THE STRUGGLES OF GYPSY: Miss Gypsy
Rose Lee, ever a lively feature of the
entertainment scene, has unexpectedly
succeeded in writing an un-lively
book. In the elegantly titled “Gypsy:
A Memoir” (Harper, $3.95) she tells
of her childhood days in tanktown
vaudeville, her entry into burlesque,
and finally her rise to glory in the
Ziegfeld Follies. She ends on her de-
parture for Hollywood and presuma-
bly another book will follow. This
may well be a better one, for the
only part of the current memoir that
shows brightness comes at the end
where Gypsy ends the preoccupation
with her indomitable mother, who as
Madam Rose shepherded flocks known
as Madam Rose and Her Dancing
Daughters around vaudeville circuits.
Both Gypsy and her younger sister
(June Havoe, to be) were members
of these bedraggled groups and it is
with the mother’s efforts to make a
living from show business that this
book largely deals. Yet it is in the
way she handles her mother that
Gypsy herself lets the reader down.
As presented here, Madam Rose lacks
even the appeal of that other in-
domitable stage mother, Mrs. Sandra
Berle. But why? Gypsy obviously
thinks Madam Rose is a rare char-
acter indeed and it is even possible
that the experiences so lovingly re-
counted here might, if told at a party,
be side-splittingly funny. Yet Gypsy
has failed to give her mother’s ruth-
less determination any basic motiva-
tion. Was Madam Rose a thwarted
actress herself? Did she love money—
or did she just like to travel? No
effort is made to explain the intrepid
lady, with the result that she appears
callous, depressingly eccentric, and
at times cruel. Her clever remarks
have a raucous edge that rob them
of humor. The grasping way she fights
for her rights with theatre owners
might be amusing if she were not
at the same time graspingly victim-
izing the girls in her troupe. When
at last Madam Rose and her private
menagerie are dumped on a chicken
farm, the book shows some life. But
this is page 306 of a 337-page book.
A little late, Gypsy—but better luck
with the next.
—ALLEN CHURCHILL,
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.. .will be your World Cruise aboard the S.S. President Polk, S. S. President
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France vs. America

“Diversity of Worlds,”” by August
Heckscher and Raymond Aron
(Viking. 178 pp. $3.50), restates and
clarifies the discussions which took
place last year at Arden House between
apparently unreconcilable French and
American delegations. Our reviewer,
Lewis Galantiére, author of “Century
of Total War,” has been a student of
international affairs for more than
thirty-five years.

By Lewis Galantiére

N MARCH 1956 a meeting took
‘ place at Arden House between
twenty-five Americans and eighteen
Frenchmen. Its sponsor was the World
Peace Foundation whose president,
Professor Arnold Wolfers of Yale, was
in the chair. Neither side made the
mistake of overloading its representa-
tion with people who knew the other
country intimately. The exchange of
views could thus be a true expression
of the limits of mutual comprehension.
At least two papers seem to have
been submitted in advance. The
French delegation was particularly
struck by the statement in the Foun-
dation paper that “If one were to
compare Americans and Frenchmen”
in matters of conformism and intel-
lectual interests “one would come to
the working hypothesis that Ameri-
cans were better educated, more in-
terested in issues not directly related
to their family and personal lives . .
less stereotyped in their opinions . ..
and more tolerant of ideas critical of
themselves and of their views.”
The task of restating and clarifying
the discussions was entrusted to
Raymond Aron, French historian and
publicist whose analysis of American
policy has been consistently objective
and even friendly for many years, and
to August Heckscher, formerly chief
editorial writer of the New York
Herald Tribune and a sympathetic
student of French affairs. Their con-
tributions are made in separate chap-
ters in this book entitled “Diversity of
Worlds”’—not in collaboration.
Concerning what unites France and
America the forty-three debaters
seem to have had little to say. There
is Lafayette, there is democracy, there
is, of course, the Soviet menace; but
as to this last we appear to be more

divided in our views about how to
meet it than united in our determina-
tion to oppose it.

