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Introduction 
Marc Trachtenberg 

This is a book about US.-European relations during the most intense phase 
of the Cold War, the quarter-century from about 1950 to 1974. For the Euro- 
peans at that time, their relationship with America was of fundamental im- 
portance. The “America factor” played a far-reaching role in shaping their 
policies, and indeed in shaping their relations with each other. The United 
States was the protector of Western Europe; the freedom of Europe, it was 
generally believed, depended on American military power. But a relation- 
ship of dependence was always a source of unease. How could Europe de- 
pend so heavily on a non-European power, no matter how well intentioned, 
for the defense of its most vital interests? Wouldn’t it make sense for the Eu- 
ropean countries to come together as a political unit-for Europe to organ- 
ize itself and become stronger, so that Europe would not be so dependent 
on America? This problem was of absolutely central importance. The “Amer- 
ica factor” was thus bound to play a major role in European history in that 
period, and in particular in the history of European integration. 

But the actual role it played depended on the specific policies the US. gov- 
ernment pursued. Those policies, it turns out, had a profound effect on what 
was going on within Europe. The articles in this book were all written inde- 
pendently of each other. There was no overall agenda that laid out the themes 
the various authors were to develop. It is therefore striking that most of the 
contributors here stress the way dissatisfaction with America affected-one is 
tempted to say, lay at the heart o f 4 e  European integration process. Paul 
Pitman, for example, stresses the way dissatisfaction with the United States 
had been building up in many areas-political, economic and strategic-in 
the mid-1950s; he argues that those feelings played a key role in the process 
that led to the Treaties of Rome. Wolfram Kaiser notes the ambivalence of the 
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European Christian Democrats toward America-their sense that although 
their interests overlapped, Europe and America were culturally distinct, and 
that Europe therefore had to pursue a policy of her own in world affairs, a 
policy that was rooted in her own distinctive values. Hubert Zimmermann 
and Georges-Henri Soutou both emphasize the impact of America’s rather 
cavalier monetary policy during the Nixon period on the European integra- 
tion process at that time. And the article Christopher Gehrz and I wrote dis- 
cussed the way in which a bare-knuckled American policy in late 1950 led the 
French and the Germans to see that they had major interests in common, in- 
terests somewhat dstinct from those of the United States; what this episode 
suggested was that by coming together, the Europeans might be able to pro- 
vide something of a counterweight to American power within the Western al- 
liance. 

All of this is important because the basic argument here is at variance with 
a common view of the US.-European relationship during the Cold War pe- 
riod, and in particular with a common interpretation of the origins of Euro- 
pean integration. This is the idea that the American security guarantee and 
the Cold War political system in general largely depoliticized relations among 
the major West European states: they no longer had to worry about provid- 
ing for their own security and thus no longer had to worry about relative 
power in their dealings with each other, and that meant that they could now 
cooperate with each other much more easily in the economic sphere and in 
other areas. They could, in other words, get on with the business of Euro- 
pean integration because the political stakes were no longer very high.’ But 
the thrust of the argument in many of the articles here is that for the Euro- 
peans the political stakes were very high. The goal of building Europe was 
not rooted in an acceptance of the fact that the European states could no 
longer play a major political role and that they should therefore focus on 
economic cooperation. It was rooted instead in the sense that building Eu- 
rope was a way for the Europeans to reclaim their political autonomy. 

But as fundamental as that goal was, the alliance with America was also 
very important, so throughout this period, the Europeans needed to balance 
between those two aims: reaching for greater autonomy and maintaining the 
tie with the United States. How that balance was struck depended on cir- 
cumstance, so as circumstances shlfted, the US.-European relationship had 
to adjust to those changes. The relationship itself, that is, changed over time, 
and the story of how it developed is more complex and richly textured than 
one might suppose. 

The basic structure of US.-European relations, in other words, was by no 
means set in concrete in the late 1940s. The important developments that 

‘See especially Kenneth Waltz. 7beofy of International Politics (New York McCraw-Hill, 
19791, pp. 70-71. and Josef Joffe, “Europe’s American Pacifier,” Foreign Poky,  no. 54 (1984), 
pp. 67-68. 
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took place in the 1950s, the 1960s and early 1970s had a certain logic to 
them, a logic, as Leopoldo Nuti stresses in his article here, that can only be 
understood by looking at both the domestic and the foreign policy sides of 
the story and analyzing their connections with each other. And there was a 
real story here; things could have gone in all kinds of different directions. 
What emerges from this series of articles is a sense that even what we assume 
to be fundamental policies were not sacrosanct-that attitudes could SM 
dramatically, that far-reaching shifts in policy could rarely be ruled out. As 
Francis Gavin and Erin Mahan show, for example, the Kennedy administra- 
tion was by no means committed to the Bretton Woods monetary regime as 
a fundamental element of a U.S.-dominated system, but was instead inclined 
to view Bretton Woods as a kind of albatross; it was far more open to fun- 
damental change in this key area than people have generally recognized. 
They also show how, during the Kennedy period, the French government 
(or at least the French minister of finance) was not out to destroy this dollar- 
based monetary system, the supposed symbol of American hegemony, but 
was instead quite interested in shoring up the system and pursuing a policy 
of monetary cooperation with the United States. And Soutou, in an article 
drawing on some new and quite extraordinary French and American archival 
sources, shows how different both the Pompidou and the Nixon-Kissinger 
policies were from the policies that had preceded them. Perhaps the most re- 
markable finding here was how far things had moved during the Pompidou- 
Nixon period in the area of nuclear weapons cooperation-a very important 
development that reflected fundamental shifts in basic political thinking in 
both countries. 

One might think, given the many books and articles that have been pub- 
lished on US.-European relations during the Cold War period, that not much 
remains to be said on the subject. But taken as a whole, what these articles 
show is how misleading that sort of assumption can be. Archival research, 
even on the early Cold War, can still yield important new insights; and work 
on the later period, especially the early 1970s, can profoundly reshape our 
understanding of what was going on. And with the opening in recent years 
of important new archival sources on both sides of the Atlantic, one can 
safely predict that we will be learning a good deal more about the subject in 
the near future. 

Most of the contributions here were originally published in the Journal of 
European Integratioii Histo y ,  vol. 6, number 2 (2000); some of them are re- 
published here in slightly revised form. I would like to thank theyournal and 
its editors and publisher for allowing us to republish those articles here, and 
I am particularly indebted to Professor Charles Barthel for all the help he has 
given us with this project. 
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1 
America, Europe, and German 
Rearmament, August-September 
1950: A Critique of a Myth 
Marc Trachtenberg and Chrktopher Gehrz 

In September 1950, U.S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson met in New York 
with the British foreign secretary, Ernest Bevin, and the French foreign min- 
ister, Robert Schuman. Acheson had an important announcement to make. 
The United States, he declared, was prepared to “take a step never before 
taken in history.” The American government was willing to send “substantial 
forces” to Europe. The American combat force would be part of a collective 
force with a unified command structure, a force that ultimately would be ca- 
pable of defending Western Europe on the ground. But the Americans were 
willing to take that step only if the European allies, for their part, were pre- 
pared to do what was necessary to “make this defense of Europe a success.” 
And his government, he said, had come to the conclusion that the whole ef- 
fort could not succeed without a German military contribution. So if the 
NATO allies wanted the American troops, they would have to accept the idea 
of German rearmament-and they would have to accept it right away. The 
U.S. government, he insisted, needed to “have an answer now on the possi- 
ble use of German forces” in the defense of Western Europe.’ 

The position Acheson took at the New York conference was of quite ex- 
traordinary historical importance. The American government was finally 
committing itself to building an effective defense of Western Europe and to 
playing a central role in the military system that was to be set up. But the 
Americans were also trying to lay down the law to their European allies: the 
US. government wanted to force them to go along with a policy that made 
them very uneasy. 

It was not, of course, that the Europeans disliked the whole package Ache- 
son was now proposing. They knew that an effective defense of Western Eu- 
rope would have to be based on American power, and therefore welcomed 
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much of the American plan. The offer of a major American troop presence in 
Europe, the proposal to set up a strong NATO military system, the sugges- 
tion that an American general would be sent over as NATO commander-all 
of this was, in itself, music to their ears. The problem lay with the final part 
of Acheson’s proposal, the part relating to German rearmament, and even 
here the issue had more to do with timing than with ultimate objectives. 

The allied governments were not against the very idea of German rear- 
mament. Of all the NATO allies, the French were the most reluctant at this 
point to accede to Acheson’s demands. But Schuman was not dead set 
against German rearmament as a matter of principle.* He in fact now admit- 
ted that it was “illogical for us to defend Western Europe, including Ger- 
many, without contributions from germ an^."^ The French government, he 
told Acheson, was “not irrevocably opposed to German participation” in the 
NATO army. Indeed, he thought it was likely that “some day” Germany 
would join the Western defense force.* 

The problem from Schuman’s point of view was that Acheson wanted to 
move too quickly. The Americans were insisting on immediate and open ac- 
ceptance of the principle of German rearmament. But Schuman could go 
along with the US. plan, he said, only if this were kept secret. It was politi- 
cally impossible for him to accept the plan publicly at that point.5 Only a mi- 
nority in France, he pointed out, appreciated “the importance of Germany in 
Western defense.”6 The French public could probably be brought along and 
would ultimately accept the idea of a German defense contribution, but only 
if the West moved ahead more cautiously-nly if a strong European de- 
fense system had been built up first. 

Domestic politics was not the only reason why Schuman took this line. 
The East-West military balance was perhaps an even more fundamental fac- 
tor. In late 1950 the Western powers were just beginning to rearm. In military 
terms, they felt they could scarcely hold their own in a war with Russia. Gen- 
eral Omar Bradley, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), for exam- 
ple, thought in November 1950 that if war broke out, the United States might 
well lose. The Soviets, on the other hand, seemed to be getting ready for a 
war: the sense was that they were poised on the brink and might be tempted 
to strike before the West built up its power. In such circumstances, people 
like Schuman asked if it was wise to move ahead with the rearmament of 
Germany, something the Russians were bound to find highly provocative. 
Rather than risk war now, at a time of Western weakness, didn’t it make 
sense to put off the decision until after the West had rearmed itself and 
would thus be better able to withstand the shock?’ 

These were perfectly reasonable arguments, and were in fact supported 
by the US. government’s own assessments of the risk of war with Russia at 
the time. The US. high commissioner in Germany, John McCloy, thought, for 
example, in June 1950 that “the rearmament of Germany would undoubtedly 
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speed up any Soviet schedule for any possible future action in Germany and 
would, no doubt, be regarded by [the Soviets] as sufficiently provocative to 
warrant extreme countermeasures.”* In December, the CIA concluded that 
the USSR would “seriously consider going to war whenever it becomes con- 
vinced that progress toward complete Western German rearmament,” along 
with the rearmament of NATO as a whole, had reached the point where it 
could not be “arrested by other methods.”’ It was, of course, possible that the 
Soviets might choose to live with a rearmed Germany, especially if there 
continued to be major limits on German power, but certain groups within the 
US.  government-army intelligence, for example-believed that if the West 
moved ahead in this area, it was more likely “that the Soviets would decide 
on resort to military action rather than make the required adjustment.”1° 

So if even American officials were worried about what a decision to rearm 
Germany might lead to, it is not hard to understand why the Europeans, and 
especially the French, were so disturbed by the US. proposal. The NATO al- 
lies would have to accept the whole package, Acheson told them. They 
would have to agree, publicly and immediately, to the rearmament of Ger- 
many. They would have to go along with what they honestly viewed as a 
very provocative policy vis-2-vis Russia and risk war at a time when no ef- 
fective defense was in place-ither that, Acheson said, or the Americans 
would simply not defend them. 

The fact that the U.S. government had chosen to deal so roughly with its 
allies had one very important effect: it helped bring France and Germany to- 
gether. It helped bring about a certain change in perspective-a change in 
the way the Europeans viewed America and thus in the way they viewed 
each other. Up to this point, the French, for example, had tended to think of 
the policy of “building Europe” in essentially manipulative and instrumental 
terms. It was, to use Raymond Poidevin’s phrase, a way “to seduce and to 
control” Germany.” But now the idea was beginning to take hold that the 
Europeans-that is, the continental West Europeans-were all in the same 
boat in strategic terms. The Europeans had interests of their own-interests 
that overlapped with, but which were in important ways distinct from, those 
of the United States. The fact that the Americans could adopt a highly 
provocative policy toward Russia, with scant regard for European interests, 
meant that the Europeans could not afford to be too dependent on the 
United States. Yes, there had to be a strong counterweight to Soviet power in 
Europe, and yes, that counterweight had to rest largely on American power. 
The American presence in Europe was obviously essential and an American 
combat force would have to be the heart of an effective NATO defense sys- 
tem. But there needed to be some counterweight to American power within 
the Atlantic alliance. And given the fact that Britain held itself aloof from Eu- 
rope, that counterweight had to be built on a real understanding between 
France and Germany. 
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We do not want to overstate the argument here. This sort of thinking was 
just beginning to take shape in 1950 and things obviously had a long way to 
go.12 But the importance of what was going on at the time should not be un- 
derestimated either. The line Acheson took at the New York conference was 
quite extraordinary, and what was at stake was of enormous importance. 
The events of late 1950, therefore, were bound to make a profound impres- 
sion. They were bound to lead many Europeans to begin thinking more se- 
riously about the importance of coming together as a unit in order to give Eu- 
rope more of a voice in setting the policy of the West as a whole. 

Consider, for example, the reaction of the German chancellor, Konrad 
Adenauer, to the American plan. Shortly after the New York conference, Ade- 
nauer had his top advisor, Herbert Blankenhorn, tell Armand Berard, the 
French deputy high commissioner in Germany, that he did not want Ger- 
many to simply provide forces for an American army-that is, an army in 
which the Americans would have all of the power. The two men soon met 
again and Blankenhorn returned to the charge. “With great emphasis,” 
Berard wrote, Blankenhorn “repeated what he had already told me a couple 
of weeks ago, namely, how desirable it was that an initiative come from the 
French side. Germany did not want to take her place in an American army.” 
“If France,” Blankenhorn continued, “proposed the creation of a European 
army under allied command, an army whose supreme commander might 
even be a Frenchman,” his government “would support that s~lution.”’~ 

Berards comment on this is worth quoting at length: 

The chancellor is being honest when he says he is worried that what the Ger- 
man [military] contribution will boil down to is simply German forces in an 
American army. He is afraid that his country will end up providing the foot sol- 
diers and shock troops for an anti-Communist offensive force that the United 
States might build in Europe. People in our own country are worried about the 
same sort of thing. Adenauer is asking for a French initiative that would head off 
this American solution, which he fears. I think he is sincere in all this, just as sin- 
cere as he was, and still is, in his support for the Schuman Plan [for a coal and 
steel community in Western Europe]. He believes that the problems of Western 
Europe have be to resolved on a Franco-German basis, the military problem as 
well as the economic  problem^.'^ 

The important point here was that France and Germany had major interests 
in common, not just vis-2-vis Russia, but visd-vis America as well. There 
was, Bkrard noted, “a certain parallelism between the position of France and 
that of West Germany with regard to the defense of the West. Both of them 
are concerned above all with making sure that they are not invaded and that 
their territory does not serve as a battleground; they both feel very strongly 
that the West should hold back from provoking the Soviets, before a western 
force, worthy of the name, has been set up.”li To go from that point to the 
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conclusion that the Europeans had to act more as a strategic unit-that Eu- 
ropean integration had to be real, and not just a device to keep Germany 
from becoming a problem4id not require any great leap of the imagina- 
tion. 

Reading these and related documents, one thus has the sense of a new 
way of thinking beginning to take shape-of French leaders rubbing their 
eyes and waking up to the fact that they and the Germans had more in com- 
mon than they had perhaps realized, of an important threshold being 
crossed, of France and Germany just starting to think of themselves as a 
strategic unit. And if this kind of thinking was beginning to emerge, it was, 
in large part, a reaction to the heavy-handed way in which U.S. government 
had chosen to deal with its European allies in September 1950. 

But had the American government, in any real sense, actually chosen to 
deal with the allies in that way? It is commonly argued that the policy Ache- 
son pursued in September 1950 is not to be understood as a choice freely 
made at the top political level, but rather is to be seen as the outcome of a 
bureaucratic dispute in which Acheson ultimately had to give way to pres- 
sure from the Pentagon.16 The State Department, according to this argument, 
understood the need for an effective defense of Western Europe; now, fol- 
lowing the outbreak of the Korean War in June, the need for action was ob- 
vious. It therefore wanted to begin building an effective defense by sending 
an American combat force over to Europe. But this gave the military author- 
ities the leverage they needed to achieve their “long-standing objective of 
German rearmament.”” They were willing, they now said, to go along with 
the plan to send over the US. combat divisions, but only as part of a “pack- 
age”: the JCS “wanted categorical assurances that they could count on Ger- 
man assistance in the shape they desired and that they would be able to 
make an immediate start on raising and equipping the German units”; they 
insisted that the offer to deploy the US. force “be made strictly conditional 
upon iron-clad commitments by the Europeans to their own contributions, 
and in particular, upon unequivocal acceptance of an immediate start on 
German rearmament in a form technically acceptable to American strate- 
gists.”ls 

The State Department, the argument runs, resisted the Pentagon’s efforts 
to bring the German rearmament question to a head in such a blunt and 
high-handed way. The two sides debated the issue for about two weeks in 
late August, but the “Pentagon stood united and unmovable.” Acheson, ac- 
cording to his own widely-accepted account, “agreed with their strategic 
purpose,” but “thought their tactics murdero~s.”’~ At the end of August, how- 
ever, Acheson had reluctantly decided that he had to give way. He had felt 
earlier that insisting on the inclusion of Germany at the outset “would delay 
and complicate the whole enterprise,” and that a more flexible approach 
made more sense, but, by his own account, he was almost totally isolated 
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within the government and therefore had no choice but to back off from that 
position. “I was right,” he said, “but I was nearly alone.”20 Most of the State 
Department, and even the president himself, seemed to be on the other side. 
So somewhat against his better judgment, he accepted what he later recog- 
nized as a mistaken policy.21 He accepted not only the “package” ap- 
proach-that is, as one scholar put it, a formula that “tied German rearma- 
ment to the State Department package much more rigidly than the State 
Department had intendedz2-but a plan that would allow Germany to 
rearm on a national basis, which was also very much at variance with what 
the State Department had originally ~ a n t e d . ~ 3  But this was the only way he 
could get the Pentagon to accept the rest of the plan. 

If all of this is true-if the American government just stumbled into the 
policy it pursued in September 1950, if the policy, that is, is to be understood 
essentially as the outcome of a bureaucratic process-then the episode 
might not tell us much about how the American government, at the top po- 
litical level, dealt with its European allies. But if that standard interpretation 
is not accurate, then the story might tell us something fundamental about the 
nature of America’s European policy, and indeed about the nature of 
US.-European relations in general. 

The goal here, therefore, is to examine this interpretation of what hap- 
pened in August and September 1950 in the light of the evidence. But is there 
any point, one might wonder, to conducting an analysis of this sort? If so 
many scholars who looked into the issue all reached essentially the same 
conclusion, that conclusion, one might reasonably assume, is probably cor- 
rect. There is, however, a basic problem with this assumption: the standard 
interpretation rests on a very narrow evidentiary base. It rests, to a quite ex- 
traordinary extent, on Acheson’s own account and on scholarly accounts that 
depend heavily on Acheson’s story.24 A self-serving account, however, 
should never be taken at face value; given the importance of the issue, the 
standard interpretation really needs to be tested against the evidence. And a 
good deal of archival evidence has become available since Acheson’s mem- 
oirs and the first scholarly accounts were published. But what light does this 
new material throw on the issue? 

