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When Lenard Berlanstein asked us to consider presenting a history

of the Society for French Historical Studies (SFHS) at the fiftieth-

anniversary meeting in Paris, we were skeptical at best. Who, we won-

dered, could possibly be interested in the history of an academic organi-

zation, even our own? But thanks to some archival sleuthing byDaleVan

Kley and John Rule and to a documentary bequest by Evelyn Acomb,

we discovered a rich vein of correspondence and other materials that

convinced us that our original skepticism was wrong.1 The history of the

SFHS, it turned out, was fascinating and not without surprise. By delv-

ing into the early years of our organization, we could see just how far

French history à l’américaine has come.

In the mid-1950s our field was an intellectual backwater, and the

American media showed little understanding of France. ‘‘Even the New
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We would like to thank Lenard Berlanstein, immediate past executive director of the SFHS,

for having encouraged us to pursue this early history, and Dale Van Kley, who, with the help of

John Rule, rediscovered the SFHS archives buried, uncataloged, in the rare book library of Ohio

State University. Bob Kreiser spoke up at the right moment, letting us know that Evelyn Acomb

had bequeathed her relevant correspondence to the society and that it was sitting in his office.

Collections of papers of Beatrice Hyslop and Lynn Case also exist and have been very helpful to

us.We would also like to thank Ellen Furlough and John L. Harvey for sharing their work with us.

1 For the history of the society there is also this very journal, French Historical Studies, itself
nearly fifty years old. The section titled ‘‘News’’ located at the back of each issue provides a gold

mine of information on the doings of SFHS members—the grants they won, the conferences they

attended, the books they published, the positions they held, and the like. The existence of this

section suggests that for many years the society remained small and intimate enough for the editor

to collect information about the comings and goings of its members. As the SFHS has grown, the

news section has shrunk, doubtless reflecting the difficulty of keeping track of hundreds of mem-

bers and their transatlantic crossings. Beyond the news, FHS has also regularly published short

biographical and historiographical sketches of leading members of the society as well as articles

on the state of the field and the problems it has faced.
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YorkTimes,’’ lamented EvelynAcomb, a historian of French laïcité, ‘‘writes
very patronizing editorials on the country.’’2 Acomb added that France

lay largely outside the concerns of North American historians. Confer-

ences on European history paid virtually no attention to France, and it

was extremely difficult to place articles devoted to the subject in either

the American Historical Review or the Journal of Modern History. In 1954

Acomb and several colleagues resolved to do something about this state

of affairs. They created the Society for French Historical Studies, and

thanks to them and to the efforts of their many successors, French his-

tory has become one of the strongest and most vital fields on this side

of the Atlantic.

By the early 1990s work written in English—mainly by American

and Canadian historians—accounted for one-third of all books and

articles on French history.3 Thanks to low airfares, laptop computers,

digital cameras, Gallica, ARTFL, and the online catalog of the Biblio-

thèqueNationale de France, research conditions have greatly improved

for American scholars, making it easier for us to do in-depth documen-

tary work.That facility has enhanced the quantity and quality of North

American scholarship. In addition to French Historical Studies, there are
two other English-language journals devoted to our field, French His-
tory and French Politics, Culture, and Society, and both the Journal of Mod-
ern History and the American Historical Review regularly publish articles

on France. Moreover, even as French publishers have reduced their

social science lists, books by U.S. historians continue to be translated.

Perhaps the best evidence of the vitality of American and Canadian

work is the record-breaking participation in the fiftieth-anniversary

meeting of the Society for French Historical Studies in Paris. The con-

ference, held at the Bibliothèque Nationale de France in June 2004,

brought together nearly nine hundred attendees, including a hearten-

ing number of recently hired assistant professors. None of this could

have happened without the efforts, fifty years ago, to create a profes-

sional organization devoted to expanding and publicizing French his-

tory, to developing an intellectual space in which a North American

historiography of France could thrive.

2 Acomb to Edward W. Fox, Nov. 18, 1954, Evelyn Acomb Papers (hereafter EAP), currently

in Washington, DC; they will be sent to the SFHS archives at Ohio State University (hereafter

SFHS/OSU).

3 Thomas J. Schaeper, ‘‘French History as Written on Both Sides of the Atlantic: A Com-

parative Analysis,’’ French Historical Studies 17 (1991): 233–48. Schaeper’s analysis of articles and

books published, as well as papers given at the annual American Historical Association meetings,

shows French history steadily on the rise among American historians.
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The Beginnings

In 1954 Evelyn Acomb took the initiative in creating a professional

organization for American historians of France.4 As president of the

NewYork Association of European Historians, Acomb complained that

only two papers at the group’s 1954 meeting were devoted to France

and that the American Historical Association (AHA) tended to neglect

French history as well. France, she added, could use some favorable

coverage in the American press. Acomb had heard of the 1950 ‘‘Con-

ference on Modern France’’ held at Princeton, although she did not

know of an abortive American ‘‘Société d’histoire de France,’’ which

apparently never held a single event.5 Along the lines of the Princeton

conference, Acomb proposed a meeting exclusively for French histori-

ans. She wanted a more prestigious venue than her own New Paltz State

College (later SUNY New Paltz), so she wrote to Edward W. Fox, who

agreed to host the first meeting at Cornell. In December 1954 a dozen

people, including Beatrice Hyslop of Hunter College, whom Acomb

had also contacted, met for drinks in Fox’s hotel room at the annual

meeting of the AHA. At that informal gathering, Hyslop, Acomb, and

Fox volunteered to serve as an ad hoc program committee for the Cor-

nell meeting.6 On April 1–2, 1955, twenty-nine people (including six

women scholars, two officials from the French Embassy—Robert Valeur

and Roger Vaurs—and Joseph Kraft from the New York Times) gathered
in Ithaca for a first, informal ‘‘Conference on French History.’’

This small group of scholars, mostly from New York and New

England, took stock of three key issues in French history: Franco-

American relations in the revolutionary era, French imperialism since

the First World War, and aspects of French labor problems since the

Second World War. All three were plenary panels, setting a precedent

that would last until 1973, when annual meetings introduced concur-

4 Acomb to Raymond Lockwood, Nov. 30, 1954, EAP. See also Beatrice F. Hyslop to Acomb,

Dec. 12, 1954, EAP. ‘‘Congratulations on the initiative,’’ Hyslopwrites. A letter fromAcomb to Ellen

Furlough, Aug. 4, 1977, EAP, recalls Acomb’s idea to found an organization, as does the latter’s

‘‘Letter on the Founding of the Society for French Historical Studies,’’ French Historical Studies 16
(1990): 702–6. See also Ellen Bullington Furlough, ‘‘Beatrice Fry Hyslop: Historian of France’’

(MA thesis, University of South Carolina, 1978), 54. Evelyn Acomb has recently left the SFHS a

generous bequest in her will.

5 Acomb to Fox, Nov. 18, 1954, EAP. The 1950 conference was published as Modern France:
Problems of the Third and Fourth Republics, ed. Edward Mead Earle (Princeton, NJ, 1951).The (Ameri-

can) ‘‘Société d’Histoire de France’’ is mentioned in Leila Seigel to David Pinkney, Sept. 17, 1956,

SFHS/OSU.The principal organizer of the society seems to have been Boris Mirkine-Guetzévitch,

deceased by 1956. The hundred dollars left in this organization’s account was apparently trans-

ferred to the SFHS. Cf. Evelyn Acomb-Walker, ‘‘Letter on the Founding of the Society for French

Historical Studies,’’ French Historical Studies 16 (1990): 704.

