party.
 These two explanations - unwilling to play the political game and without a party organisation backing him - are still the two most common explanations in the literature that is interested in the person Mendès France and his active political life.

These two explanations are often referred to as a special political style.
 Pierre Mendès France is seen as someone, who brings about a new kind of politics, he was not seen as primarily forcing substantial policy changes but new political manners. He did not trusted in party organisations; he wanted to address himself directly to the people, for instance his radio speeches at Saturdays. He also made up an agenda with issues to solve before he was elected Prime Minister by the parliament, and he then took care of the issues on the agenda, one after another. That was something new in French political life where most of the many governments had tried compromises and more or less ”administrating” politics rather than leading it or trying to make any changes. Pierre Mendès France tried to change, not only policy but also the very nerves of French political life. Of course he failed, says many. France was not ready for a man whom did not play the game and was not a prominent man of a specified political party. But in May-June 1958, when de Gaulle came to power, there was a change, France being ready or not.

I would like to put quite another focus on Pierre Mendès France's success and failure in early French de-colonisation policy. I am not primarily interested in, as many earlier political scientists and historians had been, his possession of the post as Prime Minister, foreign minister or as founder of a special French ideological blend of left-liberalism. Instead I am going to show how and why the same innovative idea hold by the same person - a special conception of French national identity - could have been politically prominent in solving one colonial crisis (the Indochina war), but was neither able to solve another colonial crisis (Algeria) nor be a foundation for a political strategy for North Africa. 

I suggest that the conditions for individual’s ideas to penetrate the political life are important - but neglected  - factors for explaining a chain of foreign policy events.
 I also suggest that these conditions depend on who the individual bearer of the idea is and which position he/she has. In the expression “position” in this study, I include official role, cognitive beliefs, skills and personality.
 All these variables are also defined in opposition to those closest to the individual, which means that I have to put effort on characterising the men and women around Pierre Mendès France. 

I will argue that we can use these cases to develop a framework on ideas, individuals and identities in International Politics that leads us to a better general understanding of foreign policy outcome.
 Why did France, at last, admitted Indochina independence but denied the same status for North Africa? We have two cases of de-colonisation, which have more in common than they differ, but in the first case there was negotiations which led to independence and in the second there was not - despite the fact that there were pressure for national independence in both cases. Why do France act so differently in two cases of territorial secessions? 

The most possible explanation should be some kind of national preference that could accept independence in Indochina but not in North Africa. National preferences are not founded in a vacuum, they are - in foreign policy - an outcome of policy processes which include ideas of national identity and discussions between a foreign policy elite. These discussions and this policy formation are grounded in national sentiment and national opinion. The process of conflicting identity concepts and conflicting individuals in de-colonising France is here penetrated and used as cases for developing a general model of foreign policy outcome which focus not on information processing or beliefs, but instead would be seen as a challenger to the traditional models of rational actor as well as to the organisational/bureaucratic model and the president/decision group model.
 Not that any of this models has stood unchanged, or unchallenged, since Allison wrote his study of the Cuban Missile Crisis, but still they structure very well the different perspectives that are common in foreign policy studies. Even in the studies of foreign policy changes that explicitly focus on ideas and more constructivist thoughts, the underlying theoretical assumptions is one of the three models mentioned above.
 But it is possible or even desirable, to leave these well-working models out of our study?

Identity as an explaining tool

I would like to argue that it is both desirable and possible to leave out both rational actor, bureaucratic politics, presidential decision making and decision groups. Perhaps we will return to them, from quite another angle, when this study is accomplished. I would like to put forward the concepts of identity, individuals, conflicts and innovations.

What is this concept “identity”? In the late 1990’s literature on identity in International Politics begun to grow into more or less a sub-discipline it its own. Most of the writers and researchers in International Politics
 consider identity as a stretched concept, maybe over-stretched. However, it can be said to have the nucleus of a property concept. Identity is equivalent to a quality or property of someone. Identity calls for a created individual - I argue that identity is tied to self-cognition.

Identity is a concept built on an empirical distinction between “us” and “them”. Often it is said that your own identity is seen as reverse image of “them”. Identity is then a concept defined by what it is not and not by what its essential core is. Identity is in some other cases defined as our conception of whom or what "I" or "me" am. But also this conception is shaped against what is different, what is not ourselves.
 In modern political science the concept emanate from Hegel and Marx supposing that identity is not given from the beginning, but is formed in interaction with others. An actor will have an identity first when he/she has interacted with others and have recognition from them. The key to understand identity is consequently self-description or self-image. In this school of thought we also recognise both a focus on conflicting identities and a process of reshaping identities.
 

In the following we are going to discuss a collective identity in terms of “national identity”, we can of course not generalise from man to nation, but have to see national identity as a metaphor for a national “self”.