GERMAN REARMAMENT: ON WHAT BASIS? 

The State and Defense departments did not see eye-to-eye on the German 
rearmament question in mid-1950. On that point, the standard interpretation 
is indeed correct. But the differences between the two departments were not 
nearly as great as they sometimes seemed, and the area of disagreement had 
virtually disappeared by the time the New York conference met in early Sep- 
tember. 
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The military authorities had favored German rearmament since 1947. On 
May 2, 1950, they officially called for the “early rearming of Western Ger- 
many,” and formally reiterated this call on June 8. But the State Department 
took a very different line and on July 3 flatly rejected the idea that the time 
had come to press for German rearmamer~t.’~ It was not that top State De- 
partment officials felt that Germany could never be rearmed. Acheson him- 
self had noted, even in 1949, that one could not “have any sort of security in 
western Europe without using German power.”26 But until mid-1950, it was 
thought for a variety of reasons that it would be unwise to press the issue. 

In July 1950, however, a major shift took place in State Department think- 
ing. Acheson told President Truman at the end of that month that the issue 
was not whether Germany should be “brought into the general defensive 
plan,” but rather how this could be done without undermining America’s 
other basic policy goals in Europe. He pointed out that the State Department 
was thinking in terms of a “European army or a North Atlantic army”; that 
force would include German troops, but the German units “would not be 
subject to the orders of Bonn.”z7 A whole series of key State Department of- 
ficials, both in Washington and in the major embassies abroad, had, in fact, 
come to the conclusion at about this time that some kind of international 
army that included German troops would have to be created, and Acheson’s 
own thinking was fully in line with this emerging consensus.’8 

This shift in State Department thinking is not to be viewed in bureaucratic 
politics terms as an attempt by the State Department to reach some kind of 
compromise with the JCS on the German rearmament issue. It was instead a 
quite straightforward consequence of the outbreak of the Korean War in 
June. As Acheson later noted, after the North Korean attack: 

we and everybody else in Europe and the United States took a new look at the 
German problem. It seemed to us that it was now clear that Germany had to 
take a part in the defense of Europe; it seemed clear that the idea that we had 
had before that this would work out through a process of evolution wasn’t ad- 
equate-there wasn’t time, the evolution had to be helped along by action. It 
was quite clear by this time, as a result of the staff talks in NATO, that the West- 
ern Union idea of defense on the Rhine was quite impractical and foolish, and 
that if you were going to have any defense at all, it had to be in the realm of for- 
ward strategy, which was as far east in Germany as possible. This made it ab- 
solutely clear that Germany had to be connected with defense, not merely 
through military formations, but emotionally and politically, because if the bat- 
tle was going to be fought in Germany it meant that the German people had to 
be on our side, and enthusiastically so. 

The U.S. government “immediately went to work on “this German mat- 
ter”-at least as soon as it could, given the need to deal, in July especially, 
with even more urgent problems relating to the Korean Warez9 
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So there was now a certain sense of urgency: an effective defense of West- 
ern Europe had to be put in place and, indeed, put in place rather quickly. 
It was obvious from the start that this would “require real contributions of 
German resources and men.” But the German contribution could not take 
the form of a German national army; the Germans could not be allowed to 
build a military force able to operate independently. The only way the Ger- 
mans could make their defense contribution was thus to create some kind of 
international army that included German forces-but forces not able to con- 
duct military operations on their 

A key State Department official, Henry Byroade, worked out a plan based 
on this fundamental concept at the beginning of August. Byroade, the direc- 
tor of the State Department’s Bureau of German Affairs, discussed his ideas 
with the army staff officers most directly concerned with these issues on Au- 
gust 3. (The army, for obvious reasons, took the lead in setting policy on this 
issue for the military establishment as a whole.) Those officers were pleased 
by the fact that the State Department now appeared “to be looking with fa- 
vor toward the controlled rearmament of Western Germany”; they “felt that 
great progress had been achieved on the question of German rearmament, 
since both the State Department and the Department of Defense are now at- 
tempting to work out a suitable plan which would make possible a German 
contribution to the defense of Western Europe.” These army officers had in 
fact just come up with their own plan for a “controlled rearmament of Ger- 
many.”3l 

There were, however, major differences between the two plans, or so it 
seemed to both sides at the time. The Byroade plan called for the establish- 
ment of a highly integrated “European Army,” which would include practi- 
cally all Western military forces-American and German as well as West 
European-stationed in Europe; it would have a “General Staff of truly in- 
ternational character,” and a single commander, an American general, with 
“complete jurisdiction” over the whole army. The force would have as much 
of an international character as possible. The goal, Byroade said, was to ap- 
ply the Schuman Plan concept to the military field; the aim was to enable the 
Germans to contribute to the defense of the West, without at the same time 
becoming too independent-that is, without getting a national army of their 

The army, on the other hand, was not in favor of setting up a highly inte- 
grated “European Army.” It did not explicitly call for a “German national 
army,” but key officers did seem to feel that any plan the U.S. government 
came up with would need to “appeal to the nationalistic tendencies of the 
German people.” The army plan, moreover, called for “controlled rearma- 
ment,” but the officers who drafted it were reluctant to state formally what 
the “nature of the controls” would be. In short, the State Department called 
for a truly international force, while the military authorities, it seemed, 

0wn.3~ 
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wanted a less highly integrated force composed of national armies. The two 
plans, in Byroade’s view, were “miles apart.” Or, as the army staff put it, the 
State Department proposal would reduce the “military sovereignty status” of 
the European countries down “to the level of Germany in order to secure her 
contribution,” while the army proposed “to raise Germany’s status” to the 
level of the NATO allies.33 

So there was clearly a major difference of opinion on this issue-at least 
at the level of rhetoric. But in practical terms, were the two sides really so far 
apart? The great goal of the State Department was to make sure that there 
was no new German national army-that is, an army capable of indepen- 
dent action, and thus able to support an independent foreign policy. The 
military authorities understood the point, and it was for this reason that they, 
from the start, favored the “controlled rearmament of Germany. And when 
one examines the sorts of controls they had in mind and notes that certain 
key military controls in their plan would apply to Germany alone, it becomes 
obvious-the rhetoric notwithstanding-that military leaders had no inten- 
tion of giving the Federal Republic the same “military sovereignty status” as 
the NATO allies. In the Byroade plan, not just allied headquarters, but also 
field army and corps headquarters were to be “international”; in the plan 
worked out by the officers in the Pentagon, “Army and Corps should be na- 
tional,” except that the Germans would be “allowed none.” In both plans, 
the Germans would contribute only ground forces, not air or naval forces; 
there would be German divisions, but no larger, purely German units; the 
German forces would be under allied control; the Germans would not be al- 
lowed to manufacture certain kinds of weapons (“heavy ordnance, etc.”); 
and, finally, both plans implied German participation in NATO.34 

Thus, the real difference between the plans did not have to do with Ger- 
many, but with how the NATO forces were to be treated. Byroade was not 
too explicit about this part of the proposal, but his plan called for virtually all 
of the allied forces in Europe to be integrated into the proposed European 
defense force. There would be no distinct British, French, or even American 
army on the Continent, only an international army with a single commander 
served by an integrated international staff. The US.  military authorities did 
not like this proposal at all, even though the whole force would have an 
American general as its commander. Byroade, it seemed to them, wanted to 
go too far in pushing the allies down to the German level; the Chiefs also felt 
that something that radical was not essential, and that instead of creating an 
entirely new institution, the “European Defense Force,” it made more sense 
to build on the one basic institution that had already been created: the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. Both NATO and the Western Union military or- 
ganization set up by the Brussels Treaty of 1948 were already in existence; 
to create a new international force would “tend to complicate an already 
confusing ~tructure .”~~ And there was no point in doing so, because NATO 
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itself could provide the necessary degree of integration; a German force in- 
tegrated into the NATO system-especially a strengthened NATO system- 
would be incapable of independent action. 

This logic was quite compelling. It did not matter if the international force 
was called EDF or NATO. The name was not important. What really mattered 
was whether you had an international structure within which the Germans 
could make their contribution, but which at the same time would prevent 
them from becoming too independent. And if an institution that had already 
been created-that is, NATO-could achieve that result, then so much the 
better.36 

Even Byroade himself, who by his own account was quite conservative on 
these issues in comparison with other State Department officials, was quick 
to see the point. His original plan, in any event, had not really been put for- 
ward as a practical proposal; his aim had been to sketch out a “theoretical 
solution from which one could work backwards” with an eye to working out 
a “compromise between the theoretical and what is already in existence.” So 
when a top army officer explained to him on August 10 how NATO could do 
the trick, he at least temporarily dropped his objections and basically ac- 
cepted their approach: he agreed that “German divisions, organized as such, 
might well be integrated into the NATO forces as now planned, provided 
only an American commander for these forces were set up in the near fu- 
ture.” The differences between the two departments were clearly narrowing. 
Indeed, it turned out that Byroade’s earlier objection to the army plan had 
“stemmed entirely from a misunderstanding of terms.” Byroade had thought 
that when army officers referred to “controlled rearmament,” they had only 
a “limitation on numbers and types of divisions” in mind. When he was told 
that the army “also contemplated as part of the control a very definite limit 
as to the types and quantities of materiel and equipment which Germany 
should manufacture, Byroade said he was in complete accord.”3’ 

By the end of the month, it seemed that a full consensus had been 
reached. For Acheson, far more than for Byroade, only the core issue was re- 
ally important. For him, it was not a problem that the Germans would have 
a national army in an administrative sense-that is, that they would recruit 
their own troops, pay them, provide them with uniforms, and so on. The 
only important thing was to make sure that things did not go too far-that 
the “old German power,” as Acheson put it, was not resurre~ted.~~ If an 
arrangement could guarantee that, he was prepared to be quite flexible on 
the secondary issues. Acheson was certainly not going to go to the wall to 
defend those parts of the Byroade concept that would tend to strip the NATO 
forces, including the American force in Europe, of their national character. 

Acheson had an important meeting with JCS Chairman Bradley on August 
30 to work things out, and he discussed that meeting with his principal ad- 
visors later that morning. He did not complain that the military wanted to go 
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too far toward creating a German national army; his real complaint was that 
the JCS was “confused and had somehow gotten the idea that the State De- 
partment position was more extreme than it really was. The Pentagon’s own 
position, Acheson thought, was just not clear enough: “he did not know 
what was meant by ‘national basis’ and ‘controlled status.”’39 

But the military authorities were now willing to be more accommodating 
on this point and were prepared to state more explicitly what they meant by 
those terms. This represented a certain shift from the line they had taken at 
the beginning of the month. In early August, they had preferred not to out- 
line formally the sorts of controls they had in mind.*O But by the end of the 
month, the army leadership had concluded that it needed to be more forth- 
coming. 

This was because President Truman had intervened in these discussions 
on August 26. On that day, he asked the two departments to come up with 
a common policy on the whole complex of issues relating to European de- 
fense and West German rearmament. Given the president’s action, a simple 
rejection of the Byroade plan was no longer a viable option. Leading military 
officers now felt that they needed to come up with a more “positive ap- 
proach” to the problem. A “Plan for the Development of West German Secu- 
rity Forces” was quickly worked out and approved by the army leadership at 
the beginning of September. This plan spelled out the controls the military 
had long favored: the NATO organization would be strengthened; Germany 
would not be allowed to have an air force or a navy; the largest German unit 
would be the division; there would be no German general staff; German in- 
dustry would be permitted to provide only light weapons and equipment. 
The military authorities were thus not pressing for the creation of a German 
national force that would have the same status as the British army or the 
French army or the American army. Indeed, by the beginning of September, 
there was no fundamental difference between their position and that of 
Acheson on this issue.41 

THE ORIGINS OFTHE PACKAGE PLAN 

So the State Department and the Pentagon had clashed in August 1950 on the 
question of German rearmament. That conflict had focused on the question 
of the extent to which the German force would be organized on a “national” 
basis-r, to look at the issue from the other side, the degree of military in- 
tegration needed to keep Germany from having a capability for independent 
action. By the end of the month, however, that conflict had essentially been 
resolved. There would be a German military contribution, both departments 
agreed, but no German national army. The German force would be fully in- 
tegrated into the NATO force; that is, the German force would not be able to 
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operate independently. This was all Acheson required, and the JCS had 
never really asked for anything more by way of a German national force. 

But even if the conflict had been sharper, even if the Pentagon had been 
intransigent on this issue, and even if the State Department had capitulated 
to the JCS on this question, all of this would in itself tell us very little about 
the most important issue we are concerned with here: the question of the 
origins of the “package plan.” This was essentially a separate issue. The 
American government, at the New York conference in mid-September, de- 
manded that the NATO allies agree, immediately and publicly, to the rear- 
mament of West Germany; if they refused to accept that demand, the Amer- 
icans would not send over the combat divisions or an American general as 
NATO commander. Everything was tied together into a single package, and 
it was presented to the allies on a “take it or leave it” basis. It was this pol- 
icy, this tactic, which created the whole problem in September 1950. 

How exactly did the issue of German rearmament get tied to the question 
of sending over American combat divisions and to appointing an American 
general as NATO commander? The standard view is that the JCS was re- 
sponsible for the package plan. The military authorities, it is commonly ar- 
gued, simply refused to accept the deployment of the American combat 
force unless the Europeans, for their part, agreed to the rearmament of West 
Germany. Acheson supposedly thought these tactics “murderous” and tried 
hard to get the Pentagon to change its mind. But the JCS was intransigent, 
this argument runs, and to get the troops sent, Acheson gave way in the end 
and reluctantly accepted the tactic the military leadership had insisted 
But does this basic interpretation hold up in the light of the archival evidence 
now available? 

First of all, did the military push throughout August for the package ap- 
proach? The military leaders certainly felt that a German military contribution 
was essential. The West European NATO allies, in their view, could not gen- 
erate enough military force by themselves to provide for an effective de- 
fense; German troops were obviously necessary for that purpose. German 
rearmament was therefore seen as a “vital element” of an effective defense 

The military authorities also supported the idea of beefing up the 
U.S. military presence in Europe and sending over an American general as 
NATO commander.44 But the key point to note here is that these were treated 
as essentially separate issues. Military leaders did not say (at least not in any 
of the documents that we have seen) that U.S. troops should be sent only if 
the allies accepted German rearmament. They did not say that the way to 
press for German rearmament was to tell the allies that unless they went 
along with the American plan, the US. combat divisions would be kept at 
home. 

Indeed, in the formal policy documents on the defense of Europe, the JCS 
did not make the German rearmament issue its top priority. The Chiefs in- 
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stead tended to play it down. The basic JCS view in those documents was 
that NATO Europe-the “European signatories” of the North Atlantic 
Treaty-needed to “provide the balance of the forces required for the initial 
defense” over and above what the United States was prepared to supply.45 
West Germany, which at this time, of course, was not a member of NATO, 
was not even mentioned in this context. What this suggests is that the mili- 
tary leadership was not pounding its fist on the table on the German rear- 
mament question. The German issue was important, of course, but the 
choice of this kind of phrasing suggests that the Chiefs were prepared to deal 
with it in a relatively reasonable, gradual, and businesslike way. 

What about the State Department? How did it feel about the package ap- 
proach? Did it agree to the inclusion of German rearmament in the package 
because this was the only way to get the Pentagon to go along with its plan 
to send additional troops to Europe? Some scholars suggest that this was the 
case, but the real picture is rather different.46 

The outbreak of the Korean War was the key development here, and State 
Department officials understood from the start that if Europe was to be de- 
fended, a German force of some sort would be required. As McCloy wrote 
Acheson on August 3: “to defend Western Europe effectively will obviously 
require real contributions of German resources and men.”47 This simply was 
the conventional wisdom at the time: neither McCloy nor anyone else in the 
State Department needed the JCS to remind them that an effective defense 
meant a German military contribution. But they were also dead set against 
the idea of allowing the Germans to build up an army of their own-a na- 
tional army, able to operate independently and thus capable of supporting 
an independent foreign policy. It followed that some kind of international 
force would have to be created: the Germans could make their contribution, 
an effective force could be built up, but there would be no risk of a German 
national army. The whole concept of a multinational force-of military inte- 
gration, of a unified command structure, of a single supreme commander 
supported by an international staff-was thus rooted in an attempt to deal 
with the question of German rearmament. It was not as though the thinking 
about the defense of Western Europe and the shape of the NATO military 
system had developed on its own, and that it was only later that the German 
rearmament issue had been linked to it by the JCS for bargaining purposes. 

The fundamental idea that the different elements in the equation-the U.S. 
divisions, the unified command structure, the forces provided by NATO Eu- 
rope, and the German contribution-were all closely interrelated and 
needed to be dealt with as parts of a unlfied policy thus developed naturally 
and organically as the basic thinking about the defense of Europe took shape 
in mid-1950. This idea-in a sense, the basic idea behind the package 
concept--took hold quite early in August 1950, and it was the State Depart- 
ment that took the lead in pressing for this kind of approach. The Byroade 
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plan, for example, explicitly tied all of these different elements together: in 
this plan, which in mid-August became a kind of official State Department 
plan, German units could be created if and only if they were integrated into 
an allied force with an American commander.48 

The State Department was thus the driving force behind this kind of ap- 
proach. For the entire month of August, its officials pressed for a unified pol- 
icy. But the military authorities, because of their dislike for the Byroade plan, 
tended to drag their feet in this area.49 The State Department, in frustration, 
and aware that a policy needed to be worked out before the NATO ministers 
met in mid-September, then got the president to intervene. On August 26 (as 
noted above), Truman asked the two departments, State and Defense, to 
come up with a common policy. He laid out a series of eight questions that 
the two departments were to answer by September 1, a deadline that was 
later extended to September 6.5O The “Eight Questions” document was actu- 
ally drafted in the State Department by two of Acheson’s closest advisors. 
The State Department goal, in getting Truman to sign it, was to prod the Pen- 
tagon into accepting a common plan.jl 

The tactic worked. Military leaders understood that the Eight Questions 
document was based on the State Department plan.52 Given the president’s 
intervention (again, as noted above), they now felt they could no longer sim- 
ply “disregard” that plan, but instead needed to take a more accommodating 
and “positive” line.53 

The military authorities now drafted a document that, they felt, might 
serve as a basis for a joint reply to the president. That draft was given to the 
State Department on September 1; Acheson had been shown a preliminary 
version a couple of days earlier.54 Events now moved quickly. In a few days 
of intensive talks, a joint reply acceptable to both departments was worked 
out. The final document was approved by the president and circulated to top 
officials as “NSC 82” on September 11, a day before the New York confer- 
ence was due to begin.jj 

This period from August 26 through September Qfrom the Eight Ques- 
tions letter to the joint reply-is thus the most important phase of this whole 
episode, and the evidence relating to this period needs to be examined with 
particular care. Does it support the view that the military insisted on the 
package approach and that the State Department opposed it, but gave in re- 
luctantly at the end? 