6 Jacques Godechot mistakenly credits Hyslop with the initiative for the Cornell meeting

(‘‘Un congrès des spécialistes américains de l’histoire de France,’’ Revue historique 214 [1955]: 207).
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rent sessions.The panel on Franco-American relations featured a paper

by Gilbert Chinard, read in his absence, with comments by Jacques

Godechot (Toulouse), Frances Childs (Brooklyn College), and Carl

Locke (National Archives). Vincent Confer (Syracuse) gave the talk on

French Imperialism, and Father Joseph N. Moody (Cathedral College)

and Jean Joughin (later of American University) spoke on labor issues.

Costs for the conference were low by present-day standards, even

allowing for inflation of 700 percent since 1955. Registration was set at

one dollar (compared to seventy dollars for the 2005 meeting, a tenfold

increase in inflation-adjusted terms). Male participants in the Cornell

meeting could stay in the college dorms for two dollars a night, while

women had the option of sharing on-campus rooms for three dollars a

night. Ithaca hotel and motel accommodations went for five or six dol-

lars each. Meals ranged from $1.45 for lunch to $2.35 for the closing

banquet (as compared to $20.00 and $50.00, respectively, in 2005).

The historians assembled at Cornell agreed to hold a second con-

ference on French history the following year at the University of Penn-

sylvania. While the founders considered the Cornell meeting their in-

augural event, the Penn gathering, held on February 3–4, 1956, became

the constitutional convention. The society was formally created, and

bylaws were drawn up. The membership fee was set at one dollar; as

David Pinkney wrote to Stanley Hoffmann that fall, ‘‘One need have

only interest and one dollar.’’7 Hyslop became the first president of

the permanent organization, charged with arranging the 1957 meet-

ing at Hunter College. Moody was named vice president and Pinkney

secretary-treasurer for a three-year term.8 Seventy-six people attended

the Penn conference, including only five women, since Hyslop was in

France as a Fulbright fellow. The East Coast was once again heavily

represented, but Pinkney arrived from Missouri, and altogether four-

teen came from other regions of the country.9 By March 1956, a month

after the society was set up, some ninety-five people had already joined

the organization, leading MartinWolfe to worry that ‘‘the membership

will undoubtedly go over 200 after the next conference. Is there any

feeling this is too large?’’10

The early history of the SFHS reminds us of the 1950s and of

7 David Pinkney to Stanley Hoffmann, Oct. 16, 1956, SFHS/OSU.

8 Pinkney was reelected for a second three-year term in 1959.

9 ‘‘List of persons attending the conference on French History at the University of Pennsyl-

vania, Feb 3 and 4, 1956,’’ EAP. According to this list, three members came from the South; two

from theWest (California); and nine from theMidwest, including one fromColorado. In his report

on the conference, Godechot generously estimated attendance at a hundred people (‘‘Etats-Unis,’’

Revue historique 216 [1956]: 186).

10 Martin Wolfe to Pinkney, Mar. 12 [1956], SFHS/OSU.
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how much certain things have changed over the past fifty years. Vir-

tually all communications relating to the early meetings occurred by

mail, since Acomb, Hyslop, and others made long-distance phone calls

with great parsimony.11 It also took several months before the corre-

spondents would address one another by their first names. Like long-

distance phone calls, air transport was still expensive in the mid-1950s,

and nonstop flights between New York and Paris had not yet begun.

Hyslop sailed to France in 1955, and organizers took for granted that it

would be too costly for colleagues to fly east fromCalifornia or even the

Midwest.12 Even so, non-easterners made it to conferences in respect-

able numbers. Joel Colton (University of North Carolina at ChapelHill)

attended the meeting at Hunter College in 1957, but he traveled by

Greyhound, since ‘‘air travel was not yet that common.’’ 13 Finally, as

important as womenhistorians were in organizing the early conferences

and in presenting papers and commentaries, Acomb and Hyslop both

found that they received far too little credit for the work they did. As

Hyslop wrote to Acomb shortly after the 1955 event, ‘‘I would never

have known your . . . role from anything said or done at Cornell.’’14

Before and during the Penn meeting in 1956, participants wran-

gled over what the new organization should be called. Some suggested

that it be named the Society for French Studies, but Hyslop insisted

that the word Historical be included to distinguish historians from the

much larger group of literary scholars. As she put it, ‘‘We certainly do

not want to have a majority of members become literary, or even art

critics. . . . We are an offshoot of the AHA and not of the [MLA].’’15

Though Hyslop’s Fulbright lectureship made her miss the Penn meet-

ing, her notion of the new organization’s identity prevailed: it would be

called the Society for French Historical Studies.

11 See, e.g., Acomb to John Christopher, host of the 1960 meeting in Rochester, Mar. 5,

1960, EAP.

12 Hyslop to Acomb, June 19, 1955, EAP. That same year Godechot traveled by boat from

France to New York. See ‘‘American Historians Remember Jacques Godechot,’’ French Historical
Studies 16 (1990): 882.

13 Joel Colton, ‘‘The Formation of the Society of French Historical Studies: An Informal

Memoir,’’ typescript, fall 2003.

14 Hyslop to Acomb, June 19, 1955, EAP. Acomb noted later that Fox had subsequently given

her a measure of the recognition he had denied her in 1955. ‘‘You proposed the idea [for an orga-

nization of French historians],’’ Acomb quoted Fox as saying, ‘‘and I implemented it’’ (Acomb to

Furlough, Aug. 4, 1977, EAP).

15 Hyslop to Lynn Case, Jan. 15, 1955, Lynn M. Case Papers, box 2, folder 27, Univer-

sity of Pennsylvania Archives. Our thanks to John L. Harvey for giving us a copy of this letter.

Harvey recently completed a dissertation that considers the early history of the SFHS amongmany

other topics; see Harvey, ‘‘The Common Adventure of Mankind: Academic Internationalism and

Western Historical Practice fromVersailles to Potsdam’’ (PhD diss., Pennsylvania State University,

2003). See also Hyslop to Dear Friends of French History, Jan. 18, 1956, EAP.
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A Men’s Club or a ‘‘Phalanx of Women’’?

If the documents tell one story, the memories tell another. In a series of

interviews conducted in 2004, early members of the SFHS produced a

set of recollections divided by gender. Some of the men we interviewed

portrayed the fledgling SFHS as an old boys’ network dominated by Ivy

League historians whose formative experience was the Second World

War, often as members of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS).16 In

this image, early meetings of the Society for French Historical Studies

were highly hierarchical affairs where graduate students and assistant

professors were to be seen and not heard. One male interviewee went

so far as to say that ‘‘the hierarchic nature of the Society was stifling’’

and that the ‘‘leaders of the organization condescended to people not

from the Ivy League.’’