Identity can be seen as a form of supra-value that, through various strategies, demands a certain type of action. But the real scientific problem with theories of identity is that a lack of identity is almost impossible. Could we exist at all without identity? Or could a nation exist without an identity? Probably not. The concept of identity is therefore near being an empty concept. We know it is there, but it will not really help us understand why and when the actor did what he/she did, because the so-called explaining factor was there all along. But, for the same reason, in cases of identity formation - especially considering nations and states - it could be useful because we are able to explain a certain action with the struggle to form an identity.
 

To have the concept ”identity” a useful tool for researchers in contemporary politics we have to move forward from the discussion of identity or not, to which identity and whose identity. Can there be more than one national identity? If there are more than one concept of identity in politics which of them is the most salient in the nation? Can the struggle between possible identities be seen as an equivalent to identity formation? And how could identity help us to understand the choice of policy actions?

I will in the following try to discuss the answer to each of these questions as arguments for my research design. 

Can there be more than one identity? In the most banal of senses the answer is of course no. Identity is identity is identity, to imitate Gertrude Stein. But if we take the concept of identity seriously we must admit that there could not be an identity in the whole nation, or the whole society or the whole anything else. There could only be one identity for each person, but when you aggregate all these people there could – possibly – be more than one identity in one nation. There could be groups that felt very strongly that their conception of their nation is right and others groups’ conception is wrong. So there could be competing identities in one nation, if we look at the people inside the borders. Then you could not speak about “a national identity” but of “national identities”. A nation with several identities is not per se a nation in some kind of crisis. Identities could be tied to special spheres were they can operate independently of each other. But in this perspective identity would slide over to a social attitude or individual social belonging. 

For analytical reasons national identity - which is a macro phenomenon - ought to be seen as - following the French Annales-school - levelled. We have one fundamental level, which is not open to adjustments. Ferdinand Braudel compared it to the bottom of the sea. This fundamental level is more or less impossible to analyse directly, because it moves so slowly that we are all element of it ourselves. But it could be traced through a power analysis. Power relations between agents who are involved in the discourse could express the foundations of identity. A more flexible level we can call "mentalité" (mentality). A mentality is possible to change, and it expresses itself through its discourse. And it is through discourse mentality can be shown. Mentality is therefore a kind of deep-sea stream, also shaped by the bottom of the sea but also shaping the waves. At the top we have articulated arguments, called statements - the waves. That is the level that is most common to analyse. But they are only consequences of power relations and discourse, and to study them without the latter will never explain its determining power.

We then have a concept that consists of three levels: foundation, mentality and arguments. The way to analyse these levels is through social discourse (mentality) and through rhetoric content (arguments). Through an analysis of rhetoric content, discourse and power relations among the foreign policy elite it is possible to, in some more or less general meaning, identify the national identity and the national mentality that lies behind the articulated statements in foreign policy arguments.

Figure 1.1 The identity conception and levels of analysis
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We know from earlier research that elite conceptions are extremely valuable as explanations for explaining foreign policy actions.
 It means that conceptions of national identity held by the foreign policy elite, must be more decisive for foreign policy than for instance conceptions of identity held by party leaders or lobby groups. To understand foreign policy actions by identity conceptions, we then have to identify the conception of national identity in the foreign policy elite. This identity conception must be the most determinant for choice of national foreign policy. But how do we identify national identity if there are more than one conception of identity among the foreign policy elite? That is our second question, namely, can the struggle between identities be seen as an equivalent to identity formation?

Erik Ringmar points out that an identity explanation demands a state of identity formation period.
 Could a struggle between competing identities be the same kind of formative moment as an identity formation period? If we state that elite conception of national identities are most determinant for choice of foreign policy actions we must also admit that an unclear conception of national identity among the elite could be equivalent to an identity formation. Additionally we know that in situations of great complexity individuals has more chance of getting their conceptions deciding the outcome.
 This leads us to focus on individual positions to understand why a certain person could force his/her concept on the collective. 

These two facts - that elite conceptions are most important and that great complexity improve individuals to have impact - give us the possibility to draw a theoretical conclusion about identity. If there is a struggle about identity among the foreign policy elite, the individual policy maker who could empower his/her conception could have it as the foundation foreign policy. A struggle over policy is in that meaning also a struggle between individuals over national identities. Conflicts about identity conceptions are almost always also discourse conflicts. In a power struggle the identity discourse is used to empower a certain identity concept. And that is our third question, how could these conceptions of identity help us to understand the choice of national policy actions?