By far the most important document bearing on these issues is the record 
of a meeting Acheson had on August 30 with his three top advisors in this 
area, the three officials who, in fact, were conducting the negotiations with 
the Defense Department: Byroade, Assistant Secretary for European Affairs 
Perkins, and Paul Nitze, head of the State Department’s Policy Planning 
Staff. Acheson (as noted in the previous section) had just met with JCS 
Chairman Bradley earlier that morning. He had also just seen the draft re- 
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ply the JCS had prepared to the president’s Eight Questions letter. At the 
meeting with his advisors, Acheson discussed the JCS draft section by sec- 
tion and found most of it acceptable. The few small problems he had with 
it did not involve any issue of principle. At no point did Acheson complain 
about, or even comment on, any insistence on the part of the military that 
all of the elements in the program were to be tied together in a single pack- 
age. The conclusion to be drawn from this is absolutely fundamental for 
the purposes of the analysis here: if the JCS had been insisting on the pack- 
age concept, and if Acheson and the State Department had been opposed 
to that concept, it is scarcely conceivable that the issue would not have 
come up at this meeting. 

Nor is it very likely that a conflict over the package issue developed sud- 
denly over the next few days. Nitze’s recollection (in 1953) was that, follow- 
ing the Acheson-Bradley meeting, things moved very quickly.jG He says 
nothing about a dispute over the package question suddenly emerging at 
that point, and it is in fact highly unlikely that things could have moved so 
quickly if a serious dispute had developed. Indeed, Perkins and Nitze spoke 
in those 1953 discussions of the common policy document-the document 
that later became NSC 82-as though it essentially reflected their views, and 
which, through great efforts on their part, they had finally managed to get the 
military authorities to accept. “We had great difficulty,” Perkins recalled, “in 
finally getting the Pentagon” to sign on to the common policy.57 Nitze 
agreed: he remembered going over to the Pentagon after Acheson had 
worked “this thing” out with General Bradley on August 30, and “we trotted 
out the specific piece of paper which spelled out the package proposal with 
the Pentagon people and got their agreement to this document.”j8 It was 
scarcely as though the State Department was going along with the package 
plan reluctantly or against its better judgment. 

An analysis of the drafting history points to the same general conclusion. 
The passage in NSC 82 that served as the basis for the package policy-in- 
deed, the only passage in the document that called for such a policy-was 
part of the answer to the sixth question: “We recommend that an American 
national be appointed now as Chief of Staff and eventually as a Supreme 
Commander for the European defense force but only upon the request of the 
European nations and upon their assurance that they will provide sufficient 
forces, including adequate German units, to constitute a command reason- 
ably capable of fulfilling its resp~nsibilities.”~~ That final document was 
based on the draft the JCS had turned over on September 1; the key phrase 
“including adequate German units” did not appear in the original JCS draft.60 
It scarcely stands to reason that the military authorities, having decided to be 
cooperative, would harden their position in the course of their talks with 
State Department representatives, above all if State Department officials had 
argued strongly against an intransigent policy. 
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None of this means, of course, that the JCS was opposed to including a call 
for German rearmament in the package. In their view, this was a goal that 
the U.S. government obviously had to pursue. But this does not mean that 
the Chiefs were going to try to dictate negotiating tactics to the State Depart- 
ment-that they were going to insist on a diplomatic strategy that Acheson 
and his top advisors rejected. 

State Department officials, in fact, did not really blame the JCS for what 
had happened at the New York conference. Nitze, for example, although he 
said in 1953 that the Chiefs would not agree to sending additional forces un- 
til they got assurances from the British and the French about a German mil- 
itary contribution, did not actually hold them primarily responsible for the 
confrontation with the Europeans in mid-September.61 He pointed out at that 
time that the German rearmament issue could have been dealt with very dif- 
ferently. The issue, he said, could have been presented “to the British and 
French in a way which emphasized the supreme commander and the Amer- 
ican commitment”; the “question of German participation” could have been 
“put in a lower category and kind of weaved in gradually.”62 Nitze did not 
blame the JCS for vetoing that approach. In his view, the real responsibility 
lay elsewhere. “We were fouled up on this,” he said, by press leaks primady 
coming from McCloy, “who agreed entirely with the tactical importance of 
doing it the other way”-that is, of dealing with the German rearmament is- 
sue head 011.~3 

But Acheson was not fundamentally opposed to the blunt approach, and 
(contrary to his later disclaimers) he himself, on balance, thought that the 
US. government had chosen the right course of action at the time. Would it 
have been better, he asked in that same discussion, to have opted for quiet 
talks with the British and the French, when a plan had just been worked out, 
when a NATO foreign ministers’ meeting was about to be held, and when the 
issue was being “talked about everywhere”? “It seemed to me then,” he said, 
“and it seems to me now, that we did the right thing.”& 

And indeed, in his reports to Truman from the New York conference, 
Acheson gave no sign that he was pursuing the package plan strategy reluc- 
tantly or against his better judgment. He gave no sign that he was looking for 
a way to soften the general line and deal with the allies in a more concilia- 
tory manner. He explained to the president on September 15 how he had 
laid out the American demands, how he had discussed the issue “with the 
gloves off,” how he had “blown” some of the allies’ objections to the Amer- 
ican plan “out of the water,” and how it might well be a question of “whose 
nerve lasts longer.” He was clearly pleased with his own performance and 
was not at all unhappy about the line he had taken.65 

As one of its top officials pointed out at the time, the State Department 
was conducting a “hard-hitting kind of operation” in this area-and was 
proud of it.66 
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DEAN ACHES0N:THE MAN AND THE STATESMAN 

There is a final set of considerations that needs to be taken into account in 
an assessment of U.S. policy in September 1950, and this has to do with what 
we know about Acheson in general-about the sort of person he was and 
the kind of policy he favored throughout his career. Was he the type of 
leader who believed in compromise, especially with America’s most impor- 
tant allies, and was inclined to take a relatively moderate and cautious line? 
Or was he, as General Bradley later called him, an “uncompromising hawk,” 
aggressive in terms of both his goals and his tactics?67 

The great bulk of the evidence points in the latter direction.6s In 1950 in 
particular, he tended to take a very hard line. He was in favor of a rollback 
policy at that time. This was the real meaning of NSC 68, an important pol- 
icy document with which Acheson was closely a~sociated.~~ American schol- 
ars generally tend to portray U.S. policy as essentially defensive and status 
quo-oriented, and NSC 68 is commonly interpreted as simply a “strategy of 
~onta inment .”~~ But the aggressive thrust of this document is clear from its 
own text: NSC 68 called explicitly for a “policy of calculated and gradual co- 
ercion”; the aim of that policy was to “check and roll back the Kremlin’s drive 
for world domination.” The whole goal at that time, as Nitze recalled in 1954, 
was to “lay the basis,” through massive rearmament, for a policy of “taking 
increased risks of general war” in order to achieve “a satisfactory solution” of 
America’s problems with Russia while the Soviet nuclear stockpile “was still 
small. ”71 

This extraordinary aggressiveness was not out of character for Acheson, 
and its wellspring was not simply anti-Communism or extreme distrust of the 
Soviet Union. His general hawkishness can in fact be traced back to the sum- 
mer of 1941, when, as a mid-level State Department official, he played a ma- 
jor role in shaping the policy that put the United States on a collision course 
with Japan. Acheson was one of a handful of officials who helped engineer 
the oil embargo in mid-1941-a development that led directly to a sharp cri- 
sis in U.S.-Japanese relations and ultimately to the attack on Pearl Harbor in 
December.72 

His aggressiveness was also apparent in the early 1960s. During the Berlin 
and Cuban missile crises especially, he pushed for very tough policies. In 
1963, he even called (in a talk to the Institute for Strategic Studies) for what 
amounted to a policy of armed intervention in East Germany.73 When he was 
attacked for taking this line, he lashed out at his critics: “Call me anything 
you like, but don’t call me a fool; everybody knows I’m not a fool.” “I will 
not say that Mr. Acheson is a fool,” one of his critics replied. “I will only say 
that he is completely and utterly reckless.”74 

Acheson often sneered at those he viewed as soft and indecisive. After 
Eisenhower took office in 1953, Acheson complained repeatedly to Truman 
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about the “weakness” of the new admini~tration.~~ After the Democrats re- 
turned to power in 1961, President Kennedy allowed Acheson to play a ma- 
jor role in the making of American policy, but Acheson viewed the young 
president with barely concealed contempt. The Kennedy administration, in 
his view, was weak, indecisive, and obsessed with  appearance^.^^ He even 
criticized the administration in public, going so far at one point that he was 
virtually forced to apologize.77 

At another point, he practically told the president to his face that he was 
indecisive. Kennedy had asked Acheson to look into the balance of pay- 
ments problem, and in early 1963 he presented his report to the president. It 
was a “very strong, vivid, Achesonian presentation. And the President 
thanked him and said, ‘Well, we have to think about that.’ Acheson said, 
‘There’s nothing to think about, Mr. President. All you have to do is decide. 
Here it is, and why don’t you decide?”’ Kennedy turned red, and then broke 
up the meeting. He was furious. “It’s a long time before Dean Acheson’s go- 
ing to be here again,” he remarked to an aide.78 As for Acheson, he contin- 
ued to criticize Kennedy as weak and indecisive, even after Kennedy’s 
death.79 

Acheson treated President Johnson the same way he had treated President 
Kennedy. When he met with Johnson in 1965, he was so irritated by the pres- 
ident’s whining and indecisiveness that he “blew [his] top” and told him to 
his face that all the trouble America was having in Europe “came about be- 
cause under him and Kennedy there had been no American leadership at all. 
The idea that the Europeans could come to their own conclusion had led to 
an unchallenged de Gaulle.”so 

These stories reveal a lot about Acheson. A man who could deal with pres- 
idents that way was not the type of person who would allow himself to be 
pushed around by mere military officers on an issue of central political im- 
portance-above all at a time when he was at the height of his power and 
had the full confidence of President Truman. Nor was he the type who 
would be understanding if he thought allied leaders were reluctant to face 
up to fundamental problems and make the really tough decisions. 

Acheson, in fact, did not believe in taking a soft line with the allies or in 
treating them as full partners. In 1961, he played the key role in shaping the 
new Kennedy administration’s policy on NATO issues; the goal of that pol- 
icy was to get the Europeans “out of the nuclear business” (as people said at 
the t imet that  is, to concentrate power, and especially nuclear power, in 
American hands.81 

Acheson, moreover, was not the sort of statesman who viewed consulta- 
tion and compromise as ends in themselves. At one point during the Berlin 
crisis in 1961, he complained that the U.S. had been trying too hard to reach 
agreement with the Europeans. The U.S. government did not need to coor- 
dinate policy with the allies, he said, “we need to tell them.”82 “We must not 
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be too delicate,” he said at another point, “about being vigorous in our lead- 
ership.’’ It was America’s job, practically America’s duty, to lay down the law 
to the allies. The United States-and he actually used this phrase-was “the 
greatest imperial power the world has ever seen.”83 “In the final analysis,” he 
told McGeorge Bundy, “the United States [is] the locomotive at the head of 
mankind, and the rest of the world is the caboose.”s4 

American interests were fundamental; European concerns were of purely 
secondary importance. Paul Nitze, who was very close to Acheson through- 
out this period, made the point quite explicitly in 1954. The “primary goal,” 
he said, was the “preservation of the United States and the continuation of a 
‘salutary’ world environment”; the “avoidance of war” was of secondary im- 
portance. “Even if war were to destroy the world as we know it today, still 
the U.S. must win that war decisively.” He then again stressed the point that 
“the preservation of the US.” was “the overriding goal, not the fate of our al- 
lies.”85 

People like Nitze and Acheson were thus not inclined to take European in- 
terests too seriously or to deal with the Europeans on a basis of mutual re- 
spect. And Acheson himself was clearly not the kind of person who would 
have found it difficult to deal roughly with the allies in September 1950. 

THE MEANING OFTHE STORY 

The goal here was to test a particular interpretation of what happened in the 
late summer of 1950. According to that interpretation, the military authorities 
had essentially forced the package plan on Acheson, who had accepted it re- 
luctantly, and only after a struggle. The basic conclusion is that that inter- 
pretation simply does not stand up in the light of the evidence from late 1950 
and in the light of what we know about Acheson in general. The policy the 
US. government pursued at the New York conference is not to be under- 
stood as a more or less accidental by-product of a bureaucratic dispute 
in Washington. The way Acheson dealt with the allies at the New York 
conference-the bare-knuckled tactics he pursued, the way he tried to lay 
down the law to the Europeans, the way he dismissed their most fundamen- 
tal concerns out of hand-has to be seen as deliberate: he knew what he was 
doing, and he had not been forced by the Pentagon to proceed in that way. 
There is certainly no evidence that he thought those tactics were “murder- 
ous’’: he did not give way on this point after a long battle; he never com- 
plained at the time about the military’s (alleged) insistence on this strategy; 
he never raised the issue with Truman or expressed misgivings about the 
policy as he was carrying it out. 

Does this mean that the Acheson interpretation was a complete fabrica- 
tion? The truth is probably not quite that simple. For Acheson, as for many 
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people in public life, honesty was not the top priority, and he was fully ca- 
pable of deliberately misleading the public on these issues.86 But that in it- 
self does not mean that the Acheson story about the package plan was man- 
ufactured out of whole cloth. 

Indeed-in a certain sense at least-there was probably some basis to the 
story. After all, the military authorities were willing to send over the Ameri- 
can troops only if the European allies agreed to provide the balance of the 
forces needed to make an effective defense possible, and the JCS did believe 
that German forces would be needed for that purpose. So in that sense, from 
the rmlitary point of view, German rearmament was certainly a vital part of 
the package. But this was at the level of fundamental objectives, not at the 
level of tactics, and the basic JCS view was consistent with a relatively soft 
negotiating strategy: if the State Department (to paraphrase Nitze) had called 
for emphasizing the US. troop commitment and only then gradually “weav- 
ing in” the question of a German defense contribution, it is hard to believe 
that the JCS would have objected. But an agreement on the part of the JCS 
that all of the elements of the problem were interconnected could be inter- 
preted as a call for presenting the allies with a single package: the basic pol- 
icy could be interpreted as translating directly into a particular negotiating 
strategy. The basic military point of view, in other words, could serve as 
cover-that is, as a kind of license for pursuing the sort of negotiating policy 
State Department officials considered essential at this point.87 The fact that 
the military view could be interpreted (or misinterpreted) in this way- 
whether deliberately or not is not the issue here-made it easier for Acheson 
and his advisors to do what they probably really wanted to do in any case. 

This is all quite speculative, of course, and there is not enough evidence to 
get to the bottom of this particular issue. But these uncertainties should not be 
allowed to obscure the facts that the documents are able to establish. And one 
thtng, at least, is very clear: the State Department did not fight the rmlitary over 
the package plan. If Acheson actually thought the tactics the US.  government 
adopted were “murderous,” he certainly had a very odd way of showing it. 

Why is this story important? Partly because it shows how easy it is for 
scholars to get taken in by self-serving memoir accounts, and thus how cru- 
cial it is to test claims against archival evidence; partly because of what it tells 
us about civil-military relations in the United States, about the willingness 
and ability of the military leadership to impose its views on issues of great 
political importance, and about the validity of the bureaucratic politics the- 
ory of policy-making in general; but mainly because of the light it throws on 
the political meaning of what happened in September 1950. The American 
government did not just stumble along and adopt a policy against its better 
judgment because of pressure from the military; the package policy was 
adopted quite deliberately, and this has a certain bearing on how American 
policy toward Europe during the early Cold War period is to be interpreted. 
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There has been a certain tendency in recent years to idealize US.- 
European relations during the Cold War period. The argument is that the 
NATO system worked because, no matter how lopsided power relations 
were, the Americans did not simply insist on running the show. Instinc- 
tively, the democratic countries dealt with the problems that arose in their 
relations with each other the same way they dealt with domestic issues: 
not through coercion, but through persuasion and compromise, “by cut- 
ting deals instead of imposing wills.”ss The democratic habit of compro- 
mise, of give and take, was the bedrock upon which the Atlantic Alliance 
was built. The Americans treated their allies with respect, and this, it is 
said, was one major reason why the Europeans were able to live with a 
system that rested so heavily on American power.89 

The story of how the US.  government managed the German rearmament 
issue in late 1950 suggests that things were not quite so simple. The Ameri- 
cans were capable of dealing rather roughly with their European allies, even 
on issues of absolutely central political importance. If the package plan story 
tells us nothing else, it certainly tells us that. And the fact that the Americans 
were capable of treating their allies that way had a certain bearing on how 
many people, especially in Europe, thought about core political issues. 

In 1880, after a remarkable electoral campaign, William Gladstone was 
swept back into office as prime minister of Great Britain. Gladstone, in that 
campaign, had laid out a series of principles on which British foreign policy 
was to be based; one fundamental aim was “to cultivate to the utmost the 
concert of Europe.” Five years later, Gladstone’s policy lay in ruins. He had 
managed to alienate every other major power in Europe-ven France and 
Germany had come together in 1884 in a short-lived anti-British entente- 
and in 1885 his government fell from power. The Gladstone government had 
achieved its “long desired ‘Concert of Europe”’ all right, Lord Salisbury noted 
bitterly at the time. It had succeeded in “uniting the continent of Europe- 
against England.”9o 

The parallel with American policy during the early Cold War period is 
striking. The U.S. government very much wanted the European countries to 
come together as a political unit, and support for European unification was 
one of the basic tenets of American foreign policy in this peri0d.9~ But it was 
not American preaching that led the Europeans to cooperate with each 
other and begin to form themselves into a bloc. The United States played an 
important role in the European integration process, but America had an im- 
pact mainly because of the kind of policy it pursued-a policy which, on 
occasion, did not pay due regard to the most basic interests of the European 
allies. 

Acheson’s policy in late 1950 is perhaps the most important case in point. 
Acheson was pressing for a course of action that would have greatly increased 
the risk of war at a time when Western Europe was particularly vulnerable. 
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The US. government could treat its allies like that-it could pursue a policy 
that might well have led to total disaster for Europe-only because the United 
States was so much stronger than any single European country. It followed 
that there had to be a counterweight to American power within the Western 
alliance, a counterweight based on the sense that the Europeans had major 
strategic interests in common and that those interests were distinct from those 
of the United States. The events of late 1950 helped push the Europeans+s- 
pecially the French and the Germans-to that conclusion; it helped get them 
to see why they had to put their differences aside and come together as a kind 
of strategic unit. This episode thus plays an important role in the history of Eu- 
ropean integration, and indeed in the history of the Western alliance as a 
whole. 
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2 
“A General Named Eisenhower”: 
Atlantic Crisis and the Origins of the 
European Economic Community 
Paul M. Pitman 

In January 1957, the French government staged a parliamentary debate to 
build support for its conduct of the negotiations on the common market (or 
European Economic Community [EEC]). Referring to the Suez Crisis, which 
had unfolded over the previous months, one speaker who favored the com- 
mon market sardonically thanked Egyptian Colonel Gamal Abdul Nasser and 
Soviet Marshal Nikolai Bulganin for helping the West Europeans understand 
the need for unity. In response, a leftist deputy shouted, “Is there not also a 
general named Eisenhower?”’ This brief exchange at the Palais Bourbon 
epitomizes the continental reaction to the international crises that climaxed 
in November 1956. Indeed, by the winter of 1956, many in France felt that 
tensions with the country’s allies had contributed more than conflicts with its 
enemies to the drive toward economic integration. 