M. Aron’s chapters let us know that
the French delegation were concerned
almost altogether with American for-
eign policy. The French, they said, are
as favorable to the American civiliza-
tion as anybody is, but “community
of civilization does not necessarily im-
ply political solidarity.” Whether they
were thinking of Ambassador By-
roade and Nasser, Sir Arthur Hen-
derson and Hitler, or Louis XIV and
the Grand Turk, we cannot say. What
is true is that French intellectuals are
incurious about our civilization. The
press suffices as their source. Except
for Jean Gottman’s geographic studies
and Mme., Magny’s book on the Amer-
ican novel, I know no serious French
work on any aspect of American life
since Siegfried wrote in 1928.

OUR foreign policy is another mat-
ter: it impinges on their existence in
a way they like to think our civiliza-
tion does not. The United States, says
the French delegation, is guilty of “a
narrow and systematic anti-Commu-
nism and an obsession with mili-
tary measures of doubtful neces-
sity.” Mr. Dulles takes alternately
a “menacing” and a “protective” at-
titude to France which is offensive.
At the same time he shows himself
“partial to Adenauer.” The French are
not looked upon as a first-class ally:
they rank third after Britain and Can-
ada; indeed they are tied for third
place with West Germany. In ¢olonial
matters the American position is in-
tolerable. We defend Asian and Afri-
can national aspirations as “irresist-
ible” where the French are its vie-
tims, but give it another name where
American interests are concerned,
e.g., in China. We press for federalism
in Europe, but when the French strive
to federate their empire we call it
colonialism.

M. Aron concludes that at Arden
House there was “agreement regard-
ing the disagreement” between the
parties, and he adds dryly that this “in
no sense constitutes a basis for com-
mon action.” Courteously, he as well
as lets us know that the party was a
fiasco.

If that was the case, Mr. Heckscher
gives us no hint of it. M. Aron knows
better than to endorse all the French
views he reports, and that some of

them—though we need to hear them—
are half-truths. He knows that NATO
is not a measure of “doubtful neces-
sity,” least of all for France; that
Washington’s “partiality” to Aden-
auer is nol pro-Germanism but satis-
faction with Adenauer’s unshakable
anti-Sovietism, and that this cannot
be altogether bad for France. He
knows also that French suspicion of
the purposes of the Marshall Plan
turned out to be not only false but
base; and how regrettable it is that
this should have taught nothing to his
fellow intellectuals. If he does not say
these things it is presumably because
he considered that his business was
not to write his own views altogether
but to report what his compatriots had
said.

MR. HECKSCHER, too, knew bet-
ter than to fall in with, probably, a
good deal of nonsense spoken by the
Americans at table. But unlike M.
Aron he refers little to the American
side of the dialogue and uses his own
remarkable insight into French affairs
to write three admirable essays: on
the French empire, on culture and de-
mocracy, on present problems of co-
Ionialism. No American has ever put
the classic French position more
soothingly, thoughtfully, and elo-
quently, nor answered it with gen-
tler firmness on America’s behalf.

The French, Mr. Heckscher implies,
do not have a colonial policy, they
have a concept of empire. It is ex-
traordinary that at Arden House it
should have been an American who
spoke as if Riviére, Foucauld, Psichari,
Lyautey—I would add, Saint-Exupéry
—still lived: “France as a whole has
kept in some profound way the sense
that its destiny is to be more than
France, that it has a mission to rep-
resent something more than European
ideas or Western culture.” How fine
is his definition of the French con-
cept of freedom: “The perfection of
personality within a culture where
the rights of the individual are made
secure.” How well he puts the French
case against industrialism: “What is
really at stake is the French person-
ality, the original character of a civ-
ilization.” The question is, are these
things still true about France? Mr.
Heckscher sees that the younger gen-
eration may not share these Sieg-
friedian concepts. And his insight,
meanwhile, does not prevent him from
pointing out that, for good or for ill,
the overwhelming preponderance of
power in the free world rests with
the United States, and that the prob-
lem is “how two free nations, respect-
ing each other, needing each other,
yet totally dissimilar in military and
economic strength, can manage their
joint affairs successfully.”