The women we interviewed had utterly different memories of the

society’s early years. For them, the fledgling organization of the mid-

1950s was extremely welcoming and congenial, its meetings populated

with accomplished women scholars who took young women historians

under their wings and encouraged their work. In this sense, the early

SFHS was completely different from the AHA, where Elizabeth Eisen-

stein found herself dismissed as a ‘‘faculty wife.’’ At meetings of the

AHA, Eisenstein was loath to head downstairs to the hotel meeting

rooms, where she had to face the condescension of male professors who

refused to take her seriously, despite her PhD from a top university.17

For Eisenstein and other women like her, the SFHS was a breath

of fresh air. She felt energized and stimulated by the presence of dis-

tinguished women scholars like Hyslop, Frances Childs, Evelyn Acomb,

and Frances Acomb. Sandra Horvath-Peterson agreed, recalling the

society as ‘‘egalitarian in terms of gender,’’ a place where ‘‘young women

all felt comfortable.’’18 Even the wives of themale society members were

treated with respect, and for good reason.Members’ wives attended ses-

sions, added Horvath-Peterson, and in many cases they had advanced

degrees, knew French—often better than their husbands—and had

read a fair amount of the historical literature. In addition, some of

16 Stuart Campbell, interview by Edward Berenson, Feb. 14, 2004; Richard Kuisel, interview

by Edward Berenson, Feb. 16, 2004. Not all of the men we interviewed agreed with this assess-

ment. David Bien described the early society as a ‘‘matriarchy,’’ commenting wryly that the men

were a bit surprised themselves that the organization was run by what they sometimes called a

‘‘phalanx of women’’ (interview by Nancy L. Green, Paris, Feb. 19 and May 19, 2004). Russell Jones

has also written of the ‘‘grandes dames and founding mothers’’ of the society (letter to Green,

Nov. 27, 2004).

17 Elizabeth Eisenstein, interview by Edward Berenson, June 9, 2004.

18 Sandra Horvath-Peterson, interview by Edward Berenson, June 12, 2004.
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the male scholars were extremely open to the women in the profes-

sion. Horvath-Peterson’s mentor, Moody, brought his women students

to meetings of the SFHS and did his best to connect them to top histo-

rians, both in the United States and in France.

What are we to make of the divergent memories reported by

the men and women who were young scholars in the mid-1950s? To

some extent they are the result of different expectations.Young women

scholars anticipated being ignored and were accustomed to a male-

dominated academic world. To enter an organization populated by

more than a token woman or two and especially by women with excel-

lent scholarly reputations clearly left indelible recollections. It is pos-

sible that those positive memories effaced the more negative ones or

insulated young women members of the society from the condescen-

sion experienced by some of the junior men, who never forgot the

slights of senior scholars.

When we consider the midcareer and senior scholars of the 1950s,

it becomes clear that their formative experiences, like the memories

of the then-junior scholars we interviewed, also varied by gender. The

outlook and scholarly interests of the men were shaped in some mea-

sure by experiences of the Second World War, especially for those who

had belonged to the OSS. In fact, a great many of the OSS’s younger

members referred to it after the war as a ‘‘second graduate school,’’

or even, as H. Stuart Hughes wrote, ‘‘the greatest education of my

life.’’19 In 1941 the eminent Harvard diplomatic historian William L.

Langer, later the analyst of the United States’ ‘‘Vichy Gamble’’ (1947),

was appointed head of the OSS’s department of Research and Analy-

sis.20 Crane Brinton, also of Harvard, went to London to head the OSS’s

European operation. These two historians, both of whom wrote about

France among other things, then filled other top OSS positions with

their graduate students. One of these students, Carl Schorske, became

Langer’s principal deputy. Though Schorske was not a French histo-

rian, several other of his fellow graduate students–turned–OSS ana-

lysts were Pinkney and John Christopher, both of whom would serve as

early officers of the SFHS; GordonWright; ShermanKent; John Sawyer;

and H. Stuart Hughes.21 Still other French historians who served in

19 Bradley F. Smith, Shadow Warriors: The O.S.S. and the Origins of the CIA (New York, 1983),

chap. 8; H. Stuart Hughes, Gentleman Rebel: The Memoirs of H. Stuart Hughes (New York, 1990), 164.

In 1944 Hughes became chief of the OSS’s Research and Analysis Branch for the entire Mediter-

ranean theater. He finished the war as a lieutenant colonel.

20 William L. Langer, Our Vichy Gamble (New York, 1947).

21 RobinWinks,Cloak and Gown: Scholars in the Secret War (NewYork, 1987), 495–98; B. Smith,

Shadow Warriors; R. Harris Smith, OSS: The Secret History of America’s First Central Intelligence Agency
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one intelligence agency or the other during—or just after—the war

included Joel Colton, Val Lorwin, Franklin Ford, and R. R. Palmer.

Arno Mayer, a comparativist especially interested in France, also did

his share of war-related work. Mayer’s fascinating, and often amusing,

story forms a short chapter in Studs Terkel’s Good War.22
According to Schorske, Norman O. Brown’s weekly reports on

French resistance movements proved especially interesting, as did dis-

patches from Hughes and Sawyer, both originally based in Algiers and

later joining the Allied landings in southern France.23 Schorske does

not remember working with either Pinkney or Christopher, but Robin

Winks includes both on his list of the fifty historians who contributed

most to the OSS. In a tribute to Pinkney, GordonWright acknowledged

his work as an OSS research analyst in Washington and London from

1941 to 1946.24

Pinkney became one of the most indispensable early members of

the SFHS. ‘‘The unique Dave,’’ as Christopher called him, served as the

organization’s first secretary-treasurer for six years and later as editor of

French Historical Studies.25 He was elected president of the AHA in 1980.

Christopher taught formany years at theUniversity of Rochester, where

he and Evelyn Acomb hosted the 1960 meeting of the SFHS. He was

coauthor with Crane Brinton and Robert Lee Wolff of one of the two

most influential European history textbooks of the postwar period.26

This work, writesWinks, ‘‘reflected the synoptic view the authors devel-

oped while in the OSS.’’27 The text would remain close to its original

postwar state until 1983, when a thorough revision took account of

more recent historiographical trends. The other, perhaps even more

influential, general European history textbook was also coauthored by

distinguished French historians who had served as intelligence officers

during the Second World War, Robert Palmer and Joel Colton, both

prominent early members of the SFHS.28

(Berkeley, CA, 1972). The first annual prize of the society, for the best article on French history,

was established in 1957 and named after William Koren Jr., a foreign service officer.

22 Studs Terkel, ‘‘The Good War’’: An Oral History of World War Two (New York, 1984), 466–72.

23 Carl Schorske to Edward Berenson, e-mail, May 31, 2004. Brown, who taught at Wesleyan

and the University of California, Santa Cruz, authored two books that achieved cult status in the

1960s: Life against Death: The Psychoanalytical Meaning of History (Middletown, CT, 1959) and Love’s
Body (New York, 1966). On the OSS and France in general, see Bernard David Rifkind, ‘‘OSS and

Franco-American Relations: 1942–1945’’ (PhD diss., George Washington University, 1983). See

also Hughes, Gentleman Rebel, esp. chaps. 17–21.
24 GordonWright, ‘‘In Memoriam: David H. Pinkney,’’ French Historical Studies 18 (1994): iv.
25 Christopher to Acomb, Mar. 12, 1960, EAP.

26 John Christopher, Crane Brinton, and Robert Lee Wolff, History of Civilization (Engle-

wood Cliffs, NJ, many editions).

27 Winks, Cloak and Gown, 495.
28 Robert Palmer and Joel Colton, A History of the Modern World (New York, many editions).
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What, if anything, is the link between the postwar American prac-

tice of French history and the OSS experience? The evidence is sparse

but suggestive. One crucial source is a set of letters Brinton wrote to his

OSS superiors in Washington during a sixteen-hundred-mile automo-

bile trip throughout central and southern France shortly after the Lib-

eration.29 Engagingly written, the letters resemble the reports of ‘‘corre-

spondents’’ to British and French newspapers of the eighteenth century.