Already in the fall of 1956 it was clear that dissatisfaction with the United 
States had helped revive the European movement. In October, Janet Flamer, 
Paris correspondent for the New Yorker, had written in her diary that the Eu- 
ropeans appeared to be moving together not only because of the challenge 
from Egypt but also because of frustration with America: 

Secretary Dulles’ . . . semi-idealistic press remarks that good might even come 
of the Suez difficulties if they stimulated European federation brought a grim 
smile from French politicians. It is true that lately there has been revived talk on 
the continent about a united Europe, but the feeling of union unfortunately 
seem to be founded largely on a common dislike of Mr. Dulles.2 

Then in early November, the spectacular climax of the Suez Crisis, along with 
the bloody suppression of the Hungarian revolution by Soviet and Warsaw 
Pact forces, highlighted Europe’s weakness in a world dominated by the two 
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superpowers. Seen from Western Europe, the crisis demonstrated yet again 
British perfidy and American unreliability. Publicists and politicians alike ar- 
gued that one of the main lessons of Suez was that the European govern- 
ments should unite their forces in the EEC. 

But did the Suez Crisis really tip the balance toward the formation of a six- 
country customs union and away from alternate designs for the European 
economic order? Did a fleeting geopolitical conjuncture determine the Con- 
tinent’s institutional path, thereby reshaping the social and economic devel- 
opment of the Atlantic zone? For decades, the idea that one of the results of 
the Suez Crisis was the establishment of the common market has often been 
taken for granted. First expounded in authoritative contemporary analyses, 
the link between the crisis and breakthrough in the negotiations on Euro- 
pean integration has since become a standard element in general histories of 
postwar international  relation^.^ Thus in the first archive-based account of 
the negotiation of the common market treaty, which primarily draws upon 
the papers of the German delegation to the EEC talks, Hanns Jurgen Kusters 
claims that the Suez Crisis prompted the French government’s realization 
that geopolitical imperatives required that it drop its long-standing objec- 
tions to the common market, thereby opening the way for the conclusion of 
the EEC Treaty.4 In a more recent contribution, Kusters baldly states that “the 
successful outcome of the EEC negotiations was an historical accident, initi- 
ated by Nasser’s Suez crisis in November 1956.”5 

In the most fruitful challenge to such views, Alan Milward, Frances Lynch, 
and associated scholars have argued that Suez hardly mattered for the EEC 
negotiations. Not that geopolitics was always irrelevant to the evolution of 
the European economic order: in fact, French efforts to contain West Ger- 
many’s industrial potential and military revival inspired earlier integration 
schemes such as the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and the 
European Defense Community (EDC).6 But Europe’s security problems had 
mostly been settled in October 1954, when the Paris Accords sanctioned 
German rearmament within an Atlantic framework. From this point on, the 
only remaining “security” concern relevant to European integration was how 
to guide West Germany’s industrial exports into channels that would benefit 
social and economic advance throughout Western Europe. According to Mil- 
ward and his associates, after the winter of 1954, it was not geopolitical fac- 
tors but the political and economic imperatives of the postwar social settle- 
ments that accounted for decisions to pursue economic integration. They 
have traced the process by which the customs union treaty emerged logically 
(but not inevitably) from debates on the future of the European economic or- 
der that began in the early postwar years and came to focus on a customs 
union in the early 1950s. Throughout, decisions about economic integration 
did not result from mere historical accidents. Rather, national negotiating po- 
sitions reflected long-term economic policies hammered out by top elected 



‘2 General Named Eisenhower” 35 

officials and high-level bureaucrats, who sought export-led growth, techni- 
cal modernization, full employment, and social welfare through controlled 
trade liberalization. More fundamentally, across Western Europe foreign eco- 
nomic policy-making reflected the new postwar determination to pursue 
economic and social goals that would strengthen political coalitions that in- 
cluded the organized working class, farmers, and the lower middle class.’ 

As for the supposed influence of the Suez Crisis on French policy, Frances 
Lynch’s trenchant account shows that Paris’s crucial decision to endorse the 
common market came in early September 1956-at a time when the French, 
apparently in the expectation that the United States would tacitly support (or 
at least acquiesce in) an invasion of Egypt, were still formulating the plan to 
seize the Suez Canal with their British and Israeli partners, two months be- 
fore the humiliations that supposedly swung France’s governing class be- 
hind the European cause. Instead of Suez, Lynch points to the proposal for 
a Free Trade Area that would include all members of the Organisation for Eu- 
ropean Economic Cooperation (OEEC), put forward by the British in July 
1956, which strengthened the view in France that the country could not de- 
pend on existing arrangements to protect French interests.* Recent work in 
political science has likewise tended to de-emphasize geopolitics. Andrew 
Moravcsik, for example, argues that commercial interest, as articulated by 
major producer groups, was the main factor that drove the integration 
process in the 1950s; in his analysis, “geopolitical ideology” and “security ex- 
ternalities” were only influential at the margin.’ 

The establishment of the common market is one of the most highly cele- 
brated and best documented episodes in postwar Europe’s history. Our inter- 
pretation of this event has significant implications, not only for our under- 
standing of the origins of the European communities, but also for our views of 
the intrinsic character of European integration and its meaning for global pol- 
itics. This chapter examines the long-term policy developments that shaped 
the French and German decisions to construct a new economic and political 
order on the Continent. Instead of arguing that either economic goals or strate- 
gic ambitions were the primary drivers of foreign economic policy in the mid- 
1950s, it attempts to show that the two sets of concerns acted together to shape 
decisions in both France and Germany. The first section sets the stage: it ana- 
lyzes the politics of European trading and monetary arrangements, surveying 
the forces behind alternative regional designs. The main point here is that as 
late as the summer of 1956, the future of the common market plan, and more 
generally the form that European integration was likely to take, remained any- 
thing but certain. The second section considers the role of geopolitical con- 
siderations in driving the integration process well before Suez. The focus in 
that section is on continental responses to Atlantic strategic developments in 
the mid-1950s, especially on the implications of the nuclearization of NATO 
war plans. The basic point here is that the security issue had by no means been 
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resolved when the Paris Accords were signed in October 1954; on the con- 
trary, at about that time policy-makers in France and Germany began to ex- 
plore the possibility of a European nuclear force independent of the United 
States. The third section retraces the French and German decisions to establish 
the common market in the fall and winter of 1956. It argues that the Suez Cri- 
sis, which both symbolized and deepened tensions between the continental 
powers and the “Anglo-Saxons,” triggered the establishment of the Common 
Market, but that the key decisions were not taken in a vacuum: long-term pol- 
icy goals determined what happened during this crucial phase of the Euro- 
pean integration process. 

THE POLITICS OF EUROPEAN TRADE 

Until January 1959, when the common market first came into effect, Europe’s 
trade was regulated through intergovernmental cooperative arrangements, 
the most important of which were sponsored by the OEEC. The OEEC trad- 
ing system rested on two main pillars, gradual trade “liberalization,” that is, 
the removal of quantitative restrictions (but not tariffs) on imports from other 
OEEC countries, and the more significant European Payments Union (EPU), 
which arranged multilateral settlement of bilateral payments imbalances be- 
tween the same countries. By making trade with the rest of the world, espe- 
cially the United States, less attractive, the OEEC countries had constructed a 
discriminatory trading system that embraced more than half of the free 
world’s trade, including that of the West European countries, the members of 
the Sterling Area, and the various elements of the Franc Zone. This frame- 
work had nurtured Western Europe’s postwar economic miracle, the trade- 
driven growth that had lowered unemployment while accommodating in- 
creases in both wages and workplace democracy. The solidarities and 
disputes that emerged in this structure would shape the debate over Eu- 
rope’s economic future.1° 

Starting in the early 1950s, as the European economy emerged from the 
rearmament boom sparked by the Korean War, discontent with the per- 
ceived shortcomings of the OEEC system stimulated discussions of the future 
of the region’s economic order. While existing structures continued to pro- 
vide indispensable props for the European political economy, many on both 
sides of the Atlantic saw them as temporary expedients whose continued 
functioning threatened the realization of their long-term goals. On the Con- 
tinent, the Dutch government put forward plans for a customs union that 
would give the smaller countries access to the markets in France, Germany, 
and the United Kingdom, which were still shielded by high tariffs. At the 
same time, the British government began to campaign vigorously for the 
restoration of currency convertibility as a way not only to revive Sterling’s 
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prewar role as a reserve currency, in particular for the Commonwealth coun- 
tries, but also to block the emergence of a customs union on the Continent. 
In contrast, the French cabinets of this period opposed both regional tariff 
reductions and convertibility, favoring instead a customs union with the 
Franc zone buttressed by bilateral commercial agreements with France’s ma- 
jor trading partners, especially West Germany. 

The West European governments faced choices between three contending 
visions of the future of the region’s economic order: the further consolida- 
tion of the European market centered on the ECSC countries, known as the 
“Six,”* a liberalized free-world market in which currencies would be freely 
convertible, and a revival of the French and British colonial economic blocs. 
As a result of the teleological bias in both the popular and academic litera- 
tures, accounts of these debates have focused almost exclusively on the 
emergence of the common market and virtually ignored support for Atlantic 
or imperial schemes. Although there have been attempts to argue that the 
British proposal for an OEEC-wide Free Trade Area stood some chance of 
adoption, no study has attempted to weigh the political support across Eu- 
rope for the three serious contenders. For the purposes of this chapter, it suf- 
fices to note that all three alternatives were taken seriously enough to frame 
debates on foreign economic policy in both France and Germany. 

In the 1950s European policy-makers still paid special attention to signals 
from Washington. Like its Democratic predecessor, the Eisenhower adminis- 
tration, which took office in January 1953, stoutly backed the formation of a 
West European political and economic bloc capable of anchoring Germany 
to the West and countering Soviet influence on the Continent.I2 But the new 
administration sought to cut military spending and foreign aid in order to 
protect America’s long-term economic health and civic vitality, which it iden- 
tified with decentralized government and a competitive market order. The 
administration also sought to shift US. aid from Europe to the Third World, 
where Soviet economic initiatives increasingly appeared to threaten Western 
influence. These considerations, which inspired the famous “New Look” in 
military strategy, also drove efforts to rethink foreign economic relations. l3 

Nonetheless, just as the Eisenhower administration would end up maintain- 
ing its ground forces in Europe, it would also continue to give European eco- 
nomic unification priority over a worldwide liberal market order. But the 
mixed messages that emerged from the Washington policy process cast seri- 
ous doubt on America’s willingness to tolerate continued European discrim- 
ination against imports from the dollar zone. In Europe the impact of rumors 
about political battles in the administration and Congress may well have 
been more significant than the United States government’s steadfast policies. 

In the summer of 1953 Eisenhower sponsored the first serious review of 
foreign economic policy since the debate on the Marshall Plan. Published in 

*That is, Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands. 



38 Chapter 2 

early 1954, the report of the bipartisan Commission on Foreign Economic 
Policy (CFEP) declared that it was time to end the Marshall Plan settlement- 
which had always been seen as a temporary expedient-under which the 
Europeans had come to trade more intensively with each other but system- 
atically discriminated against imports from the United States, despite receiv- 
ing substantial economic aid. The CFEP called for a return to something like 
the Bretton Woods program of multilateral trade and currency convertibility. 
Logically enough, the commission also argued that in order to overcome the 
worldwide dollar shortage, which blocked progress toward liberalizing in- 
ternational trade and payments, the American market should be opened to 
imports from the rest of the free world economies. Likewise, the government 
should encourage increased private direct investment instead of continuing 
to provide foreign aid.’* 

The Eisenhower administration endorsed the CFEP’s call for “Trade, not 
Aid.” But the American government failed to follow through either at home 
or abroad. The president made considerable efforts to convince Congress to 
reduce quota and tariff barriers that excluded European products from the 
American market, but the victorious commander on the European Front in 
World War I1 was no match for homegrown protectionism. And despite pub- 
lic endorsements of convertibility, Washington repeatedly put off the magic 
day when currencies would be exchanged freely.I5 Likewise, although much 
aid was redirected toward developing countries, the Eisenhower administra- 
tion continued to provide massive amounts of military and economic assis- 
tance to the Europeans because it seemed necessary, inter alia, to push the 
Germans to rearm quickly and to encourage the French to meet their NATO 
obligations despite the drain imposed by the war in Algeria. 

Although its policy came under fire from the Treasury, Congress, and the 
public, the Eisenhower administration was clearly willing to live with Eu- 
ropean trade preferences in the interest of achieving the greater strategic 
goal of building a second great power mass within the West capable of re- 
sisting the Soviet threat. In 1955 and 1956 American diplomacy focused on 
supporting the proposal for a six-power European Atomic Energy Commu- 
nity (EURATOM), which appeared to offer a way to channel continental nu- 
clear ambitions into a supranational framework. It paid relatively little at- 
tention to the common market negotiations, presumably because most 
observers expected protectionist forces in France to block economic inte- 
gration. Still, Washington backed the formation of a six-member customs 
union, hoping it would adopt a liberal external policy. American analysts 
did note the danger that the common market might form a protectionist 
trade bloc, especially if French preferences determined its external stance, 
but many hoped that increased intra-European trade would allow the 
weaker economies to modernize and eventually drop their opposition to 
freer trade with North America.16 Certainly the common market offered a 
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better way to tie German industry to the West than an OEEC-wide Free 
Trade Area such as that proposed by the British. The British scheme would 
have led to even greater losses for American exporters without deepening 
Europe’s political integration. 

Thus, although American leaders often declared their interest in a more 
liberal world economic system, this had no tangible effect on Washington’s 
actual policy toward further economic integration on the Continent. It was 
thus ironic that America’s continued diplomatic support for European unifi- 
cation did not carry as much weight on the Continent as the mixed signals 
that emerged from Washington policy debates. There is room here for just 
one example, drawn from the realm of monetary politics. The Americans re- 
peatedly declined to pony up the cash needed to back British plans to make 
the pound convertible. Such an action would have set off a chain reaction 
leading to the dissolution of the EPU and thus a cut in credits to France that 
would force the Fourth Republic to choose between improvements in social 
welfare, investments in industry, and paying for the war in Algeria.” Al- 
though French policy-makers were no doubt relieved each time a convert- 
ibility plan was vetoed, they continued to hear dark rumors of secret negoti- 
ations between British and American Treasury officials.ls Given that the 
Americans had frozen aid payments to the French as a punishment for the 
rejection of the European Defense Community, who could say what they 
might do in some later fight?19 

The Eisenhower administration’s grand strategy called for the establish- 
ment of a six-power common market, which would provide the economic 
underpinnings for a “united Europe as a third great force in the world.”Zo In 
contrast, successive British governments stubbornly opposed the consolida- 
tion of “Little Europe,” because it would threaten the United Kingdom’s eco- 
nomic and political standing in the world by undermining the City of Lon- 
don’s role as a financial center, weakening the Commonwealths already 
attenuated trading ties with the British Isles, and increasing the danger that 
France and Germany would become America’s primary political partners, 
thereby reducing the chances that Washington would continue to aid 
Britain’s “independent” atomic forces.21 However, as events would show, 
neither the British nor their allies and clients on the Continent were in a po- 
sition to stop integration projects backed by Paris and Bonn. And American 
support and British weakness meant that the only real question was whether 
the sharp differences between the French and German visions of the New 
Europe could be overcome. 

The French government’s policy on economic integration reflected the re- 
quirements of its modernization plans, its commitment to the welfare state, 
and its ambitions for the reconstitution of the empire. Thus the proposal for 
the ECSC was designed to guarantee the success of the Monnet Plan; the 
EDC met the needs of the French aircraft and electronics industries; and the 
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Green Pool grew out of the decision to aim for permanent agricultural sur- 
pluses. More broadly, the policy-making community in Paris rejected the 
classical liberal view that trade should lead to further specialization in those 
products in which each country enjoyed a comparative advantage. Instead, 
the French sought to negotiate political agreements to fix a favorable struc- 
ture for key industries before trade controls were lifted. Given that France’s 
advanced social legislation put the country at a disadvantage in export mar- 
kets, French leaders also made the harmonization of regulations on collec- 
tive bargaining, paid vacations, women’s wages, and social welfare a condi- 
tion for their acceptance of a new trading system. Moreover, to compensate 
for the loss of direct political control over its empire, the French sought to re- 
formulate the trade and monetary links between the members of the Union 
francaise, which would then join the European community as a unit. This 
arrangement promised to increase France’s weight in Europe and, so the ar- 
gument went, Europe’s role in world politics.22 

West German attitudes toward the European economic order were pulled 
between liberal ideological preferences and the practical need to guarantee 
economic ties with Germany’s main trading partners, France and the 
Benelux countries. Earlier accounts of the Federal Republic’s policy on the 
Common Market emphasized that the country’s trading interests extended 
well beyond the Six, and that industry, represented by Professor Ludwig Er- 
hard, the Minister of Economics, supported an OEEC-wide Free Trade Area 
as a step toward the restoration of currency convertibility. However, more re- 
cent research has shown that many business leaders remained skeptical 
about the wisdom of depending on the world market, preferring the security 
of established trade ties with Germany’s closest neighb01-s.~~ A striking ex- 
ample of this attitude emerges in the Foreign Ministry’s refutation of an at- 
tack on the common market issued by the Economics Ministry: 

The Foreign Ministry does not completely share the Economics Ministry’s plan 
for economic conquest of the world, because such a rash . . . thrust into empty 
space must eventually reach its limits, whether in an economic downturn or an- 
other type of shock. At that point, the only thing that will be left will be what- 
ever has been politically organized, namely the community of the Six (or Seven 
if Great Britain joins); otherwise Germany’s economic expansion will fall in on 
itself.24 

In line with such thinking, the competent German authorities, including the 
central bank, vigorously protected the trading arrangements that had grown 
up since 1949, and in particular the special economic relationship with 
France, Germany’s top economic partner.25 Of course, both industry repre- 
sentatives and government officials agreed on opposing the French propos- 
als to harmonize wages and benefits, which would eliminate what many saw 
as key sources of Germany’s export competitiveness. Even while supporting 
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the common market scheme, Bonn’s negotiators fought Paris’s specific de- 
mands regarding social policy, agricultural imports, atomic energy, and sub- 
sidies to France’s imperial dependencies. At the same time, the divisions 
within the German policy-making community meant that, when it came time 
to decide whether to go ahead with the common market, Chancellor Konrad 
Adenauer would be able to impose his own preferences, which by all ac- 
counts were shaped more by geopolitical thinking than by economic argu- 
ments.26 

The first year and a half of the common market negotiations demonstrated 
the conflict between French and German visions for Europe’s economic fu- 
ture. In the fall and winter of 1954, the Dutch had renewed the push for a 
customs union, in part out of fear of the consequences of the secret Franco- 
German trade and investment deals that accompanied the Paris Accords.’’ In 
May 1955, once the Federal Republic had formally joined NATO, the Dutch 
common market proposal, combined with a French proposal for an atomic 
energy pool, kicked off a new set of negotiations on six-power integration, 
the so-called relance europkenne. But over the summer, the common mar- 
ket initiative got off to such a rocky start that the Dutch submitted further 
trade liberalization proposals to both the OEEC and the General Agreement 
on Tariffs and Trade.28 The main sticking point in the common market talks 
was German opposition to French demands. The French delegation focused 
almost exclusively on EURATOM-it did not even receive instructions re- 
garding the customs union until early October, shortly before the negotia- 
tions had to be suspended because the Edgar Faure government decided to 
call new elections.29 

The Mollet government, which took power following parliamentary elec- 
tions in January 1956, supported European integration much more strongly 
than any cabinet since early 1952 (when the first “Europeanist coalition” in 
the National Assembly had collapsed). Its leading members had impeccable 
Europeanist credentials, and many scholars have accepted their later claims 
to have secretly planned to push through the common market treaty from 
the moment they entered office.30 But in the spring of 1956, Socialist influ- 
ence in interministerial debates resulted in a negotiating position that threat- 
ened to block the common market negotiations once and for all. France’s 
new position did not just strengthen earlier calls for the harmonization of la- 
bor regulations and social policy, which was only to be expected given the 
Mollet government’s center-left orientation. The French also pushed for 
common macroeconomic policies and long-term industrial plans. In effect, 
the French now sought to use the common market to lock in expansionist 
Keynesian policies and sectoral planning throughout continental Europe.31 
For the government in Bonn, Paris’s new position, which directly chal- 
lenged the principles of Germany’s soziale Marktwirtschaft, was simply un- 
acceptable. As soon as the French delegation presented its new position in 
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Brussels, the common market negotiations came to a standstill. The Mollet 
government’s new dirigist design made it less likely than ever that a customs 
union would come into being. 