This struggle between identities is, I suggest, a necessary condition for identity-explanation. I mentioned above that the most important challenge for explanations of ideas and identities is to show how it could be falsified. I mean that if we try not to put identity against something else, but try to identify formative moments for identity formation - or equivalent - and also try to discuss “what identity” not “if identity” we could theoretically move forward. If we mean that identity is always at hand, the interesting hard work lies in showing how, why and when beliefs about identity is a decisive element in foreign policy. By that we can come closer to a causal explanation of consequences in foreign policy. It means that I try to connect a certain idea of identity, to a certain person, to a certain kind of discourse, to a certain kind of rhetoric content, to a certain consequence and then show this chain in the empirical material. In each step in the research process I have to tell what idea, policy or consequence a falsification instead would demand. 

To put it more concrete, if Pierre Mendès France did not have a conception of national identity in either of the cases, then my work will not provide any support for identity concepts to explain anything at all. If, on the other hand, my work shows evidence for a distinct conception of national identity, developed in discourse struggle with others, to be at hand in both cases, we have to investigate the specified conditions for an idea to be decisive. Conditions are, in terms of what I mentioned above, official role, cognitive beliefs, skills, personality and also the character of the situation. These conditions are elements in the theoretical framework with which I would like to supplement the literature.
 

I mean that it is quite possible for me to find that there was not at all a struggle between identities among the foreign policy elite. That is the most important way to falsify my hypothesis. It is also quite possible to find that Pierre Mendès France did change his national identity conception between the two cases. If so, there is not a strong possibility to say that his identity conception vas decisive for his success or failure. Another way of falsifying the idea-of-identity-explanation is to find that other things in the Algerian case overthrew Pierre Mendès France. There could for instance be other political issues at stake or economic aspects of warfare. But in this study, identity is used as a tool for understanding foreign policy outcome.

France as a case

In this study I am interested in explaining how come that Pierre Mendès France could manage to get his foreign policy approved in the Indochina-case but not in the Algeria-case. Consequently, how could we explain – using identity and focusing the individual policy maker – the success 1954 in Indochina and the failure 1955 in Algeria? France was in the middle of the fifties in a kind of “identity crisis” with a horrible second world war in mind, huge welfare problems and also a dark legacy from the Vichy regime. I will try to prove that there was competing conceptions of national identity among the French foreign policy elite at that time and also that this different identity conceptions is a determinant for the outcome in Indochina and Algeria.

In this study I do not treat France or French de-colonisation policy as "cases" in the comparativist's vocabulary. Instead I look at the Indochina-case as one case and the Algerian case as one, but both of them framed by French de-colonisation policy. The two cases - Indochina and Algeria - are heuristic in the meaning that I will try to show that Indochina was a threshold for France and national identity. Algeria was, on the other hand, the first case where to implement the new policy. France had not been very successful in her policy toward the colonies. At Madagascar there was in 1945 a big upheaval, which ended with a bloodshed. In Algeria there had been many protests against French rule, and seeing France being occupied had shown an imperial weakness never sawn before. In Indochina a nationalist movement had grown stronger during the Japanese occupation 1941-45. So, after the peace treaty in 1945 in Europe, France had many fronts left to fight. 

No-one of the European powers beside France had been both occupied, accessory and allied at the same time! And this status caused doubts and discussions about France's position in the world. For Charles de Gaulle - the leader of "la Résistance" - France had to become a great  political power again; for Pierre Mendès-France, France rather had to take the opportunity of economic modernisation. For many intellectuals at Paris' left bank France should live up to her national values of humanity and dignity, which should give way for a third world policy with de-colonisation and independence for all colonies.
 France's fifties was a decade of ideological cleavages, political weakness and colonial war - and all that in a situation where France certainly was not clear over what "France" was.

The situation in France is in my study a way of pointing at a kind of explanation that often has been overseen. Colonisation and colonial power are certainly not a unique period in European history, but de-colonisation came very abrupt - after World War II - and was also rapid. In a few years from 1947 until 1960 were nearly (but Portugal) all colonised territories independent. For France de-colonisation came along with Indochina 1954 and stopped with Algeria 1962, although France has several minor territories left until today. In eight years France lost all its international  "grandeur" at the same time as it was being made ready for a gaullist economic modernisation. This process must be a good example of a re-invented national identity. Other European examples could also been Portugal after Salazar in the 1970's and Britain loosing India. 

But France has some advantages for my study, namely that it was on both sides in the World War, that there surely were conflicting attitudes in de-colonisation issues in the elite - manifested through two colonial wars nearly leading to a coup - and that she had a turbulent national situation with unstable coalition governments. These three circumstances are important if the identity explanation should have a chance of turning out to be interesting. I have chosen France and French de-colonisation policy to a) show that identity could be important and b) show how identity could explain. The aim is to construct a general model of the process through which national identity and individuals could have impact in international politics. Because of that aim my cases should be as illustrative as possible so that all steps in the chain could be formulated. In another study this chain ought to be examined and then taken to test by at least one case which is not as generous to the theory as my cases are here.