They provide a leisurely, historically informed yet eyewitness account of

the state of France at a particular place and time. Brinton is concerned

with two questions above all: is France facing the danger of a communist

revolution, and is Charles de Gaulle a fascist with a semihuman face?

His answers are clearly reassuring to himself, and, the historian hoped,

to his readers in Washington. For Brinton, the overwhelming majority

of French people were so desperate for order and stability that almost

no one wanted a communist revolution. At the same time, he found the

French too imbued with the spirit and habits of democracy to embrace

any form of fascism, swayed though they were by the charisma of de

Gaulle. ‘‘Most Frenchmen,’’ Brinton wrote, ‘‘regard him [de Gaulle] as

a symbol of the continuity of France rather than as a potential or actual

fuhrer.’’30 France, in short, was not all that different from Britain and

the United States. Fundamentally, France was one of us.

The views Brinton recorded during his post-Liberation trip con-

firmed those developed two years earlier by prominent members of

the OSS, many of them future historians of France. For these analysts,

Roosevelt’s hostility to de Gaulle was misguided and needed to change.

If anything, the State Department was even worse. Its analysts under-

estimated both the growing importance of the internal and external

French Resistance and the extent to which that resistance had accepted

de Gaulle as its leader.31 The historians who belonged to the OSS—

Brinton, Pinkney, Christopher, Sawyer, Hughes, and others—consid-

ered the Research and Analysis branch a loyal opposition to the tradi-

tionally trained foreign service officers housed at Foggy Bottom. The

OSS’s job, Brinton and his colleagues maintained, was to bring Ameri-

After the death of Palmer and the retirement of Colton, McGraw-Hill turned its venerable enter-

prise over to former SFHS president Lloyd Kramer, keeping it within the province of French

historians.

29 Shortly after being declassified, Brinton’s ‘‘Letters from Liberated France’’ appeared in

two successive issues of French Historical Studies 2 (1961): 1–27, 133–56.
30 Rifkind, ‘‘OSS,’’ 213.

31 Ibid., ‘‘OSS,’’ chaps. 2–3; Hughes, Gentleman Rebel, 151. For an overall view of official

American attitudes toward de Gaulle, see Robert Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American For-
eign Policy (New York, 1979); and Conrad Black, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Champion of Freedom (New

York, 2003).
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can policy toward France into harmony with the realities they found

on the ground.32 Doing so would benefit both the war effort itself and

the task of making France politically, as Sawyer wrote, ‘‘as much like

the United States as possible.’’ To fail to support de Gaulle and the

Resistance, the historian added, would be to ‘‘encourage the Super-

nationalist and anti-democratic tendencies’’ exemplified by Vichy.33

These, at any rate, were Brinton’s and Sawyer’s views in 1944, views

that they and others would repeat in books and articles written immedi-

ately after the war.34 In an AHA forum, ‘‘France since the Liberation’’

(December 1946), Sawyer concluded, ‘‘Despite all the [wartime] fears,

there had been no Commune, no seizure of power by the Resistance, no

Gaullist dictatorship, no postponement of elections. Republican legiti-

macy had prevailed.’’35 Still, the Left had won a huge postwar vote,

and the Communists had emerged as France’s strongest political party.

When de Gaulle stepped aside in 1946, disheartened by what he con-

sidered the rejection of orderly, authoritative government, Sawyer and

other American analysts worried that France’s prospects might not be

as hopeful as they had once thought. By the 1950s U.S. writers were less

certain that France was one of us.

As Richard Kuisel shows, American historians and sociologists

began to write that France was backward economically and would

remain that way.36 These scholars feared, as Kuisel put it, that France

was the ‘‘Sick Man of Europe,’’ that Stanley Hoffmann was right to con-

sider it a stalemate society allergic tomodernization à l’américaine. More

than a few Americans expressed renewed concerns that France might

succumb to communist or fascist temptations. Beginning in the 1950s,

historians and social scientists turned to modernization theory as a

way of gauging France’s economic and political lag. In doing so, they

focused far more attention on the immediate past than on earlier peri-

ods in French history.

It is difficult to draw firm conclusions on the basis of a small sample,

but if the male historians were shaped in part by a direct involvement

in the war, do different wartime experiences help explain the differ-

32 Rifkind, ‘‘OSS’’: ‘‘loyal opposition,’’ 66; ‘‘relation with State,’’ 172–75.

33 National Archives, record group 226, file no. 53980, ‘‘French Political Report,’’ by John E.

Sawyer, Dec. 26, 1943, quoted in Rifkind, ‘‘OSS,’’ 203–4.

34 David H. Pinkney, ‘‘Nationalization of Key Industries and Credit in France after the Lib-

eration,’’ Political Science Quarterly 62 (1947): 368–80; John E. Sawyer, ‘‘The Reestablishment of

the Republic in France: The DeGaulle Era, 1944–45,’’ Political Science Quarterly 62 (1947): 354–67;
Gordon Wright, The Reshaping of French Democracy (New York, 1948).

35 Sawyer, ‘‘Reestablishment,’’ 366.

36 Richard Kuisel, ‘‘American Historians in Search of France: Perceptions and Mispercep-

tions,’’ French Historical Studies 19 (1995): 307–19.
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ent intellectual trajectories of the women? In any case, while many

of the men who became established scholars in the 1950s focused on

recent history and problems of modernization, the ‘‘foundingmothers’’

maintained their prewar interests in other topics, many in earlier peri-

ods. Evelyn Acomb continued her work on French laic laws, her sister

Frances Acomb wrote on Anglophobia in France during the revolution-

ary period, and, even before the post-1940 flight of Jews and intellectu-

als from the Hexagon, Frances Childs worked on French refugee life in

theUnited States, 1790–1800.37 Perhaps themost distinguished of these

accomplished women scholars was Hyslop, who would become the first

elected president of the new Society for French Historical Studies.

Beatrice Hyslop

Born in 1899, Beatrice Fry Hyslop graduated from Mount Holyoke

in 1919, where she was captain and star of the basketball team. She

received her master’s degree in 1924, and, after teaching secondary

school, spending a year in France, and publishing her Répertoire critique
des cahiers de doléances in 1933, she received her PhD from Columbia in

1934. Her dissertation was published that same year as French Nation-
alism in 1789 according to the General Cahiers. Not until 1936 was she

offered a position in higher education, as instructor at Hunter College

for $150 per month, teaching five sections of European History, 1500–

1815. She remained there until her retirement in 1969, having been

finally appointed full professor in 1954.38

Best known as the preeminent scholar of the cahiers de doléances,
Hyslop spurred an entire field of research with her early Répertoire cri-
tique, which linked her personally to these quintessential documents

of 1789.39 Harold T. Parker had also wanted to work on the cahiers but

37 Evelyn Acomb, The French Laic Laws, 1879–1889 (New York, 1941; rpt. 1967); Frances

Acomb, Anti-English Opinion in France, 1763–1798 (Chicago, 1943); Frances Acomb, Anglophobia in
France (Durham, NC, 1950; rpt. 1980); Frances Sergeant Childs, French Refugee Life in the United
States, 1790–1800 (Baltimore, 1940; rpt. 1978). On the World War II French exile community in

NewYork, see Emmanuelle Loyer, ‘‘Paris à NewYork: Des élites culturelles et politiques françaises

aux Etats-Unis pendant la Deuxième guerre mondiale. Exil, engagement, transferts culturels,’’

dossier d’habilitation, Nov. 2004; Laurent Jeanpierre, ‘‘Des hommes entre plusieurs mondes. Etude

sur une situation d’exil: Intellectuels français réfugiés aux Etats-Unis pendant la Seconde guerre

mondiale’’ (thèse de doctorat, Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales, 2004).