What would have happened if the conflict between the French and Ger- 
man plans for the European economy had not been overcome? It is hard to 
imagine that the British government would have pursued its Free Trade Area 
proposal seriously, because London’s main goal was to avoid being shut out 
from European markets.32 Instead, the West European economy probably 
would have continued to develop within existing frameworks. Trade cer- 
tainly could have expanded significantly under the OEEC’s “liberalization” 
program, with whatever neoimperial extensions the French and the British 
were able to cultivate. There probably would have been further progress to- 
ward convertibility through gradual “hardening” of settlement terms in the 
EPU. And it seems likely that the German authorities would have backed 
emergency credits to France whenever a real pinch came, both to safeguard 
its main trading interests and for more general political reasons.33 But with- 
out new political understandings between the French and German govern- 
ments, it was unlikely that “Little Europe” would have emerged as a defined 
economic bloc. 

THE DEBATE OVER EUROPEAN DEFENSE 

As noted above, recent historical accounts of the origins of the Common 
Market start with the proposition that the key security issues that had divided 
the Western nations during the first postwar decade were settled when West 
Germany joined NATO. In fact, intra-alliance arguments remained as lively 
as ever after May 1955. The Western powers were still divided over defense 
for one simple reason with many complicated consequences: the nucleariza- 
tion of NATO strategy. The other problems that had troubled Atlantic rela- 
tions since the late 1940s, such as burden-sharing, controls over armament 
levels, or competition over the production of technologically advanced ar- 
maments, never simply went away. They persisted, but the practical impli- 
cations of the various solutions proposed for them changed, often dramati- 
cally, as a result of nuclearization. And all of these problems came to a head 
simultaneously in the summer and fall of 1956, primarily because of a sharp 
controversy sparked by Anglo-American plans to substitute atomic weapons 
for troops stationed in Germany. 

Disputes over European defense have often been seen as a long struggle 
to reach a compromise around sensible Atlanticist policies that effectively 
meshed NATO’s conventional “shield” and its atomic “sword.” But in the 
mid-l950s, Western capitals had just begun to struggle with the basic politi- 
cal choices imposed by the spread of atomic weapons, and the conclusions 
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to these debates were anything but foregone.34 On the Continent, it seemed 
that three distinct strategic options were still open. The first option, known 
as “forward defense,” called for stopping any Soviet attack as far east as pos- 
sible, preferably along the West German border. While forward defense re- 
mained official NATO doctrine, skeptical Europeans perceived signs that the 
United States and the United Kingdom wished to revert to a second option, 
the “peripheral strategy,” according to which the Western powers would al- 
low Soviet forces to overrun most of the Continent before trying to recon- 
quer whatever was left after a month of armored operations accompanied by 
nuclear strikes.35 The European allies tended to feel that economic concerns 
(for the British, the defense of Sterling and Commonwealth economic ties; 
for the Americans, the need to roll back the garrison state) drove the efforts 
at strategic revision and conventional retrenchment. In response to the threat 
that the “maritime powers” would withdraw their ground forces or decouple 
their deterrent forces from the Central Front, some continental strategists fa- 
vored a third option: the establishment of a “Eurafrican” bloc, armed with an 
autonomous nuclear deterrent and able to draw on the depth offered by 
France’s African terr i t~r ies .~~ The important point to note here is that the 
broad directions European strategy could pursue in the mid-1950s-forward 
defense, peripheral strategy, or Eurafrican coalition-roughly corresponded 
to the three alternate schemes for the region’s trade and monetary relations 
that were under consideration in policy circles at the same time. 

Washington’s commitment to “forward defense” was far from certain in the 
mid-1950s. As part of its grand strategy, the Eisenhower administration tried 
to foster the consolidation of a European power base that would allow a re- 
duction in America’s efforts to defend the Old World. But the main policy 
pursued by the Americans, the deployment of large numbers of tactical nu- 
clear weapons in Western Europe along with schemes for “sharing” control 
of these weapons, ironically made it even more difficult to withdraw U.S. 
troops.37 In the end, despite the attractiveness of British strategic proposals 
and the pull of isolationism, the Eisenhower administration did maintain es- 
tablished force levels in Europe. At the same time, as in economic affairs, it 
may have been not so much official American policy as continental fears 
based on unsubstantiated but plausible rumors about Pentagon priorities 
that gave the biggest push to Franco-German understanding. 

The French response to the nuclearization of Atlantic strategy was straight- 
forward. To defend the metropole, to maintain influence in the empire, to 
have a say in Western strategy, France needed to field an independent nu- 
clear force. But to build a deterrent force, the French needed technical, in- 
dustrial and financial assistance. Given that the British and the Americans re- 
fused to help, the French turned to West Germany. Thus the nuclearization 
of NATO strategy led the French to spearhead efforts to build a European 
bomb.38 
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Although France’s strategists had been grappling with the implications of 
nuclear weapons for over a decade, it was in August and September 1954- 
just before and after the French parliament’s vote to reject the European De- 
fense Community-that the country’s military authorities and political lead- 
ers first drew conclusions about the need for continental nuclear 
cooperation. The basic strategic views that emerged in these months are 
worth reviewing in some detail because they provided much of the hidden 
impetus behind Paris’s European policies down to the end of the Fourth Re- 
public, if not beyond. The development of France’s policy toward coopera- 
tion in atomic energy shows that, rather than opposing European integra- 
tion, military leaders often pointed the way. 

The debate opened in response to a draft entitled the “Possibilities Plan,” 
put forward by General Alfred Gruenther, NATO’s Supreme Allied Comman- 
der, Europe (SACEUR). The Possibilities Plan provided the basis for the al- 
liance’s new strategic doctrine, which the NATO Council would formally 
adopt as MC-48 in December 1954.39 In a hard-hitting response to Gruen- 
ther’s plan, France’s representative in NATO’s Standing Group, General Jean 
Valluy, offered ideas that appear to have oriented the country’s political re- 
sponse to the nuclearization of NATO ~trategy.~’ Valluy frst pointed out that 
SACEUR assumed that any war fought in Europe would be decided quickly 
by a brief but intense atomic exchange. If the Central Front could be held 
during the crucial early days of a conflict, the West’s overall superiority in 
strategic weapons would prevail. Thus NATO’s chances for victory de- 
pended as never before on blocking Soviet efforts to launch rapid air strikes 
against tactical nuclear forces in Western Europe. To meet this challenge, 
Gruenther’s new strategy called for “unconditional and instantaneous” 
atomic strikes that would destroy Soviet nuclear weapons on the ground. 
Provided they could be shielded from air strikes, NATO’s “covering forces” 
deployed on the Central Front, which included units armed with tactical 
atomic weapons, stood a good chance of repelling a Soviet ground assault. 

According to Valluy, the new NATO strategy would cause a major trans- 
formation in France’s strategic situation. Forward defense of Western Eu- 
rope, previously “affirmed somewhat academically,” had not only become a 
technical necessity, it would soon be a practical possibility. But as a key stag- 
ing ground for NATO’s atomic attacks, Western Europe would also become 
a primary target for Soviet nuclear strikes. France’s ground forces would 
have to prepare for operations in an atomic environment, while France’s fu- 
ture nuclear forces would need to coordinate operations with the United 
States Strategic Air Command. 

Whatever the military and budgetary implications, the new strategy’s key 
difficulty was political. In order to preempt Soviet atomic strikes, it would be 
necessary to authorize NATO to launch attacks at the earliest possible mo- 
ment. But the predelegation of authority to initiate atomic strikes, presum- 
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ably to SACEUR, threatened to leave Europe’s defense in the hands of an 
American general. For Valluy, the consequences were clear: 

The defense of the West, now concentrated around atomic weapons, will de- 
pend entirely on America’s will. The only corrective for this subordination 
would be the constitution by the European nations of an atomic arsenal that 
would allow them to intervene with their own forces in such a new war and 
consequently resume a key role in the leadership of the c~al i t ion.~~ 

NATO’s adoption of a nuclear strategy did not simply mean that France had 
to adapt its conventional forces and acquire atomic weapons. It also meant 
that France, in association with its continental allies, needed to build and de- 
ploy a European deterrent force. 

During the fall of 1954, the French high command amplified Valluy’s mes- 
sage. An example is the response to a Foreign Ministry proposal for an ar- 
maments pool to replace the industrial side of the EDC prepared by General 
Jacques Faure, the top military aide to Defense Minister Emmanuel Temple 
(and one of the leaders of the coterie of military officers who had openly 
campaigned against the European Army plan). Faure argued that imposing 
restrictions on the German a r m  industry would only benefit British and 
American producers. Instead, within an Atlantic framework and preferably 
with British participation, France should produce atomic weapons with Ger- 
many in “secure” zones such as French North Africa.42 

What did France’s military leaders actually have in mind? The political im- 
plications of their proposals are clear: a European deterrent force, developed 
under French control on the basis of German industrial potential, could at 
once improve Europe’s standing within the Atlantic Alliance and anchor the 
American nuclear guarantee. But despite their generous Europeanist rheto- 
ric, it is unclear how far the French intended to go in sharing control of the 
force with the Germans. One wonders if French leaders had reached firm 
conclusions in this fundamental area. 

During the fall and winter of 1954, the French government began to move 
forward, albeit tentatively and cautiously, with the proposals for a European 
deterrent put forward by the military. In September, the Cornit6 de d6fense 
nationale, France’s highest authority in military matters, debated the ex- 
pense of a national deterrent force and the possibility that six-power atomic 
cooperation might help France pay for atomic weapons.43 In the spring of 
1955, the government sought German assistance in constructing an isotopic 
separation plant to produce the enriched uranium needed for the French 
bomb program. But the Germans, still waiting to join NATO, chose not to 
respond to French overtures at this time. In the coming months, the French 
would continue to reach out to their neighbors; for example, in July 1955 a 
representative of the Atomic Energy Commission met with Italian military 
offices to propose a joint research and development program.44 The French 
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government’s main efforts on behalf of a “European deterrent” took place 
within the framework of the EURATOM negotiations, the real focus of 
which was, and would remain, an isotopic separation ~ l a n t . ~ 5  

Once again, Paris’s main problem was to overcome opposition within the 
Bonn government. Although the German Foreign Ministry stood behind the 
EURATOM initiative, the minister responsible for atomic energy, Franz Josef 
StrauB, did not. Backed by industrial interests, StrauB strongly opposed key 
elements of the plan such as supranational controls and monopoly owner- 
ship of fissile materials, favoring instead direct ties with British and American 
industry.46 In July 1956 the EURATOM talks became even more difficult as a 
result of the debates in the French Parliament. Facing heavy opposition to 
EURATOM, the Mollet government had to promise that the plan would not 
interfere with France’s still officially unacknowledged efforts to produce 
atomic weapons. In Bonn, this raised once again the fear that Paris’s Euro- 
pean policy sought to limit Germany’s strategic options. 

Although the Germans had worried about the nuclearization of NATO 
strategy for some time, the Bonn government did not directly address its po- 
litical consequences until the summer and fall of 1956.*’ In June 1956, Ger- 
man worries were stimulated when the British, determined to reduce the 
largest drain on the balance of payments by withdrawing troops from Ger- 
many, proposed that NATO develop a new Political Directive to endorse 
even greater reliance on nuclear weapons than that authorized under MC- 
48.48 Then in July the New York Times reported plans supposedly under con- 
sideration by Admiral Arthur W. Radford, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, to reduce conventional forces and withdraw troops from Germany.49 
News of the “Radford Plan” had tremendous repercussions in Bonn. Leading 
German politicians, not least Chancellor Adenauer, expressed fears that the 
maritime powers might abandon their allies on the continent. The contro- 
versy came at a particularly awkward time, just days after the government 
had defended the need for eighteen months’ compulsory military service be- 
fore a skeptical Bundestag. The Anglo-American strategic initiatives threat- 
ened to turn Germany’s twelve new divisions-for years the cause of fights 
over the future military balance within Western Europe-into mere “atomic 
cannon fodder.” 

The so-called Radford Crisis generated huge tensions in the relations be- 
tween Bonn and Washington. It also provided a political excuse for a thor- 
oughgoing reconsideration of the Federal Republic’s rearmament plans. 
West Germany’s political leaders acted as if they had suddenly grasped the 
practical implications of the strategic situation they had accepted by joining 
NATO. In the cabinet discussion on 20 July 1956 ministers agreed that the 
Federal Republic should seek to increase its influence in NATO in order to 
pressure its allies to maintain conventional force levels. Chancellor Adenauer 
stated that if Western strategy continued to switch over to nuclear weapons, 
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the Federal Republic would have to reconsider its 1954 renunciation of the 
production of atomic, bacterial, and chemical weapons. And Strauls told the 
cabinet, “Today a nation that does not produce atomic weapons itself is dk- 
c l a ~ s i . . ” ~ ~  Of course, the West German government has never openly admit- 
ted the extent of its interest in atomic weapons. But the nuclearization of 
NATO strategy explains the form taken by German rearmament. During the 
fall and winter of 1956, the dynamic Strauls, who took over the post of de- 
fense minister, would oversee a fundamental shift from large conscript forces 
toward a smaller, more professional military capable of deploying tactical 
nuclear weapons.51 

The tensions between Washington and Bonn provided an opening for 
those within the French government who sought backing for a “European” 
deterrent. The French arranged for a high-ranking German representative, 
General Adolf Heusinger, to present his government’s criticisms of the Rad- 
ford Plan at a special meeting of NATO’s Standing Group. During the meet- 
ing, Heusinger first noted that press coverage of the Radford Plan had weak- 
ened public support for NATO and threatened his government’s efforts to 
raise troops. He then discussed the importance of strong “shield” forces, 
stressing the danger that NATO might lose a “small” conventional war if the 
British and Americans withdrew significant ground forces from Germany. 
Supporting the French war effort in Algeria, Heusinger also referred to the 
importance of holding North Africa as NATO’s southern flank. The French 
member of the Standing Group, General Jean Valluy, strongly backed 
Heusinger’s criticisms of Anglo-American proposals to depend on atomic 
forces to defend Europe. He also attacked the United States’ policy of with- 
holding nuclear technology from its continental Allies.52 

In a subsequent private talk between Valluy and Heusinger, at which a 
number of other French and German officers were present, the fundamental 
compatibility between French and German strategic perspectives came out. 
Valluy stressed that the West European continental powers should unite their 
forces in order to escape complete dependence on the Anglo-Saxons. In par- 
ticular, as the two strongest European powers, France and Germany needed 
to cooperate to break the Anglo-American nuclear monopoly. Valluy also 
emphasized the significance of North Africa for Europe’s defense-a point 
that Heusinger had underlined in his presentation to the Standing Group. In 
the course of their conversation, the two generals also discovered that they 
shared similar views on a wide range of operational and command problems 
in NATO.53 

France’s support for Germany in NATO debates, along with Valluy’s ap- 
proach regarding atomic cooperation, apparently encouraged policy-makers 
in Bonn to reconsider the Mollet government’s repeated efforts to revive bi- 
lateral armaments c~opera t ion .~~  Thus, in the summer of 1956-just at the 
time when the common market talks had reached an impasse over German 
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opposition to French proposals regarding industrial planning, welfare pol- 
icy, and labor relations-French and German strategists were discovering 
that they shared not only reasonable fears regarding Anglo-American ten- 
dencies to revert to a peripheral strategy, but also an interest in establishing 
a Eurafrican defense bloc with atomic capabilities. During the following 
months, during one of the postwar era’s most serious crises in Atlantic rela- 
tions, these contradictory trends found resolution in an economic and strate- 
gic settlement that would shape the European order for decades to come. 

ATLANTIC CRISIS AND EUROPEAN MARKET 

The Suez Crisis intensified tensions between the United States and its main 
European allies. Recent historical studies have provided a detailed picture of 
the crisis itself, which began in July 1956 when the Egyptian government 
nationalized the Suez Canal and ended the following November when an 
Anglo-French attempt failed to retake the canal by force. But its broader con- 
sequences for international and transnational relations remain to be ex- 
p10red.~~ For the purposes of this chapter, it suffices to note that it was not 
Moscow’s threats of atomic reprisals but Washington’s moves against Sterling 
that convinced the British government to abandon its French (and Israeli) 
partners in the middle of an otherwise brilliantly successful military opera- 
tion. French and German leaders reacted to Soviet threats, American sabo- 
tage, and British withdrawal with bitter anger at Great Britain’s fecklessness 
and dark speculations regarding the possibility that the two superpowers 
might find condominium mutually benefi~ial.~~ As Chancellor Adenauer re- 
portedly said during his visit to French Premier Guy Mollet at the turning 
point in the crisis on 6 November, the only way the European powers could 
play a decisive role in world affairs would be to build Europe. No doubt 
seeking to play on French resentment toward the English and the Americans, 
the chancellor added, “Europe will be your re~enge.”~’ 

The German statesman’s remarks apparently hit the mark. But what did his 
geopolitical posturing have to do with mundane negotiations on European 
trade? Conclusive documentary evidence shows that the French and German 
governments had already taken the basic decisions on the common market 
and EURATOM in September and early October 1956, well before the high 
point of the Suez Crisis in November. One could argue, along with scholars 
such as Milward, that geopolitical factors in general, and Suez in particular, 
did not count for much in these decisions, which were really driven by the 
requirements of national economic and social programs.58 I submit that a re- 
view of French and German foreign policy-making shows that the overlap- 
ping disputes with the Americans over both economic and security issues, 
which came to a head just as Paris and Bonn reformulated their European 
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strategies, provide a fuller explanation for the new diplomatic alignment that 
resulted in the common market treaty. 

Thus Suez triggered sharp political reactions, but these reactions were not 
the fundamental cause of the political shift in Europe that occurred in the 
fall of 1956. Policy-makers in Paris and Bonn interpreted the disloyal be- 
havior of the maritime powers in light of years of bruising fights over inter- 
national economic relations, Atlantic strategy, and policy toward the Third 
World. American actions during the crisis certainly did not reverse European 
attitudes toward Atlantic ties. Instead, by dramatizing long-standing con- 
cerns, Suez underscored the need to lessen Europe’s strategic and economic 
dependence on the United States, a goal that many continental leaders had 
already come to see as essential. The recurring rumors about convertibility, 
the possibility of American support for the Free Trade Area, the controversy 
over the nuclearization of NATO strategy, and the repercussions of the war 
in Algeria clearly weighed more heavily than the Suez Crisis in France’s ac- 
ceptance of a liberal customs union and Germany’s support for the “Euro- 
pean” bomb program.59 This chapter is too short for a full account of the do- 
mestic and international bargains that resulted in the formation of the 
European Communities. But even a brief overview of the shifts in French 
and German policy toward Europe in the late summer and early fall of 1956 
can illustrate how the crisis in Atlantic relations facilitated the consolidation 
of Little Europe. 