How to do it

France did left Indochina in august 1954 after a negotiation between the nationalist movement, France, the United States and the Soviet union. France did left Algeria in July 1962 after an eight year long war, a negotiation between the nationalist movement and France and a referendum in both Algeria and France. In both cases I am going to convince the reader that a special conception of national identity - worn by Pierre Mendès-France - has a certain explanatory power.

In Indochina France - and Pierre Mendès-France - was standing before a new kind of problem: how to cope with de-colonisation? I claim that the Indochina case was a policy shift in French foreign policy where Pierre Mendès-France served as a policy-entrepreneur with new ideas. He won acclamation among both voters and elite for his conception of French identity and could negotiate on the foundation of that, knowing that his conception of French identity was accepted. When he was ready to get along and solve the Algerian crisis on the foundation of the same conception of French identity, this conception no longer was applicable. He met a strong opinion in the Parliament against his solution and had to resign. Why?

Identity conceptions are in this study seen as falling apart in three parts: foundations, mentality and arguments. These three can be studied through power relations, discourse and rhetoric content. The simplest answer to the question above - Why? - is that Pierre Mendès-France's conception of French identity was not at all levels compatible with his political adversaries conception. Mendès-France's arguments/rhetoric content had been inside the same mentality/discourse as the foreign policy elite's conception in the Indochina case, but he did not notice that the Algerian case had another discourse, built on another foundation/power relation.

In this study I am going to discuss why and how France was a nation in an identity crisis, identify the foreign policy elite and the parliamentary elite who was directly involved in de-colonisation policy, analyse the identity conceptions in the Indochina case and in the Algerian case. After that I am going to trace Pierre Mendès-France's conceptions of France and demonstrate in which steps of the process his conceptions deviate from his adversaries. Finally, I will by using the experiences of the study discuss a possible general model of identity explanations in international politics.  

Figure 1.2 Operative scheme and research "material"
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In both cases - Indochina and Algeria - I will analyse relevant debates and speeches which were hold publicly. I will also analyse political writings which were aimed for a public. This analyse tries to characterise the arguments through rhetoric content. With help of these arguments I will identity central concepts in the discourse and also try to discover the rules that holds some concepts out of the discourse and allow others. The discourse is a more wide range of written and spoken material, but with help of the arguments which came from the rhetoric content I am sure that a relevant limit can be implemented. I will in this purpose analyse both newspapers, literature, art and more personal writings. By looking at the discourse through the arguments some individuals and relations between individuals will show up. As a result I am going to have both these people who actually "wear" the discourse, and also the more common known power elite. By characterising their relations and the relations between them and the policy process I will be able to trace the foundations of a French national identity in de-colonisation policy.

In the next stage I will analyse the identity conception of Pierre Mendès-France through his collected writings. I am in a systemised way contrast his arguments, his mentality and his foundations to the results of the both cases above. By this, I will be able to demonstrate in which steps his conceptions did not correspond to the national conception in this policy area, and so also mark out the limits for an individual's efforts in international politics. 
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� There are several studies in the 90s with a constructivist approach hiding traditional explaining models. In Checkel (1997) focus is on rational actors who learn from authorized institutions, in Ringmar (1996) the swedish king enters the thirty years war to give the nation an identity and in Sikkink (1993) human rights become official US foreign policy because it was apprehended as the rational way to secure peace and US national interest. 


�  The concept has a long history in political science, but has been modernised by anthropology before coming inside the theoretical world of International Politics. See also Hudson 1997. 


�  Discussion in Lundgren 1998.


�  Bartelson (in Statsvetenskapligt lexikon) 1997.


�  For a good example of using the concept in this way, see Ringmar 1996.


� I will discuss further methodological arguments in the section ”How to do it”.


�  For examples see George 1980, Wertzberger 1990, Singer & Hudson 1992, Checkel 1997, and Demker 1998.


�  Ringmar 1996.


�  Allan 1994 and Gustavsson 1999.


� In Demker 1998 I presented eight conditions for an explanation based on a learning process to be at hand. Four of them are stipulated (few persons, a situation of formulating alternatives, demanding special skill, not a routine decision) and four are to be found in the empirical material (institutions generating ideas, policy entrepreneurs, real policy shift and presence of historical parallels). The argument in this paper are, although we are concerned with explanations to policy output and not to why a certain change took place at a certain time, a development of the results from that study. Through the more deep study presented in this paper I hope to construct a model, not only come up with the conditions.


� Azar 2000
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