38 Furlough, ‘‘Beatrice Fry Hyslop’’; Beatrice F. Hyslop Collection, 1948–1972, Hunter Col-

lege Archives; Beatrice Fry Hyslop Correspondence, Mount Holyoke College, Archives and Spe-

cial Collections, South Hadley, Massachusetts (hereafter BFHC); John Hall Stewart, ‘‘Beatrice Fry

Hyslop: A Tribute,’’ French Historical Studies 7 (1972): 473–78; andHyslop’s letters to Acomb in EAP.

Mount Holyoke granted Hyslop an honorary LittD degree in 1958.

39 Beatrice Fry Hyslop, Répertoire critique des cahiers de doléances pour les Etats-généraux de 1789
(Paris, 1933); Supplément au Répertoire critique des cahiers de doléances pour les Etats-Généraux de 1789
(Paris, 1952). Her dissertation, French Nationalism in 1789 according to the General Cahiers (New York,
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changed his mind because ‘‘Miss Beatrice Hyslop [had] claimed the

topic.’’40 The Répertoire represented an immense and unprecedented

effort to locate and survey all existing cahiers de doléances, not just those
in the Archives Nationales and the Bibliothèque Nationale but also

those dispersed in dozens of departmental repositories. This large vol-

ume would become a standard reference work, known to librarians and

researchers throughout the world.

In her next book, A Guide to the General Cahiers of 1789, published
just two years after her dissertation, Hyslop offered a detailed exami-

nation of the complex electoral procedures used to choose represen-

tatives to the Estates-General of 1789. She emphasized the relation-

ship between the nature of the electoral assembly in question and the

kind of cahier produced. Hyslop argued that the thousands of pre-
liminary cahiers, produced by the lowest-level assemblies, reflected the

myriad local conditions around the country, while the 615 general cahiers
from larger regional assemblies ‘‘represented the consensus of opin-

ion from a large area.’’41 The former were ‘‘objective,’’ the latter ‘‘sub-

jective.’’ Though the objective-subjective distinction would not survive

the scrutiny of future historians, all three of Hyslop’s early books were

widely reviewed in both France and the United States, as was her subse-

quent Supplément au Répertoire critique des cahiers de doléances pour les Etats-
généraux de 1789 (1952).

Hyslop won two Fulbright fellowships to France, the first in 1951–

52 as a research scholar, the second in 1955–56 as a lecturer. Her

unpublished letters from those years give us a down-to-earth view of

postwar France and the conditions of doing research there. Hyslop

nearly froze in unheated libraries and archives and suffered through a

‘‘battle of the fleas’’ during her 1946 visit. Five years later, when another

little black pest ‘‘had the lack of foresight to hop onto my sheet as I

was getting ready for bed!’’ she writes, ‘‘I nabbed him forthwith.’’42 We

see the future president of the SFHS as the intrepid researcher, typing

letters from her apartment ensconced in a woolen undershirt, woolen

dress, an afghan over the knees, and her warmest bed slippers on her

feet.43 During a trip to France in 1960, Hyslop went to Algeria, where

she was ‘‘much impressed with what the French have been doing for the

1934), appeared one year after the Répertoire. The Guide to the General Cahiers of 1789 was published
in English by Columbia University Press in 1936.

40 JuneK. Burton, ‘‘Diamond Jubilee: A Tribute toHarold T. Parker,’’ www.uncp.edu/home/

rwb/parker bio.htm.

41 Hyslop, Guide, 44–45, quoted in Furlough, ‘‘Beatrice Fry Hyslop,’’ 30.

42 ‘‘Dear Friends’’ letter, July 26, 1951, BFHC.

43 ‘‘Dear Friends’’ letter, Oct. 17, 1951, BFHC.
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Algerians—schools, villages, clinics, new houses, hospitals, and espe-

cially measures to raise the position of women in this Mohammedan

country.’’44 She made no mention of the Algerian independence move-

ment—or even the war itself—remaining entirely within a Francocen-

tric framework.45

Hyslop forged wide personal and scholarly networks, in both

France and the United States, corresponding regularly (and at great

length) with many of the leading American historians of France and

their French counterparts.46 This huge circle of contacts undoubtedly

helped bring the SFHS into being. After the war she promoted among

American historians the innovative historiography of the Annalesmove-

ment and of leading social historians like Georges Lefebvre and Ernest

Labrousse.47 She impressed American and French scholars alike by

gaining access, well before any French historian, to the Orléans family

archives in Dreux. She would later publish a book on Philippe Egalité,

emphasizing the landholdings and economic activity of the Orléans

branch of the royal family.48 In her correspondence Hyslop describes

the arduous climb up a steep hill to the Orléans chateau. After enter-

ing the building, she had to make her way down one hundred cir-

cular steps into the unheated archives below. It was well worth the

effort, for there she found the stuff of every historian’s dreams, a stack

of long-untouched cartons encased in dust. The Comte de Paris him-

self came down to see how she was doing and threw her off guard

by addressing her in English with a hearty ‘‘How are you?’’ The unex-

pected greeting and the count’s winning smile impressed the American

scholar, although she assured her correspondents, ‘‘This experience

has not changed my advocacy of a republican form of government for

France!’’49 Nor did a similarly friendly encounter between the count

and Lefebvre change the latter’s political stance. Hyslop had invited the

44 Quoted in Furlough, ‘‘Beatrice Fry Hyslop,’’ 69.

45 Ibid., 70.
46 Harvey seems to have seen more of Hyslop’s correspondence than anyone else. In addi-

tion to Hyslop’s own papers, Harvey found letters of hers in the Lynn M. Case Papers, University

of Pennsylvania Archives; the Richard Brace Papers, Northwestern University Archives; and the

Edward Mead Earle Papers, Seeley G. Mudd Library, Princeton University. See Harvey, ‘‘Common

Adventure.’’

47 Harvey, ‘‘Common Adventure,’’ 278–79. See also Hyslop’s bibliographical articles: ‘‘Re-

cent Work on the French Revolution,’’ American Historical Review 47 (1942): 488–517; ‘‘French

Historical Publications,’’ American Historical Review 52 (1947): 369–71; and ‘‘Historical Publication

since 1939 on the French Revolution,’’ Journal of Modern History 20 (1948): 232–50.

48 Beatrice Fry Hyslop, L’apanage de Philippe-Egalité, duc d’Orléans (1785–1791) (Paris, 1965).
49 ‘‘Dear Friends’’ letter, New Year’s Evening 1951, BFHC. Hyslop’s letters are full of com-

ments on French customs and her own worries about doing things right. Is it appropriate, she

wondered, to shake the hand of a count? (In the end, he offered his hand to her.) She fretted over

what she should wear—the blue jacket or not? See, e.g., letter of Oct. 23, 1951, BFHC.
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two men to lunch with her at Reid Hall; it is difficult to imagine them

sharing a table anywhere else.50

Dining with French friends and colleagues (‘‘I never refuse an

opportunity to drink champagne!’’)51 and guiding Americans who came

through Paris, Hyslop seems to have been at the forefront of the earli-

est generation of American scholars trekking regularly to France.There

she enjoyed an active social life built on scholarly friendships: lunch at

Labrousse’s in the early 1950s was so ‘‘leisurely’’ that it ‘‘took four hours

of the work day at the Bib. Nat.’’ Hyslop reciprocated often at the Reid

Hall dining room, musing over the ‘‘gossip about me, as I have had a

great many guests.’’52 In scholarly settings she did not hesitate to assert

herself. At the end of the fiftieth-anniversary celebration of the Société

d’HistoireModerne, she demanded the floor, believing that the Belgian

delegate had not sufficiently thanked the French hosts on behalf of all

of the foreign guests. Hyslop thus had the final word of the banquet.