The Mollet Government was run by “good Europeans,” but they failed to 
pursue their designs for the regional economic order until early September 
1956, when top ministers accepted the principle of integration through trade 
liberalization and dropped their springtime proposals for panEuropean in- 
dustrial planning and demand management. In subsequent interministerial 
negotiations, the principal players on the French side, including representa- 
tives of producer interests, elaborated further demands regarding subsidies 
for imperial development, agriculture, and safeguard clauses designed to 
make the treaty acceptable to Parliament.6o France’s negotiating partners 
sometimes interpreted these new demands as fresh evidence that the Fourth 
Republic might never be ready to accept the common market. But in Paris, a 
page had been turned. 

What accounts for the decision by the French government to change course 
on Europe at h s  particular time? Although many factors may be adduced, the 
decisive cause was the realignment in domestic politics that resulted from the 
developments in Algeria.61 The Socialist-led government’s vigorous prosecu- 
tion of the war destroyed the center-left alignment that had emerged from the 
January 1956 elections and led to the gradual reconstitution of a new “Euro- 
peanist coalition” in Parliament, which included the main center and right par- 
ties.62 One consequence, which further weakened support on the left, was a 
scaling back of the government’s ambitious social and economic programs 
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and the imposition of measures associated with a war economy. France’s in- 
transigent stand in Algeria also sharpened ongoing conflicts in NATO over pol- 
icy toward the Third World and brought new tensions with Washington63 Iron- 
ically, what critics bitterly termed “National-mol1etisme”-the Socialist 
government’s play for nationalist support-pened the way for economic lib- 
erals such as Foreign Minister Christian Pineau and his advisor, economist 
Robert Marjolin, acting in accord with organized business and the farming 
lobby, to seize the initiative on the common market. The decision by Mollet 
and his close advisors to put the empire and Europe ahead of socialism coin- 
cided with a renewed push for military cooperation with West Germany, 
which won additional support from conservative political forces, including 
Gaullists such as Defense Minister Maurice Bourg&Maunoury who had ear- 
lier sponsored the EURATOM proposaLM 

As always, for the Europeanist government in Paris the key question was 
how to line up support in Bonn. After putting forward his government’s new 
line in Brussels, European Affairs Minister Maurice Faure traveled to Berlin 
and Bonn to present his case to German leaders. In talks with German For- 
eign Minister Heinrich von Brentano, Faure linked progress in European in- 
tegration to Franco-German armaments collaboration. He apparently sur- 
prised von Brentano by suggesting that EURATOM might also be extended 
to military uses of atomic energy. Faure also noted that the French would not 
oppose German acquisition of tactical nuclear weapons.65 Like General Val- 
luy, Faure suggested that cooperation with France would help, rather than 
hinder, German efforts to acquire atomic weapons. 

In the meantime, Mollet attempted to reinforce ties with London before 
settling on partnership with Bonn. During a meeting with British Prime Min- 
ister Anthony Eden in early September, the French Premier proposed reviv- 
ing Jean Monnet’s June 1940 proposal to merge the British Commonwealth 
and the French Union. In the run-up to the Suez operation, Mollet remained 
attentive to the sensibilities of his British partners.66 But during a visit to 
Bonn at the end of the month, he agreed with Adenauer that the danger that 
the Anglo-Saxons would return to the “peripheral strategy” meant it was nec- 
essary to build “Little Europe.” Mollet argued that Franco-German coopera- 
tion was needed both to complete the negotiations on the EEC and EUR- 
ATOM, the success of which would encourage British participation in Euro- 
pean affairs, and to revive continental armaments cooperation. In response, 
Adenauer stated that his government would weigh France’s proposals re- 
garding military cooperation when setting its positions on EURATOM and 
the common market.67 The Mollet government, long aware of Britain’s lack 
of support for French policies in Europe, and no doubt especially frustrated 
by London’s dithering preparations for the Suez invasion, had apparently 
decided to bet on the Franco-German axis. And the Federal Republic’s lead- 
ers clearly welcomed France’s choices. 
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Paris’s campaign for German support soon paid off. Chancellor Adenauer 
dominated the formulation of the Bonn government’s position on the EEC 
and EURATOM, strongly favoring entente with France against the Atlanticists 
in his government, such as Economics Minister Ludwig Erhard, who argued 
that Germany should pursue a new economic WelpoZitik.68 In public, the 
chancellor continued to stress the need for full British participation in Euro- 
pean affairs,69 but in government deliberations he staunchly supported “Lit- 
tle Europe.” Even scholars who argue that the common market was estab- 
lished primarily as an extension of domestic economic policy or in the 
pursuit of commercial advantage acknowledge that the Federal Republic’s 
stance on Europe was decided by Chancellor Adenauer, and that Adenauer’s 
policy was driven above all by geopolitical  consideration^.^^ But they have 
not noted that the German government’s discussions of the EEC and EUR- 
ATOM really turned on two specific issues: Europe’s place in the Atlantic Al- 
liance and questions of nuclear strategy. First, the Europeans needed to unite 
in order to maintain support from the Americans. Thus Adenauer argued in 
early October that if the Europeans did not conclude the EEC and EURATOM 
treaties quickly, American isolationism might gain the upper hand. When an 
economic downturn came, Washington might decide it could no longer bear 
the burden of keeping its markets open, let alone the cost of leading Eu- 
rope’s defense.71 Second, Europe, rather than NATO, might be the best way 
for Germany to regain the right to produce atomic weapons. As the chan- 
cellor put it during a cabinet meeting on 19 December 1956: “Europe will 
have a longer life than NATO. It is now necessary to push ahead with the 
unification of Europe and to produce atomic weapons in the Federal Re- 

The basic message was clear: the unreliability of transatlantic ties 
required tighter European economic and military cooperation. The strategic 
issues and the economic issues were thus very tightly bound up with each 
other. 

The showdown over Bonn’s European policy came on 5 October 1956, 
several weeks before the launch of the Suez operation. Adenauer imposed 
acceptance of a negotiating position that took account of the main French 
demands, overriding opposition from Economics Minister Erhard and 
Atomic Energy Minister StraulJ. In one of his many efforts to block the com- 
mon market, Erhard suggested that the six-power talks should be postponed 
pending further consultations with the British regarding the Free Trade Area. 
The Chancellor, seconded by the representative of the Foreign Ministry, op- 
posed any delay on the grounds that the British were only pursuing the Free 
Trade Area because of the danger that Britain would be excluded from the 
common market. Led by the chancellor, the cabinet rejected Erhard’s objec- 
tions one after the other. When the discussion turned to EURATOM, Strauls 
argued that the atomic energy community would represent more of a sacri- 
fice than an advantage for the Germans. Adenauer’s response, as recorded in 
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the official cabinet minutes, was unequivocal: “[The Chancellor] wanted to 
use EURATOM as the quickest way to gain the option to produce nuclear 
weapons.” This was just what the French had been hinting at since the sum- 
mer. Adenauer further argued that EURATOM would be worthwhile even 
though Germany would not be able to catch up with France’s lead in re- 
search for some time.73 

Despite decisions by the French and Germans to favor six-power integra- 
tion, the negotiations on the EEC and EURATOM continued to face major ob- 
stacles. Indeed, the October Foreign Ministers conference reached an im- 
passe because the French and German representatives were unable to reach 
a workable compromise on two crucial problems: harmonization of social 
policies and ownership of fissile materials. Mollet and Adenauer overcame 
this deadlock during a meeting held in Paris on 6 November, at the high 
point of the Suez Crisis. The French dropped their demand that regulations 
on overtime pay be harmonized, in exchange for the right to invoke safe- 
guard clauses on behalf of industries harmed by competition from countries 
with longer work weeks. And the Germans finally accepted the idea that EUR- 
ATOM would enjoy a monopoly over fissile materials unless the community 
was unable to provide sufficient supplies, in which case member states 
would be authorized to make purchases from third parties.’* At the same 
time, the Germans also agreed to French proposals regarding closer cooper- 
ation in weapons development, under WEU auspices if possible, or on a bi- 
lateral basis if necessary.’j Negotiating over the heads of their European part- 
ners, the two governments had formulated a compromise settlement of the 
main outstanding issues, a settlement that would find its way almost un- 
changed into the EEC and EURATOM treaties. 

CONCLUSION 

French and German dissatisfaction with the Atlantic system drove the politi- 
cal decisions that led to the establishment of the European Communities. 
The Suez Crisis mattered, but only as a trigger, not as a fundamental cause. 
The special circumstances of the Suez Crisis spurred the decision by the lead- 
ers of France and Germany to cooperate in establishing European structures 
that would form an autonomous zone of economic policy and strengthen the 
Continent’s influence in NATO. Suez also pushed public and parliamentary 
opinion in both Paris and Bonn toward European integration as an alterna- 
tive to Atlantic cooperation, making it possible to strike a deal with little 
worry about the domestic repudiation that had killed the EDC. But the pack- 
age deal agreed on by the French and Germans in November 1956-a liberal 
customs union flanked by sectoral agreements for agriculture, imperial de- 
velopment and, last but not least, strategic industries-represented a practi- 



cal compromise between the key policy requirements of long-standing 
French and German economic and strategic programs. The reorganization of 
the European economic order was thus the result, not of any single incident, 
however dramatic, but of persistent tensions within the Atlantic system act- 
ing upon domestic economic policy processes. 

Continental perspectives on European integration reflected the experi- 
ence of years of disputes with the “Anglo-Saxon” powers. Fundamental 
questions regarding the durability of Atlantic economic ties and the relia- 
bility of extended deterrence pushed the French and German govern- 
ments toward a new strategic and economic partnership years before 
Colonel Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal. As part of its grand strategy, 
the United States consistently supported European unity, but in practice 
its support seemed to do little to bring the Europeans together. Rather, the 
United States played a crucial role in the integration process by making 
attempts-often unsuccessful-to limit its European engagements in order 
to protect America’s domestic economic health and social vitality. As 
much as any specific policy pursued by the United States, it was these at- 
tempts to lighten its Atlantic burdens that generated the feeling that, as 
Chancellor Adenauer put it in November 1956, Europe needed to “unite 
against Ameri~a.”’~ 
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3 
Trigger- happy Protestant 
Materialists? The European 
Christian Democrats and 
the United States 
Wolfram Kaiser 

The study of international relations, in the United States especially, is domi- 
nated by two basic theoretical approaches: realism and liberalism. Realists 
focus on policy-making at the state level; policy is analyzed in terms of 
power and geopolitical interest and domestic political forces are not seen as 
playing a major role in the making of foreign policy. Liberals, on the other 
hand, emphasize the role of interest groups in foreign policy-making in plu- 
ralist democracies: policy makers tend, in their view, to respond to pressure 
from well-organized groups, especially from groups that are important in 
electoral terms. Socioeconomic and commercial interest is generally seen- 
as, for example, in the liberal intergovernmentalist analysis of postwar Euro- 
pean integration-as the principal source of such pressure.' The realist and 
liberal approaches differ in many ways, but both proceed from the assump- 
tion that political leaders make rational choices-choices based on recog- 
nizable interests. 

Most contemporary historical studies of the Cold War and of US.-European 
relations are based, if only implicitly, on that same sort of assumption-ven 
when those studies are not directly informed by either sort of theory. Those 
works generally treat foreign policy as the outcome of rational, interest-based 
choices by elites, and tend to ignore the wider cultural context in which 
decision-making takes place. Historians, moreover, tend as a rule to focus on 
intergovernmental relations; nongovernmental transnational communities, on 
the other hand, do not receive much attention. In today's world, a world char- 
acterized by rapid globalisation and growing interdependence, the role of 
transnational actors-nongovernmental organisations, for example+learly 
cannot be ignored. But even in the early postwar period, transnational groups 
were already playing a major role in the Atlantic world. 

63 
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It is important to deal with these issues in a way that takes such realities 
into account. Such an approach is in fact available: international politics can 
be approached from what has come to be called a “constructivist” point of 
view. Constructivists do not view power and influence in essential material- 
ist terms. They emphasize the importance of such factors as identity, ideol- 
ogy, and historical consciousness; they study their impact on interest forma- 
tion and preferences; they seek to show how foreign policy-making 
processes are culturally embedded, how policy choices are path-dependent, 
and how international conflict can result from clashes of culture and not just 
interests.* 

This chapter will deal in that spirit with the West European Christian Dem- 
ocrats and with their attitudes toward the United States during the early Cold 
War p e r i ~ d . ~  This sort of approach is particularly appropriate in this case. 
In the West European parliamentary democracies with their strong party 
traditions, political parties were bound to play an important role in foreign 
policy-making. Ideas and attitudes developed in a party context-a context 
shaped by history, religion, ideology, and culture in general. Focusing on 
political parties can thus help bring out the role that culture played in shap- 
ing perceptions, and sometimes in shaping policy. And focusing on political 
parties not just in a national, but rather in a transnational context, can bring 
out some important aspects of what was going on in relations between the 
United States and Europe as a whole. 

The Christian Democrats formed an important and quite cohesive 
transnational community in postwar continental Western Europe. They 
were initially the largest party in every state in the European Coal and Steel 
Community (ECSC), founded in 1951-1952, and the European Economic 
Community (EEC), founded in 1957-1958-in some cases, they were the 
dominant party-and had a decisive influence on national foreign policies 
and on the development of European institutions. Those national parties 
were linked to each other in various ways. On the formal level, they coop- 
erated, from 1947 on, within the framework of the Nouvelles Equipes Inter- 
nationales (NEI tan  organization that developed eventually into the Euro- 
pean People’s Party (EPP), now the largest faction in the European 
Parliament. And leading Christian Democratic politicians also met infor- 
mally (and secretly) in Geneva between 1947 and 1955 to discuss, above all, 
questions relating to European integration and to East-West relations. They 
also got together in the Assembly of the Council of Europe (from 1949 on) 
and in the parliaments of the ECSC and the EEC, and of course there were 
frequent meetings at the governmental level.* In these meetings, basic po- 
litical, social, and economic issues were regularly discussed; the Christian 
Democratic leaders were especially interested in the question of Western 
Europe’s future role in the world and thus in the question of Europe’s rela- 
tionship with the United States. 
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At first glance, the Christian Democrats’ relationship with the United States 
in the postwar period might appear very harmonious. After all, the Christian 
Democrats opted, in principle, for a market rather than a centrally planned 
economy. They were very anti-Communist. They championed the idea of 
European integration with at least some supranational elements; the US.  
government, which sought to strengthen Western Europe against the Soviet 
Union in the Cold War, supported the same general policy. The Christian 
Democratic parties also strongly supported NATO. A clear majority rejected 
the Gaullist alternative of a Western Europe under French leadership; that 
majority rejected the Gaullist idea that the possibility of serious transatlantic 
friction could be accepted. As a result, U.S. administrations assisted a num- 
ber of key Christian Democrat-led governments: financially and logistically 
in the early postwar period, as in the case of Italy at the time of the 1948 elec- 
t i o n ~ , ~  and with favourable publicity, as in the case of the Federal Republic 
of Germany, when Konrad Adenauer visited the United States in April 1953 
in order to bolster his party’s chances in the Bundestag elections of Septem- 
ber of that year.6 

But a closer examination reveals a pronounced ambivalence on the part of 
the European Christian Democrats toward the United States. In no way did 
support for European integration imply to them that Europe was to be uni- 
fied according to the US.  model. For the Christian Democrats, the integra- 
tion process not only derived from European traditions, collective experi- 
ences, and values; many Christian Democratic leaders were frankly hostile to 
what they regarded as the liberal, competition-driven American system, a 
system in their view marked by excessive Protestant individualism and ma- 
terialism. The Christian Democrats were equally ambivalent about U.S. po- 
litical leadership in NATO and in international politics in general. The Euro- 
peans needed American military protection, but they also had distinctive 
views on international issues, especially on detente and on Third World de- 
velopment, when this increasingly became a battlefield of the Cold War. Due 
to the very tight constraints imposed by the Cold War and the West European 
need for security, the underlying cultural differences did not always spill 
over into open policy conflict. But the Cold War is now over, and these dif- 
ferences may in the future come to have a greater impact on relations be- 
tween America and Europe. 

DEFENSE OF A EUROPEAN MODEL 

U.S. policy toward Western Europe after 1945 was rooted in a strong belief 
that it was America’s mission to bring peace and democracy to a declining 
continent that had completely torn itself apart in two civil wars-a continent 
that had lost all sense of direction and that no longer had a legitimate claim 
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to a world role.’ In contrast to Europe, the United States was a shining ex- 
ample of freedom and liberty enshrined in its federal constitution, and of a 
dynamic society that facilitated technological innovation and economic 
progress, bringing wealth for all. This model seemed so obviously attractive 
that the U.S. government initially expected after the end of the Second World 
War that it would easily get transferred through imitation. It was only after 
1949 that the Americans intensified their propaganda efforts in Western Eu- 
rope. The Truman administration firmly believed that Western Europe 
should opt for a federal system similar to the US. model and with a common 
market in order to overcome the European tradition of national conflict. In- 
deed, it attempted to induce such a solution with its demand for a coordi- 
nated European reconstruction plan as a precondition for Marshall Plan aid, 
but failed and ended up with the entirely intergovernmental Organisation for 
European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) created in 194€K8 

In their own collective memory and political propaganda (about Konrad 
Adenauer, Robert Schuman and Alcide De Gasperi being the “founding fa- 
thers” of the “core Europe” organisations ECSC and EEC), the West European 
Christian Democrats cultivated the idea of themselves as the avant-garde of 
a more integrated, supranational Europe. Of all the main political groups in 
Europe, they were most predisposed toward some form of supranationalism, 
and they also had a certain interest as a party-and indeed as a transnational 
group of parties-in championing such a constitutional solution for Western 
Europe. Yet given their historical and ideological predispositions and their 
distinct party interests, they were by no means inclined to forge a unified Eu- 
rope on the American model-a model the Christian Democrats did not un- 
derstand well and never discussed as a possible reference point for Europe. 
In fact, their whole approach to European unification-an approach rooted 
in historical memory and long historical experience-had little in common 
with the American myth about how their own unified nation had been es- 
tablished. The Americans thought of the establishment of their own nation 
as marking a sharp break with the past. But the European goal was to build 
on the past-to build on the traditions and values that had defined Western 
Europe as a distinct and self-conscious culture. 

What were those traditions, and why in particular were the Christian 
Democrats interested in building a Europe with at least some federal or 
supranational elements? The Christian Democrats never differentiated dog- 
matically between federalist and intergovernmental forms of organising the 
new Europe after 1945. In a September 1948 resolution, for example, the NEI 
spoke of an “economic and political union of the free Europe,” with an or- 
ganisation that could be “federal or confederal and which will result in unity 
while maintaining di~ersity.”~ But the Christian Democrats were willing in 
principle to consider arrangements that had at least some supranational com- 
ponents, and their readiness to do so was mainly due to three factors: the 
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everyday experience of the mainly Catholic Christian Democrats with the 
“supranational” religious authority of the Pope and the Catholic hierarchy; 
the idea of a Christian Abendland, or occidental European cultural space, 
and the intellectual and rhetorical evocation of the “supranational” worldly 
order of the Carolingian Empire in the Middle Ages; and, finally, the prin- 
ciple of subsidiarity in the Christian Democrats’ economic and social 
programme-that is, the notion of multi-level governance as the ideal form 
of social organisation within the nation-state. 

Compared to the interwar Catholic parties, most Christian Democratic par- 
ties after 1945 aimed at an interconfessional or nonconfessional structure.’O 
Yet even the French Mouvement Republicain Populaire (MRP), which pub- 
licly distanced itself from the Catholic Church to achieve its full integration 
into the Republican consensus and to broaden its electoral appeal, received 
most of its votes from practicing Catholics. Some 75 percent of them voted 
for the MRP in the elections of 1945 and 1946.” In the biconfessional Nether- 
lands, 80 to 90 percent of Catholics voted for the Catholic People’s Party.12 
The German Christian Democratic Union and Bavarian Christian Social 
Union (CDU/CSU) were formally interconfessional, but most of its leaders, 
members, and voters were still Cath01ics.l~ And supranational European state 
structures were fully compatible with Catholic religious “supranationalism,” 
which was regarded as natural and legitimate. 

More importantly, while experience of the two world wars with totalitar- 
ian dictatorships led the Christian Democrats to fully embrace democratic 
ideas, those experiences also led them to look back toward the universalism 
of the religiously unified Europe of the Middle Ages. For them, the “supra- 
national” Carolingian Empire had major symbolic importance. French intel- 
lectuals and politicians, including Napoleon, tried to appropriate this Empire 
for the national heritage and memory of France, and German nationalists and 
later the National Socialists had opposed it with their own Germanic Saxon 
myth. After the war, however, the Christian Democrats Europeanized the 
Carolingian Empire, which was largely coterminous with the small “core Eu- 
rope’’ of the ECSC and the EEC. In their transnational meetings, they regu- 
larly evoked the idea of a Christian Europe united against external threats, 
from Charlemagne to the defeat of the Ottomans in the battle of Kahlenberg 
near Vienna in 1683, as Heinrich von Brentano, the CDU/CSU faction leader 
in the Bundestag, did in a speech at the NEI congress in Bad Ems in 1951.14 

Christian Democrat-inspired political rituals, such as the Aachen Karls 
Prize established in 1950 to honour public figures for their contribution to 
European integration, were designed to support the related Abendland 
idea.15 The Abendland theme was rooted in the European Catholic discourse 
of the interwar period, and it of course had a strongly anti-Communist col- 
oration.lb At Bad Ems, West German chancellor Konrad Adenauer spoke of 
the “great dangers which are threatening Christianity, Christian culture and 
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all of Western Europe”; the integration of that “core Europe” was essential if 
“the Christian Abendland was to have any hope of surviving the Communist 
Soviet threat. l7 Three years earlier, Georges Bidault, the French Prime Minis- 
ter, had characterised Soviet Communism in one of the Geneva meetings in 
a (distorted) analogy with the Middle Ages as “a new Islam which will not re- 
treat one inch, but from which we have everything to expect and to fear.”ls 

In their anti-Communism, the Christian Democrats could relate to Ameri- 
can Protestants like John Foster Dul le~. ’~ Their shared anti-Communism 
meant that European Christian Democratic parties had little trouble adopting 
the American “free world” idea and sometimes used the terms “European 
Abendland,” “civilisation,” and “Christian West” interchangeably. But the 
Abendland myth had specifically continental European anti-Protestant 
connotations-connotations that reflected a deep cultural divide within the 
“free world.” In their discourse on the roots of totalitarianism and the world 
wars, the Christian Democrats insisted that Protestantism promoted rapid in- 
dustrialisation, with all of its adverse social consequences, and led to exces- 
sive individualism and materialism. This helped to destroy the old moral or- 
der and left the interwar democracies helpless in the face of the totalitarian 
challenge. As P. J. S. Serrarens, the Dutch leader of the European Christian 
trade union movement, pointed out at the NEI congress in Luxembourg in 
1948, the Reformation had been responsible for “destroying European unity” 
and for the rise of nationalist conflicts.2o Lutheran Prussia was singled out for 
criticism in Christian Democratic circles for its supposedly catastrophic influ- 
ence on the course of German history.21 More generally, the Christian Dem- 
ocrats tended to take a negative view of predominantly non-Catholic coun- 
tries like Britain and America. Certain Catholic politicians who had taken 
refuge in those countries during the Second World War had come back with 
a more positive view of Anglo-Saxon Protestantism and the political tradi- 
tions with which it was associated, but they had only a marginal influence on 
Christian Democratic politics after 1945.** 

The third reason for the predisposition of European Christian Democratic 
parties toward supranational solutions had to do with the importance of the 
principle of subsidiarity in their economic and social doctrine. As the former 
MRP parliamentarian Henri Teitgen insisted at the NEI congress in Tours in 
1953, the organisation of the new Europe should reflect the principles of 
Catholic social thought as it was laid down in the Papal Encyclical Quadra- 
gesimo Anno of 1931.23 Teitgen suggested abandoning the dogmatic debate 
about whether Europe should be organized on an intergovernmental or on 
a federal basis; he wanted a mixed constitutional structure in which decision- 
making would take place either by consensus or by majority vote-that is, in 
whatever way was most appropriate in the circumstances. His preference- 
and this was in accordance with Catholic social thought-was for decision- 
making to take place as a rule at the lowest possible level. The basic organ- 
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izing principle for society was that decision-making would not be concen- 
trated on just one level, but that instead governance would take place on a 
number of levels, from the family on up to the state-and this indeed is what 
the whole concept of “subsidiarity” meant. As a result, it was much easier for 
the Christian Democrats than for the Socialists to adopt the idea of shared 
sovereignty exercised at different levels (including the supranational level) 
in Western Europe; the Socialists were for the most part still preoccupied 
with the idea of centralised economic policy-making at the national level. 

In addition, certain more mundane party interests were also involved. The 
Christian Democrats believed that before the war, the idealism of the young 
had drawn them to totalitarian ideologies; young Europeans therefore now 
needed a “safe” ideal to believe in. “Europe” would be that ideal, and if the 
Christian Democrats could establish themselves as the “European” parties, 
they would profit electorally. Supranational structures also resulted in the 
self-exclusion of Britain (without a Christian Democratic party tradition) 
from the new organisations, as the story of the Schuman Plan of 1950 shows; 
this increased the degree to which the sort of Europe that was being con- 
structed would have a distinct Christian Democratic flavor. From that point 
on, the French and German Christian Democrats in particular strongly sup- 
ported the idea of a more integrated “core Europe” and continued to do so 
even after they began to advocate the enlargement of the EEC in 1963.24 This 
was a Europe that they dominated politically until well into the 1960s; their 
ability to determine the sort of Europe that would take shape would have 
been diluted if the British and Scandinavian Socialists had been involved. A 
broadening of Europe would have led also to increased US. influence, es- 
pecially through Britain. The Franco-German rapprochement went so far in 
this context that French representatives in the NEI and the Geneva Circle res- 
urrected the idea of an eternal rivalry between France and Britain. Of all of 
the MRP politicians, it was Pierre-Henri Teitgen-a hero of the French resist- 
ance who had been captured by the Germans and had escaped from the 
train taking him to a concentration camp-who said to his German counter- 
parts at a meeting in January 1955 to discuss the future of Western Europe af- 
ter the failure of the European Defense Community: “The English are our 
eternal enemy.”25 

After 1945 the Christian Democrats were thus not simply interested in 
building a “United States of Europe” on the American model. Instead, their 
policies were solidly based on European traditions; they were rooted in their 
own political ideology and in their own understanding of history. Such poli- 
cies turned out more or less by accident to be compatible with the American 
preference for a supranational Western Europe in the early Cold War. But the 
fact that the small “core Europe” was built on traditions and ideas that were 
largely alien to the US. experience (where the dominant political culture 
was strongly influenced by Anglo-Saxon Protestantism) meant that there was 
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always a certain potential for transatlantic conflict. This is especially true, 
since the European Christian Democrats not only rejected the Soviet idea of 
a centrally planned economy, but also rejected what they saw as the Ameri- 
can laissez-faire philosophy. While the Cold War and the need for security 
forced the Christian Democratic parties to become more “pro-American” in 
foreign policy than they would otherwise have been, they were keen to de- 
velop a domestic European “third way.”26 

Although the Catholic Christian Democrats were fully converted to demo- 
cratic, multiparty government after 1945, they remained quite hostile to Euro- 
pean liberalism, just as the Pope and the Catholic Church had opposed liber- 
alism during the European culture wars of the nineteenth century.27 As they 
saw it, liberalism had not only facilitated the rise of totalitarian ideologies by 
undermining traditional value systems, but the overly rapid industrialization 
that liberalism had made possible led to social and economic instability-to 
mass unemployment and to extremes of wealth and poverty-and thus paved 
the way for the totalitarian movements of the twentieth century. And the 
country that, in the eyes of the European Chstian Democrats, represented 
these liberal traditions in the most extreme form was no longer Britain; by 
1945 at the latest, it had become the United States. The Christian Democrats 
rejected what they saw as America’s prevailing ideology-its extreme indi- 
vidualism and materialism. 

The search for a “third way” between liberalism on the one hand and So- 
cialism and Communism on the other is reflected in all the Christian Demo- 
cratic party programmes after 1945. The MW, while relatively liberal on eco- 
nomic matters (at least by French standards), tended to take a more dirigiste 
approach in the area of social policy.28 The “Christmas programme” of the Bel- 
gian Parti Social Chrktien (PSC/CVP) was duenced  by the Christian Work- 
ers’ Movement and called for reorganizing the state along neo-corporatist lines 
as a way of dealing with the problems of an excessively polarized society.29 
The Dutch Katholieke Volkspartij (KW) entirely shared these neocorporatist 
ideas. Until 1958, that party was part of a governing coalition with the Social 
Democrats; together with their partners, they built a welfare state second only 
to Sweden’s. The Sociaal-Economische Raad (Social-economic Council) 
played a crucial role in the trilateral coordination of government policy be- 
tween government, trade unions, and empl0yers.3~ In Italy, the left-Catholic 
corrente (win@ of the Christian Democratic party gained more and more in- 
fluence throughout the 1950s, with Amintore Fanfani and Aldo Moro respon- 
sible for more interventionist economic policies, including the nationalisation 
of the energy ind~stry.3~ Even in the Federal Republic, where Economics Min- 
ister Ludwig Erhard took a neoliberal approach-that is, where policy was 
based on the concept of a “social market economy”--the left-Catholic wing in- 
sisted on a rapid extension of the welfare state as the Wirtschaftswunder (eco- 
nomic miracle) ran its course in the 1950s and 1960~.~*  
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But the key point to note here is that Christian Democratic “third way” 
ideas and policies were not framed in purely national terms: the “third way” 
concept developed also in a transnational context. At the very first multilat- 
eral meeting of Christian Democratic party representatives at Luzerne in 
1947, which resulted in the formation of the NEI, the national secretary of the 
Belgian PSC, Desire Lamalle, emphasized that European Christian Democrats 
had to devise a “third way” between capitalism and statism, “that is, to find 
the means to harmonize the necessities of individual development with the 
interests of all,” and that, he thought, would require some degree of eco- 
nomic planning.33 In their political message for 1949, the NEI emphasized 
that it was essential in the context of the Marshall Plan to give “all workers 
their social security through a statute which will guarantee that everyone, 
wherever they are, will profit equally from the results of the European and 
international division of labour.”34 In their economic resolution at the NEI con- 
gress in Sorrento in April 1950 they spoke of a “right to work and demanded 
that the fight against unemployment be one of the “essential objectives” of 
European c~opera t ion .~~  The political rhetoric of social solidarity and secu- 
rity and the actual welfare state measures that were adopted can certainly be 
understood as a response to what the Communists and Socialists were prom- 
ising, but they also formed part of the Christian Democratic belief system. 

At the European level as well, “third way” thinking was not simply a mat- 
ter of rhetoric. On the contrary, the “core Europe” organisations imple- 
mented policies based on these ideas thanks largely to the influence of the 
Christian Democrats. Those policies (in the ECSC) were designed in particu- 
lar to benefit the declining coal and steel industry and (in the EEC from the 
1960s on) to assist the agricultural European policies for these sec- 
tors aimed at a managed transformation; a reduction in the workforce and 
improvements in productivity were to be achieved in consultation with trade 
unions and employers’ organisations. The guiding principle in the EEC be- 
ginning in the mid-1950s was to avoid even temporary unemployment and 
socially disruptive, rapid urbanization in order to protect local communities 
and guarantee social cohesion. These goals required highly protectionist 
policies; this sort of thinking was one of the main factors shaping the EEC’s 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in the 1960s. To some extent, the CAP re- 
flected the Christian Democratic parties’ fears of losing rural votes. Yet it was 
also in line with their ideological preference for small-scale farming and 
medium-sized companies as important cornerstones of a less individualistic, 
less materialistic culture than that of the United States. 

The Christian Democrats, the dominant political force in continental 
Western Europe after 1945, played a key role in designing the “core Europe” 
organisations that came into being in that period. But in taking the lead in 
this area, those parties did not draw on the US. model. If anything, the 
Christian Democrats designed the new Europe in such a way as to avoid 
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what they saw as the social excesses of American capitalism. “Free world” 
rhetoric was rooted in a sense of external threat. It was the Soviet menace 
that pulled Europe and America together: the effect was to de-emphasize 
the cultural divide that separated the United States from a Christian Demo- 
cratic Western Europe. It is thus not surprising that Christian Democratic 
“third way” policies could lead to transatlantic policy clashes when common 
core security interests were not involved-specially in trade, where the 
first “chicken wars” were fought between the EEC and the United States in 
the 1960s. 

EUROPEAN AUTONOMY AND GLOBAL INFLUENCE 

Christian Democratic ambivalence toward the United States was not, how- 
ever, limited to domestic political issues. It also extended to the U.S. leader- 
ship role in the Atlantic Alliance and to American foreign policy more gen- 
erally. Within the security constraints imposed by the Cold War, the Christian 
Democratic parties were keen to retain the greatest possible independence 
and influence for their “core Europe.” Despite the totalitarian experience and 
the two world wars, they regarded such influence as historically and cultur- 
ally justified and also essential in view of their critical appraisal of U.S. lead- 
ership qualities and of the danger, as they saw it, of renewed American iso- 
lationism. Their claim to a stronger European role within the “free West” is 
reflected, for example, in their policy on the European Defense Community 
(EDC), on the issue of detente in the mid-l950s, and on the question of pol- 
icy toward the Third World. 

Even Adenauer, who very early on opted for a policy of alignment with the 
West and rejected the idea of a European “third force” equally distant from 
both superpowers, saw integration as a means of establishing Europe as an 
influential “third power in the ~ o r l d . ” ~ ’  Henri Teitgen insisted in his speech 
at the NEI congress in Bad Ems that Western Europe had to unite in order to 
achieve a substantial degree of autonomy within the Atlantic Alliance. Chris- 
tian Democrats had to protect Europe from degenerating into a mere “vassal 
state” of the United States.38 At the NEI congress in Salzburg in September 
1955 the Dutch Economics Minister Jelle Zijlstra argued that if further eco- 
nomic integration, which was then being discussed in the Spaak Committee 
in Brussels, were to fail, Europe would lose all influence on world affairs. 
“The old Europe,” he said, “will be nothing but a small border region be- 
tween the world powers; moreover, it will be a ‘contested territory’ which 
will run the danger of becoming the battleground of another ‘Korea con- 
fli~t’.’’~’ Thus, the emerging “core Europe” had to become integrated in order 
to retain its cultural individuality, protect its socioeconomic system from ex- 
ternal pressures, and continue to exercise some influence in the world- 
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goals that implied that Europe and America, while both part of the “free 
world,” were to a certain extent in competition with each other.40 

The Christian Democrats wondered whether the United States was quali- 
fied to lead the Western world; they wondered about how committed the 
Americans were to the defense of Western Europe. It was clear to them, 
therefore, that Europe needed as much autonomy as possible. The Catholic 
Christian Democrats, moreover, were often appalled by the moralistic evan- 
gelical anti-Communism, embedded in a predominantly Protestant political 
culture, of many U.S. politicians, who tended to frame the conflict between 
democracy and Communism in black and white terms-who tended to see 
the conflict as a fight of good against evil. Christian Democratic party activists 
were used to the greyer tones of European politics: collaborating with the 
Communists in the resistance to the German occupation; dealing with severe 
social problems by adopting highly interventionist policies; and even at 
times cooperating with the Communists at the local level, as in the Tuscany 
of Don Camillo e Peppone, where the Catholic priest and the Communist 
mayor practice the new policy of peaceful coexi~tence.~~ The persecution of 
hapless intellectuals and artists with Communist leanings such as in the Mc- 
Carthy era was unlikely to win many Communists over to the cause of par- 
liamentary democracy in much of Western Europe. Worse, the Americans’ 
missionary zeal, Christian Democrats feared, could lead to a crusade against 
the USSR the Americans had had a finger on the trigger ever since their arrival 
on the new continent; they might launch a preventive war against Russia and 
be too quick to use nuclear weapons; the result might well be the destruc- 
tion of Europe. Yet, as the Dutch Kvp politician Emmanuel Sassen put it in 
the Geneva Circle in December 1950, “one cannot maintain peace by mak- 
ing war.”42 

At the same time, however, the Christian Democrats were well aware that 
Western Europe depended on U.S. military protection, and always worried 
that America might return to isolation, thereby possibly withdrawing that 
protection. As Adenauer put it in the Geneva Circle in June 1949, “America 
does not understand Europe.” Public opinion in the United States, he argued, 
was very unstable. The Americans might some day agree to “an entente with 
the Soviet Union at the expense of Europe.”43 When U.S.-Soviet relations did 
improve during the 1953-1956 period, the Christian Democratic parties 
feared a much-reduced American interest in Western Europe. Herbert 
Blankenhorn, Adenauer’s advisor in the chancellory, warned in the Geneva 
Circle in June 1953 after Winston Churchill’s summit proposal that the isola- 
tionists around Senator Robert Taft were gaining in influence and that their 
ideas had already, to a certain extent, penetrated the U.S. admini~tration.~~ 
Otto Lenz, a CDU member of the Bundestag and another advisor to Ade- 
nauer, argued at the NEI congress in Salzburg in September 1955 that the 
Americans could not be relied upon forever, especially in times of peaceful 
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coexistence, to retain the same interest in Western Europe, and that it could 
by no means be taken for granted that they would be prepared to intervene 
“if and when things flare up again in Europe.”45 These fears of American iso- 
lationism later became a recurring theme in Christian Democratic discourse 
in the context of the never-ending debate on burden sharing in NATO.46 

The desire for relative autonomy and the fear of US.  isolationism were two 
of the main driving forces behind the Christian Democrat support for the EDC 
from 1950 In the final negative vote in the French Assemblee Nationale 
in August 1954, the M W  was the only parliamentary faction that voted almost 
unanimously in favour of the treaty.48 As the former French M W  foreign min- 
ister Robert Schuman put it at a rally of the West German Europa-Union, to 
be content with the British alternative solution of the intergovernmental West- 
ern European Union combined with West Germany’s accession to NATO 
would amount to “the definite abandonment of a European solution to which 
we [Christian Democrats] remain attached over and above all other preoccu- 
p a t i o n ~ . ” ~ ~  Only an institutionalised “core Europe” defense organisation 
linked to the Atlantic Alliance would give Europe a distinctive voice vis-5-vis 
the U.S. and provide a stable, independent structure in the case of serious fric- 
tion within NATO or of U.S. withdrawal from Europe. 