Though shemay have received less recognition in theUnited States

than other comparably accomplished scholars,53 the French honored

her. Already in 1931 Hyslop was named to the Ordre des Palmes Aca-

démiques, and in 1962 she became one of the rare women to be deco-

rated as Chevalier in the Légion d’Honneur. Despite such (French)

honors, Hyslop did not believe that she and other women historians

enjoyed the same professional opportunities as their male counter-

parts.Though feminism was largely dormant as a political movement in

the 1950s, Hyslop was not without a certain protofeminist perspective.

‘‘I felt always that Lefebvre treated me like any man scholar, although I

think he was apt to think women’s brains inferior.’’54Referring to amale

colleague and his extremely supportive wife, Hyslop wrote, ‘‘I some-

times wish I had a wife to be a secretary, or a husband for that purpose!

I just don’t seem to get ahead.’’55

Her recognition of the privileges male professors enjoyed moved

her to respond sharply to an American Historical Review article (1956)

surveying U.S. historians, among whom she noted very few women

with secure academic positions. ‘‘How often,’’ she wanted to know, ‘‘do

50 ‘‘Dear Friends’’ letter, Mar. 10, 1952, BFHC.

51 ‘‘Dear Friends’’ letter, Aug. 10, 1952, BFHC.

52 ‘‘Dear Friends’’ letter, New Year’s Evening 1951, BFHC. ‘‘I created a sensation one Sun-

day by bringing four men historians from a meeting of the Société d’histoire moderne for lunch’’

(‘‘Dear Friends’’ letter, Mar. 10, 1952).

53 In 1961 Princeton University Press rejected her book on Philippe Egalité (Furlough,

‘‘Beatrice Fry Hyslop,’’ 78).

54 Hyslop to Acomb, Feb. 28, 1960, EAP.

55 Hyslop to Acomb, Jan. 29, [1956], EAP. Furlough quotes this letter in ‘‘Beatrice Fry Hys-

lop,’’ 59.
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heads of departments, asked to recommend young scholars for begin-

ning appointments, give names of promising young women as well as

men? . . . [We need] a revolution in the minds of some men histori-

ans.’’56 Thirteen years later Hyslop wondered if in fact she had ‘‘become

a feminist.’’ It seemed to her that after a brief opening, history was now

witnessing a ‘‘closing of doors to women’’ and that ‘‘in the field of history

men have admitted prejudices against women.’’57

Undaunted, Hyslop worked steadily until her retirement from

Hunter College in 1969. Two years later, she published her final book,

a history of the Soroptimist International Association Society, a vol-

unteer service organization for women in business, management, and

the professions.58 Surveying her career, both American and French col-

leagues have described her as the moving spirit behind the Society for

French Historical Studies in the 1950s and 1960s: ‘‘très dévouée’’ (René

Rémond), ‘‘la cheville ouvrière’’ of the society, and ‘‘très sympathique’’

to boot ( Jean Heffer).59 In 1972, a year before Hyslop died, the SFHS

adopted Isser Woloch’s suggestion to devote a special issue of French
Historical Studies to her.60

The Birth of French Historical Studies

During the first part of her career, Hyslop, like other French special-

ists, had lamented the relative difficulty of placing articles on French

history in either the American Historical Review or the Journal of Modern
History. In 1957 the newly formed SFHS resolved to create a scholarly

journal of its own.With a one-hundred-dollar bequest and a few other

contributions, French Historical Studies first saw print in 1958. Marvin L.

Brown Jr., a diplomatic historian from North Carolina State College in

Raleigh, was the first editor, overseeing everything from the review pro-

cess to producing the journal at the North Carolina State College Print

Shop. Brown remained as editor through 1966.61

The first pages of the first issue of French Historical Studies con-

56 Hyslop, letter to the editor, American Historical Review 62 (1956): 288–89, quoted in Fur-

lough, ‘‘Beatrice Fry Hyslop,’’ 67.

57 Quoted in Furlough, ‘‘Beatrice Fry Hyslop,’’ 87.

58 ‘‘Soroptimist’’ comes from the Latin for ‘‘best for women.’’ Hyslop was not a member of

the Soroptimists; she was asked to write the book as a professional historian.

59 René Rémond, interview by Nancy L. Green, Paris, May 24, 2004; Jean Heffer, interview

by Nancy L. Green, Paris, May 25, 2004.

60 Stewart, ‘‘Beatrice Fry Hyslop: A Tribute.’’

61 Pinkney served as editor from 1967 through spring 1976, with Scott Lytle as associate

editor, and John Rothney served as editor from fall 1976 through spring 1985, with John Rule as

associate editor. Frank Kafker and James Laux served as coeditors from fall 1985 through spring

1992, followed by James Farr and John Contreni as coeditors from fall 1992 through fall 2000.

Ted W. Margadant and Jo Burr Margadant have been coeditors since winter 2001.
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tain greetings from Lefebvre, who sent his ‘‘compliments ainsi que mes

voeux’’ for the success of the new venture. This was one of the last

pieces he penned before his death on August 28, 1959. Pinkney’s now-

famous cri de coeur appeared in that first issue, immediately following

Lefebvre’s introduction.62 Godechot responded in the following num-

ber, urging ‘‘travailleurs américains’’ to contact French professors in

advance of their summer research trips. If Americans arrived unan-

nounced in late June or July, French professors would be away from

Paris and unable to help. Godechot concluded amiably that ‘‘French

professors aremore than happy to do everything they can to help young

American scholars.’’63

With the new journal off to an excellent start, the rapidly grow-

ing society looked beyond the Northeast for its fourth annual meeting.

Duke University and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

agreed to cohost the conference of 1958. There was some controversy

over the southern locale; Joel Colton remembers his former Columbia

mentor Shepard Clough remarking that ‘‘he had good friends at Duke

and North Carolina, but he could not see why ‘we’ should all travel that

far, when ‘we were,’ as he put it, all concentrated ‘up here.’ ’’ The one

crisis of the 1958 meeting, writes Colton, involved something for which

SFHS president Harold Parker, a teetotaler, could be forgiven. Parker

had planned a cocktail party chez lui but had overlooked one serious

problem: his hometown of Chapel Hill was ‘‘dry.’’ The Duke contingent

had to smuggle in alcoholic contraband purchased in the state liquor

stores of Durham.64

The following year, the SFHS departed yet again from the Middle

Atlantic states, traveling to Case Western Reserve University in Cleve-

land. Registration and dinner now cost $7.50, but the conference in-

cluded a performance of French music conducted by George Szell

of the Cleveland Symphony Orchestra. Society members subsequently

complained, however, that the Clevelandmeeting had been too packed

with extracurricular activities. Many urged the following year’s offi-

cers, Evelyn Acomb, president, and John Christopher, vice president,

to scale back the entertainment.65

There is unusually ample documentation for the 1960 meeting

held in Rochester, New York, and we can follow the organizing process

62 David H. Pinkney, ‘‘The Dilemma of the American Historian of Modern France,’’ French
Historical Studies 1 (1958): 11–25.

63 Jacques Godechot, ‘‘Chronique,’’ French Historical Studies 1 (1958): 244–45.
64 Colton, ‘‘Formation.’’

65 Christopher to Acomb, June 17, 1959, EAP; Acomb to Christopher, June 23, 1959, EAP.
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in detail (learning along the way that the organizers favored a threefold

printed program for its ‘‘shape that fits better into a man’s pocket’’).66

Like their predecessors, the officers for 1960 arranged the program

from the top down, choosing all the speakers themselves. There was

no call for papers or invitation to society members to submit proposals

for talks. The officers stamped each program with their own scholarly

and professional interests, often emphatically stated. ‘‘I strongly favor

having a program,’’ wrote Christopher, ‘‘that would give such already

celebrated relative youngsters as Gordon Wright and Stuart Hughes

an opportunity to perform.’’ They would do better, he added, ‘‘than

some of the older and more famous people.’’67 Christopher proposed

dividing the conference into three sessions, each focused on a histori-

cal period: pre-1815, 1815–1914, and post-1914. The event was to cen-

ter on the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, conceived in traditional,

chronological terms, with the program itself organized as much around

particular historians as anything else.

For the pre-1815 period, Christopher suggested ‘‘something con-

nected with the provinces or aristocracy under the Old Regime and fea-

turing [Robert] Forster, [Richard] Brace, or [Franklin] Ford.’’ He also

wanted Peter Gay to speak on ‘‘politics and rhetoric in the Revolution.’’

Christopher then proposed either a session on 1830 with a paper by

Pinkney or one on the Commune with a paper by Eugene Schulkind.

As for the third period/session, Christopher agreed ‘‘with Ed Fox that

we might as well recognize the Fifth Republic and suggest him or Allen

or [Stanley] Hoffmann.’’ Christopher wanted both positive and nega-

tive views of the new Republic, noting, ‘‘Leo Gershoy could be counted

on for the chill. . . . He is said to have remarked that all recent French

political developments could be summed up as ‘Merde.’ ’’68

Acomb responded a week later, agreeing with Christopher’s gen-

eral outline, but she dropped the Old Regime paper and put both Pink-

ney and Schulkind in the session devoted to 1815–1914. (She kept Peter

Gay on the Revolution.) Acomb added a panel on Christian democracy

to be led by Stuart Hughes, Charles Breuning, or Robert Byrnes. She

retreated somewhat from the mire of ‘‘recent French political devel-

opments,’’ by substituting a session on either ‘‘the right in France in

the twentieth century’’ or ‘‘the Fourth and Fifth Republics.’’ She had

already taken it upon herself to invite Gay, Hughes, and Wright to lead

these sessions, though she cautioned, ‘‘Gay is stimulating [so] we should

66 Pinkney to Acomb, Nov. 4, 1949, EAP.

67 Christopher to Acomb, June 17, 1959, EAP.

68 Ibid.
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have a stiff commentator who can stand up to him.’’69 Christopher’s

reply offered general assent, saying he preferred ‘‘lively and provocative

papers on general topics, rather than reports on narrow research.’’ He

thought there should not be sessions on both the right in France and

Christian democracy. ‘‘I agree with Hughes that the Christian Dems.

really belong to the Right, despite what I recall as pathetic attempts by

the MRP [Mouvement Républicain Populaire] to get seats next to the

Socialists.’’70

As the negotiations for the program proceeded, always by post,

Acomb engaged Crane Brinton as the ‘‘stiff commentator’’ for Gay.The

four-session program did not reach its final state until December 1959,

six months after discussions had begun. It took another three months

to secure a speaker for the banquet. The panel on the right in France

did not quite come together, though Samuel Osgood gave a paper on

the Action Française. He shared the platform with William E. Scott,

who spoke on ‘‘the Franco-Soviet pact of 1935.’’ Acomb andChristopher

compromised over how much to emphasize the Fifth Republic, with

Hoffmann addressing ‘‘the impact of World War II on French society

and politics’’ and Edward Fox offering a ‘‘defense of the French constitu-

tion.’’ The Gay-Brinton forum opened the conference, and the second

session featured Pinkney on the Revolution of 1830 and W. M. Simon

on Auguste Comte. Since the previous year’s program had focused on

the Ancien Regime, the Rochester conference intentionally stressed the

modern period. Fully half of the program was devoted to the post-1914

era. Perhaps the Rochester focus on recent history also reflected the

wartime experiences of prominent society members like Christopher,

whose interest in France had grown out of very contemporary concerns.

Franco-American Relations

Despite close relations between key early members of the society and

leading historians in France, the Americans’ attention to the immediate

past and current politics divided them from their counterparts in the

Hexagon. Reporting on the inaugural meeting at Cornell, Godechot

wrote:

French historians will doubtless be surprised by the nature of the

topics considered during the colloquium. They are strongly charac-

teristic of how a great many Americans approach history nowadays.

These historians are far more drawn to questions of contemporary

history than to the study of periods further removed in time. All too

69 Acomb to Christopher, June 23, 1959, EAP.

70 Christopher to Acomb, June 28, 1959, EAP.
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often, American historians tend to mistake news about contempo-

rary life for genuinely historical research. It seems that our Ameri-

can friends will need frequent contact with European historians for

their historical work to evolve in a more fruitful direction.71

In fact, the Americans as a whole were nearly as interested in the pre-

1815 period as their French counterparts. Of the 215 who had joined

the SFHS by late 1959, 43 percent concentrated on the pre-1815 period,

39 percent on 1815–1914, and 18 percent on 1914 to the present.72

It may be that French and American scholars had different perspec-

tives about ‘‘l’histoire contemporaine.’’ While many of the prominent

(male) U.S. scholars had been profoundly marked by their experience

of World War II, perhaps they were less traumatized by it than their

French counterparts. The latter in any case continued to believe their

role should be to explore more distant periods.

The most contentious session at the Cornell meeting was the one

devoted to the French empire. Godechot and one of the two other

Frenchmen at the Ithaca meeting, Roger Vaurs, seemed in particular

disagreement with Vincent Confer’s argument that the French empire

had reached its apogee in the 1930s. Though the recent French defeat

in Indochina had to be fresh in their minds, Godechot still considered

Algeria ‘‘an integral part of France,’’ and Africa seemed securely within

France’s imperial sphere.73 For Godechot and Vaurs, the empire could

not have reached its zenith in the 1930s, because it was still largely

intact.

Despite the differences over empire, differences not unrelated to

the divergent foreign policies of France and the United States, Gode-

chot remained an avid ally of American historians of France. Hyslop,

for her part, actively sought French funding to help bring French schol-

ars to U.S. meetings. In June 1956 she wrote thedirecteur de l’enseignement
supérieur in Paris to introduce the newly formed Society for French His-

torical Studies and to ask him to finance Labrousse’s airfare for the 1957

meeting in New York. She promised to cover his frais de séjour herself.
The minihistory of her request shows, however, that official recogni-

tion from the east side of the Atlantic was slow in coming. Her appeal

wended its way from the Ministry of Education to the Ministry of For-

eign Affairs, whose representatives in turn wrote to the French Embassy

71 Godechot, ‘‘Un congrès,’’ 208.

72 Memo from Acomb to the members of the SFHS executive committee: Lynn Case,

John Christopher, Beatrice Hyslop, Harold Parker, David Pinkney, and John H. Stewart, Oct. 11,

1959, EAP.

73 See Robert Forster’s account in ‘‘American Historians Remember Jacques Godechot,’’

881.
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inWashington requesting information on the society. Embassy officials

claimed that they had been unable to find any details about the organi-

zation and that the SFHS therefore seemed to have an ‘‘audience assez

limitée.’’ The Quai d’Orsay declined to fund Labrousse’s trip. A request

from Godechot suffered the same fate the following year.74

If formal recognition from the Quai d’Orsay proved sluggish, co-

operation with the Société d’Histoire Moderne was almost immediate,

again largely thanks to Hyslop’s connections. The Société d’Histoire

Moderne invited the SFHS formally to affiliate with it, and inApril 1956,

twomonths after the SFHS was founded, both groups approved the alli-

ance.The leaders of the fifty-year-old French organization wrote toHys-

lop and Pinkney expressing their pleasure in having ‘‘a young American

offspring of their Old World organization.’’75

A year later Roger Portal sent a message d’amitié on the occasion of

the 1957 meeting:

We are especially pleased by the establishment in the United States

of a ‘‘Society for French History’’ [sic], whose activity, together with
our own, will do a great deal to tighten the links between Ameri-

can historians and French historians and contribute to the greater

progress of historical scholarship. The interest you demonstrate for

the history of our country moves us deeply. . . . And from the other

side of an Ocean that connects us more than it keeps us apart, our

Organization, now more than a half-century old, cordially salutes its

young offspring.We look forward to a common undertaking in the

service of History.76

To express these common interests, the SFHS joined with the Société

d’HistoireModerne in two Franco-American conferences.The first took

74 Yet Vaurs and Valeur, from the French Embassy offices in New York and Washington,

DC, had attended both the 1955 and the 1956 meetings; the French consul in Philadelphia had

attended the latter meeting at Penn; and Pierre Donzelot, représentant permanent des universities fran-
çaises aux Etats-Unis, conseiller culturel près l’Ambassade de France, also seems to have been contacted

about the 1956 meeting. See Beatrice Fry Hyslop to Monsieur le Directeur de l’Enseignement

Supérieur, June 30, 1956 (stapled under a letter dated Oct. 25, 1956). The Hyslop letter and

all documents cited in this note are from the Archives du Ministère des Affaires Etrangères,

série Relations culturelles 1945–1970, sous-série 2, Oeuvres divers—Echanges culturels, 1945–

1959, Etats-Unis, Congrès, colloques, 1956–1959, vol. 256. See also M. Bayen, Directeur-Adjoint

de l’Enseignement Supérieur, Ministère de l’Education Nationale, to M. Baillon, Directeur-

Adjoint des Relations Culturelles, Ministère des Affaires Etrangères, July 6, 1956; J. Baillon to

M. l’Ambassadeur de France, Washington, July 28, 1956; P. Barbusse to Ambassadeur de France,

Oct. 6, 1956; Maurice Galy, Ambassade de France, NewYork, to Ministère des Affaires Etrangères,

Bureau des Missions, Oct. 25, 1956; L. Fontaine [Direction Générale des Affaires Culturelles et

Techniques, Ministère des Affaires Etrangères] to Jacques Godechot, June 3, 1957; L. Fontaine

to Ambassadeur de France, Services Culturelles, New York, Sept. 25, 1957. The reason given was

budgetary restrictions.

75 Roger Portal to Pinkney, SFHS/OSU.

76 Roger Portal, président de la Société d’Histoire moderne, professeur à la Sorbonne, to

Chers collègues, Jan. 6, 1957, SFHS/OSU.
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place in Paris in 1960, the second in 1964 at the Eleutherian Mills

Historical Library (Wilmington, Delaware). These events testified once

again to the energy and connections of Hyslop, who cochaired them

both. Some forty Americans attended the 1960 meeting (en route, for

many, to the International Historical Congress in Stockholm). Franco-

American historical topics were featured, with one French and one

American scholar treating each theme: ‘‘The French Revolution, Atlan-

tic orWestern?’’ with talks by Robert R. Palmer and Jacques Godechot;

‘‘France Looks at America,’’ by Durand Echeverria and René Rémond;

‘‘Franco-American Relations under the Second Empire,’’ by Lynn Case

and Claude Fohlen; and ‘‘Historical Studies in the Twentieth Century,’’

by Jean-Baptiste Duroselle and EugenWeber.The colloquium included

a private tour of the Archives Nationales, and it ended with a . . . dîner-
promenade on a Bateau-Mouche.

At the 1964 meeting, distinguished French and American scholars

were similarly paired on a variety of subjects: social structures (Ernest

Labrousse, Shepard B. Clough); public opinion (Roger Portal, Robert

Byrnes); the French Revolution (Marcel Reinhard, Crane Brinton); the

1848 Revolution ( Jacques Droz, William L. Langer); liberalism from

1840 to 1875 (Louis Girard, Joseph N.Moody); and the prolegomena to

the Second World War ( Jean-Baptiste Duroselle, John Haight). Mark-

ing the tenth anniversary of the SFHS, the Eleutherian Mills meeting

drew more than two hundred people, concluded with fireworks at the

Longwood Gardens, and resulted in the publication of a notable collec-

tion of essays. As Frances Childs, president of the meeting, wrote in the

foreword to that book, ‘‘The ‘mustard seed’ sown at our first informal

meeting at Cornell . . . had grown through the successive meetings . . .

into a flourishing ‘tree’!’’77

That tree has continued to flourish, and now that we have cele-

brated a half century of our own society’s existence, we can take stock

of how far we have come. The SFHS has grown from some two dozen

participants at the inaugural conference to some nine hundred mem-

bers. Most large American and Canadian universities have a French

historian in house, and several have as many as three or more. Begin-

ning in the 1950s with four sessions and a dozen speakers, our con-

ferences have become large events regularly attracting two or three

hundred participants grouped into fifty or more panels. By the mid-

1970s it was no longer possible for every session to be plenary or to

77 Frances S. Childs, ‘‘Foreword,’’ in French Society and Culture since the Old Regime: The Eleuthe-
rian Mills Colloquium, 1964, of the Society for French Historical Studies and the Société d’Histoire Moderne,
ed. Evelyn M. Acomb and Marvin L. Brown (New York, 1966), ix.
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invite just a handful of colleagues to speak. The quality and volume of

scholarship had become such that many dozens of historians wanted

to present their work. This scholarship fills the pages of French Histori-
cal Studies, a journal that our colleagues in France now read as well.

The fiftieth-anniversary meeting in Paris was doubtless an exception,

but the program featuring three hundred North Americans, two hun-

dred French, and some fifty colleagues from sixteen additional coun-

tries (not to mention the three-hundred-plus others who registered just

to attend) confirms that French history à l’américaine continues to thrive.
The new interest in colonialism and immigration, as well as our ongoing

attachment to social and cultural theory and the history of gender,

links our field to a larger transnational history without loosening our

ties to France and its vibrant historiographical tradition. By laboring in

the vineyards of French history, benefiting from the entraide of our col-
leagues in the Hexagon, we make all North American history writing

that much richer.
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