The same rationale explains the general Christian Democrat interest in de- 
tente between the blocs. The NEI set up a special committee in 1956, headed 
by the former Belgian foreign minister Paul Van Zeeland, to discuss and co- 
ordinate Christian Democrat policy on detente issues.50 The party represen- 
tatives, it soon became clear, could not agree on Van Zeelands more far- 
reaching proposals for a demilitarized Central Europe. The Germans and 
Dutch in particular were concerned that the withdrawal of NATO troops 
from West Germany would reduce NATO’s forward defense capabilities in 
the event of war; they also thought that there was a real risk that in the 
medium-term some sort of disengagement arrangement might even lead to 
US. troop withdrawals from Western Europe. On the other hand, it was clear 
that the Soviet bloc was internally unstable, as the unrest in Poland and the 
Hungarian Revolution in 1956 demonstrated; but with the Soviet leadership 
prepared to use military force to keep the Warsaw Pact together, it seemed 
necessary to search for alternative ways to induce some degree of liberalisa- 
tion in Eastern Europe. For the Christian Democrats, the ultimate goal 
throughout the Cold War remained to overcome not so much the division of 
Germany, which was in some ways convenient as it reduced the potential 
economic strength and political influence of the Federal Republic, but of Eu- 
rope as a whole. Christian Democrat dittente initiatives were not only de- 
signed to enhance security and to weaken Soviet control over Eastern Eu- 
rope, but ultimately, as Van Zeeland put it, to allow “the reconstitution of the 
traditional Europe,” including East-Central Europe, so that it could again ex- 
ercise much greater influence on world affairs.51 
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The Christian Democrats’ search for autonomy from the United States was 
also reflected in their collective attitudes toward decolonisation and in their 
views on Third World issues more generally; they were particularly inter- 
ested in working with the Christian Democratic parties in Latin America. 
Catholic parties had not been the main political force behind European 
colonial expansion in the nineteenth century, but now, after the Second 
World War, they refused to support what they saw as rushed decolonisation. 
They regarded American anti-colonialist rhetoric with deep suspicion; the 
US.  aim, they thought, was to expand America’s global influence at Europe’s 
expense.52 The Christian Democrats insisted from the start that the so-called 
overseas territories ought to become linked to an economically integrated 
“core Europe.” In one of its first resolutions, the NEI emphasized that organic 
ties between Western Europe and its colonies (which, it recognized, might in 
the future become independent states) were crucial and ought to be main- 
tained.53 The idea of “Euroafrica”-that is, of institutionalised economic and 
political bonds between Western Europe and Africa, which at that time was 
seen as a continent with great potential-was not just a French preoccupa- 
tion5* Josef Muller, the Bavarian CSU leader, suggested, for example, in 
March 1949 that only a Western Europe with strong links with its colonies- 
colonies that were important sources of raw materials and that provided 
growing markets for European finished products-would be strong enough 
and independent enough to prevent “a clash of the 

Indeed, a number of initiatives that were undertaken-the establishment 
of an EEC investment fund for overseas territories and then, after decoloni- 
sation, the policies that culminated in the Yaounde and Lome conventions 
on trade and aid between the European Union and the former European 
colonies-were ultimately rooted in this sort of thinking. And Third World is- 
sues were often a source of friction in transatlantic relations during the Cold 
War and beyond; the Americans, for example, recently complained about the 
European Union’s banana regime, which disadvantaged some Central Amer- 
ican countries and the large U.S. fruit companies that controlled their banana 
pr0duction.5~ But the Christian Democrats have always tended to look at 
such problems in a very different way. The real issue for them has to do with 
their former colonies’ socioeconomic development. During the 1950s and 
196Os, they resisted the Americans’ tendency to view Third World issues in 
confrontational Cold War terms. At the NEI congress in Paris in September 
1960, Roger Reynaud, a French MRP member of the ECSC High Authority, in- 
sisted that Europe should concentrate on fighting poverty and underdevel- 
opment in the Third World, and not on opposing the Soviet Union there.57 
Albert Coppi., the Belgian PSCKVP Vice-president of the High Authority, 
added that the Christian Democratic parties should not allow themselves to 
be identified with economic liberalism in the Third World. The “core Europe” 
would have to play a crucial role there because Russian and U.S. policies 
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were “equally deplorable.” The United States had nothing to offer but freer 
trade through the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GAT), when the 
main economic problem of these countries had to do with the extreme fluc- 
tuations in the price of raw materials. The United States, moreover, appeared 
to support any regime as long as it was anti-Communi~t.5~ Coppi. was espe- 
cially critical of the recent US. threats against Cuba and military intervention 
in Nicaragua and other Central American countries. One year earlier, at the 
NEI congress in Freiburg in Germany, the Belgian NEI president August de 
Schryver had already warned that Third World countries should be allowed 
to develop their own forms of governance, but that Western Europe and the 
United States should under no circumstances support military  dictatorship^.^^ 

The Christian Democratic parties were especially critical of US.  policy in 
Latin America, where they had close links with the emerging Christian Dem- 
ocratic movement. They organized a first intercontinental congress of Chris- 
tian Democratic parties in Paris in November 1956.60 Four years later, in the 
autumn of 1960, the NEI founded an intercontinental study center in Rome 
with the Bohemian-born Dutch KVP politician Karl Josef Hahn as its first di- 
rector; the aim was to reach out to Christian Democratic movements outside 
of Europe. The Christian Democratic parties in Latin America were far to the 
left in terms of their socioeconomic programme; they supported far-reaching 
land reform, nationalisation, and redistributive measures. They had close 
links with the Catholic movement from below, a movement led by local 
priests who regarded social action as important as religious service.61 Their 
far-left Catholic programme was regarded by European Christian Democratic 
parties as legitimate in view of the extreme inequalities of wealth in Latin 
America. The European Christian Democrats held America responsible to a 
considerable extent for conditions there: the Americans supported socially 
conservative and often corrupt regimes, and even supported military dicta- 
torships as long as those regimes served the interests of the large landown- 
ers and major U.S. companies.62 With Africa it had been different: the Euro- 
pean Christian Democratic parties wanted to cultivate strong ties with that 
continent, even though they had no significant party contacts there. But in 
the Latin American case, a centerpiece of their policy was support for the 
Christian Democratic movement there, and they were very critical of US.  
policy in this region throughout the Cold War period. 

CONCLUSION 

Samuel Huntington has argued that the end of the Cold War marked the be- 
ginning of a new era of conflict. He sees a “clash of civilizations”-a clash, 
above all, between the Christian-inspired and democratic “West” and other 
cultural spaces, especially Islam.63 That view appeared to be confirmed by 
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the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001-which, thanks to the media, was 
experienced as a global event by people around the world. But the Hun- 
tington view is highly simplistic: it overemphasizes cultural differences (and 
thus the potential for conflict) between larger “civilizations,” and plays down 
the importance of cultural differences within cultural spaces, and especially 
within the “West” itself. During the Cold War period, countries within the At- 
lantic world did share some basic values, such as a belief in human rights 
and in democracy, and they continue to do so. But as the case of Christian 
Democratic attitudes toward the United States demonstrates, below the sur- 
face of “free world” rhetoric the differences were substantial. Christian De- 
mocracy had indigenous continental European roots that had little in com- 
mon with the US. model. Christian Democrats viewed that model very 
critically and wanted to preserve a European socioeconomic “third way.” 
They knew Europe was dependent on US. military protection, but still they 
wanted to retain as much autonomy as possible in the foreign policy area: 
their goal was to chart a course in world affairs in line with their own belief 
system-with their own historical experiences as they understood them. 
They wanted to pursue their own policy toward the Third World in general, 
and toward Latin America in particular. But the Christian Democrats worked 
closely with the United States throughout the Cold War period. If even they 
felt such ambivalence toward America, it is only to be expected that the So- 
cial Democrats, currently the second largest political group in the European 
Parliament, would feel even greater ambivalence, albeit for different reasons. 

Cultural differences within the Atlantic world are unlikely to disappear as 
a result of globalisation. Despite the unifying forces of global competition 
and international stock markets and mergers and acquisitions, the European 
Union and most of its member states have responded to these pressures by 
adjusting their established patterns of informally cooperative or institutional- 
ized, corporative decision-making, not through the wholesale adoption of 
the US. model. How to devise a new “third way” for the twenty-first century 
is of course a contested issue in European politics. But what is not contested 
is whether Europe needs to make its own choices-choices rooted in its own 
values, its own culture, its own history. A distinct culture means a distinct pol- 
icy: it is not surprising therefore that Europe and America clash head-on on 
many global issuemver the Kyoto protocol on climate change, for exam- 
ple, and on issues related to the International Court of Justice. Those differ- 
ences have little to do with geopolitics, and are not to be explained solely in 
terms of varying economic interests; in such cases, culture is the fundamen- 
tal variable. And what that means is that in the future as in the past, a certain 
degree of tension is inevitable in US.-European relations. That relationship 
was never a marriage of love; it was rooted in necessity and its terms had to 
be continually renegotiated. And if that was so in the past, when the Cold War 
brought the two sides together, it is likely to remain so in the future. 
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4 
The United States and the Opening 
to the Left, 1953-1963 
Leopoldo Nuti 

The political system that took shape in the Western world after World War 11 
was not simply a system of interstate relations. That system also had a major 
domestic political component. For the Europeans especially, the question of 
their relations with the United States was of fundamental importance during 
the Cold War period-and that meant in particular that it was bound to be 
important even in domestic political terms. As for the Americans, they were 
deeply interested in what was going on politically within the main European 
countries, and framed their policies toward them with such concerns in 
mind. Given the power of the United States, and the dependence of the Eu- 
ropeans on American power, it was natural that those policies would have a 
major impact on domestic political life within Europe. 

The point applies to one degree or another to all of the European coun- 
tries in the Western bloc-and perhaps above all to the Federal Republic of 
Germany, in whose domestic political affairs the Americans were very 
deeply involved from the outset. But West Germany, although the most im- 
portant case, was also a very special case. So to understand how the inter- 
national system, and in particular American policy, affected the political life 
of Western Europe as a whole, it makes sense for analytical purposes to fo- 
cus on another major European country. 

The aim here, therefore, is to examine how American policy affected PO- 
litical life in Italy. To make that analysis manageable, I want to focus on one 
specific issue: the question of an “opening to the left” in Italian politics in the 
period from 1953 to 1963. This was perhaps the most central issue in Italian 
politics in that period. In 1953 the Italian elections failed to provide the Chris- 
tian Democrats with the absolute majority that their leader, Alcide De 
Gasperi, had sought. This partial electoral failure of the largest pro-Western 
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Italian party marked the end of the first phase of the country’s postwar his- 
tory and ushered in a period of uncertainty. For the next ten years, De 
Gasperi’s successors strove with limited success to recapture their party’s 
hegemonic position in the Italian political system. But the coalition govern- 
ments the Christian Democrats put together generally ended up lasting no 
more than a year. 

The key issue during that period was thus whether greater stability could 
be introduced into the system by broadening the base of the governing coali- 
tion by bringing in Pietro Nenni’s Italian Socialist Party, the PSI. Until the 
mid-1950s, that party had been closely allied with the Italian Communist 
Party. The question, therefore, was whether a fundamental reorientation of 
the PSI, away from the Communists and toward the center, could be effected. 
In the mid-l950s, the Christian Democrats thus began to explore the possi- 
bility of some kind of “opening to the left.” The PSI, for its part, was tempted 
to work out an arrangement of that sort: becoming one of the governing par- 
ties would clearly benefit the party and its supporters. But at the same time, 
the Socialists were reluctant, for both political and ideological reasons, to cut 
their ties so completely with their Communist former allies. So the process 
took a long time to run its course, and the PSI did not enter into a coalition 
government with the Christian Democrats until the end of 1963. 

What role did the Americans play in all this, and what policy did they pur- 
sue in this area? According to most scholarly and journalistic accounts, the 
story can be divided into two very distinct parts. In the first period, the pe- 
riod of the Eisenhower administration, the Americans firmly opposed any di- 
alogue between the Christian Democrats and the PSI because of the deep 
mistrust the administration as a whole-and above all, the US.  ambassador 
to Italy for much of that period, Clare Booth Luce-felt toward Nenni and his 
party. In the second phase, it is argued, the Kennedy administration found it- 
self divided between those who wanted to stop interfering with Italian poli- 
tics and give Italy more autonomy in its domestic political choices, and those 
who remained deeply opposed to any opening to the left. The administra- 
tion remained divided for almost the entire Kennedy period. It was only in 
mid-1963 that the conflict was resolved, when the American supporters of a 
Christian Democrat-PSI rapprochement won out. That group, composed 
mostly of highly ideological, liberal Kennedyites, saw in the dialogue be- 
tween the Christian Democrats and the PSI a chance to shake Italian politics 
loose from the perilous conservative stagnation of the 1950s and encourage 
a reprise of dynamic reformism that Italy had experienced in the early post- 
war period. 

This type of account is not entirely incorrect, but it is somewhat over- 
schematized and is misleading in particular areas. Many writers, for example, 
spend a good deal of time talking about Ambassador Luce and her blatantly 
aggressive policy toward the Italian left. Mrs. Luce is mostly remembered for 
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her brash antiCommunist stance, her often clumsy intrusions in Italian union 
and industrial affairs, and her alarmist declarations against the red peril. She 
is usually criticized for a basic incapacity to understand the subtle nuances 
of the Italian political system, its arcane and complex mechanisms, and the 
psychology and the mentality of its protagonists. In short, the most common 
portrait of ambassador Luce is something of a caricature, one that can be 
summed up in the classic image of the bull in a China shop.’ But whatever 
her flaws, her importance should not be overstated. She did not, in fact, play 
a very important role in the story. Real policy, in this as in practically every 
other area, was actually made in Washington. 

The U.S. government as a whole, during the early Eisenhower period, did 
take a hard line on matters relating to the Italian left. Indeed, the Americans 
took a hard line on many such issues throughout the world at that time. The 
most important document laying out US. policy toward Italy in the 1950s 
was NSC 5411/2 of April 13, 1954, and some extracts from that basic policy 
document are worth quoting at length. According to that document, the U.S. 
government was to try, using “all practicable means”: 

a. To reduce the strength and effectiveness of the Italian Communist party 

b. To prevent Italy from falling under the domination of the Italian Com- 
and of pro-communist groups 

munist party or of the present Italian Socialist party. 

The American government was also to: 

Continue to make full use of US. political means and, as practicable and ap- 
propriate, economic and military aid to: 

a. induce the Italian government to adopt measures striking at the organi- 
zational basis of Communist power and undermining Communist fi- 
nancial and political strengths. 

b. induce private Italian groups, particularly Italian employers and free la- 
bor movements, to combat Communism vigorously. 

Finally, “whenever possible and advantageous,” the United States was to “seek 
to accomplish the above by conditioning US. assistance on anticommunist 
actions taken by the Italian government and private Italian groups.”* 

The very tough and highly interventionist policy outlined here provided the 
warrant for what are commonly viewed as some of Mrs. Luce’s most notorious 
initiatives, including her threat to assign US. Offshore Procurements (OSP) 
contracts only to those factories where non-Communist trade unionists held a 
clear majority within the workers’ assemblies. But it is quite clear that policy it- 
self was decided on not by her, but by the political leadership in Washington. 
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But does it make sense to see the policy outlined in NSC 5411/2 as re- 
flecting the deep-seated and unchanging view of the Eisenhower adminis- 
tration? Did that document simply formalize a policy that was implemented 
as soon as that administration came to power in January 1953, was main- 
tained intact for the next eight years, and was only abandoned when a new 
administration took office in 1961? Well, not quite, and it is important, when 
interpreting American policy during the Eisenhower period, to emphasize 
certain elements of change within that period and also certain elements of 
continuity with what came before and would come later. 

First of all, one should note that the policy of the early Eisenhower ad- 
ministration had its roots in a reappraisal of US.-Italian policy that had be- 
gun in the last years of the Truman presidency. Between 1951 and 1953 
many officials in the Truman administration had criticized an American pol- 
icy that encouraged the Italian government to fight the Italian Communists 
only by encouraging economic and social reforms. Those officials advocated 
the adoption by De Gasperi or his successors of a tougher, more aggressive 
line against the Italian Communists. And the plan that emerged, the notori- 
ous “Demagnetize” (later relabeled “Clydesdale”) plan approved by the Psy- 
chological Strategy Board toward the end of the Truman administration, was 
the real source of the subsequent Eisenhower policy; the basic idea here was 
that the Italian government should be encouraged by Washington to pursue 
a political and psychological offensive against the Communists.3 

And as for the Eisenhower period itself, policy toward the end of that pe- 
riod was rather different from what it had been at the beginning. On the Ital- 
ian question as in so many other areas, American policy had mellowed in the 
course of the 1950s; by the end of that period, the early hard line had soft- 
ened considerably. The general assumption that there was no basic change 
in Eisenhower’s Italian policy during the eight years of his presidency, the 
common belief that until the Kennedy administration stepped in, the basis of 
Washington’s Italian policy remained frozen in stone, is quite mistaken. 

In purely formal terms, it might, however, seem that American policy had 
not changed. The basic U.S. policy document for Italy, NSC 5411/2, was only 
replaced by a new policy document, NSC 6014, in 1960, and that new policy 
document was not radically different from its predecessor.* But one should 
not be misled by the formal policy documents. The key point to note is that 
in practice, beginning in late 1956, the Eisenhower administration adopted a 
less aggressive policy, a policy whose profile was less clear-cut than the pre- 
vious one, and less easily defined. 

That new policy was rooted in the sense, as the number two man in the 
US. embassy in Rome put it in mid-1956, that the “battering ram” approach 
was no longer a suitable tool in the new political climate. That policy was 
bankrupt in any case, according to that official, for the simple reason that the 
governing parties in Italy had simply refused to adopt a policy of direct con- 
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frontation with the left. In such circumstances, a subtler policy, a policy that 
would try to exploit the weaknesses and the internal tensions of the Italian 
left in order to disorganize it and generate more confusion within its ranks, 
might well be in order.5 

One key event marking the beginning of that shift in policy was the Amer- 
ican trip of Amintore Fanfani, the new general secretaryof the Christian Dem- 
ocratic Party, in the summer of 1956. Following Fanfani’s visit, the Eisen- 
hower administration began to move away from the old hard line and 
toward a rather bland encouragement of a policy of moderate reformism. 
Fanfani, in fact, became a kind of privileged interlocutor of the US. govern- 
ment, especially after the 1958 elections and the formation of his cabinet in 
July of that year. He was the man, as the Americans saw it, who might be able 
to bring about major reforms-reforms that might reduce support for the left 
while at the same time generating doubts and confusion within the ranks of 
the PSI. 

So one has the sense that policy was beginning to shlft, albeit gradually 
and in relatively minor ways, during the late Eisenhower period. In 1958, for 
example, a U.S. embassy official was allowed to begin a dialogue with some 
members of Nenni’s wing of the PSI, the so-called autonomists. Those dis- 
cussions then became almost a daily feature of the embassy’s routine; but 
until that point talks of that sort had been utterly out of the question6 This 
does not mean that the embassy had suddenly come to support the idea of 
an “opening to the left” and had decided to help Nenni break with the Com- 
munists and get into the government. The shift was by no means that sharp 
or that extreme. But in the final years of the decade, the U.S. line, as reflected 
in day-to-day embassy practice, had clearly softened. The Socialists were no 
longer beyond the pale, and the Americans were now encouraging them to 
take their distance from the Communists.’ 

Another point worth noting in this context has to do with the British-both 
the British government and the British Labour Party. The conservative gov- 
ernment, while perhaps not openly favoring the opening to the left, sought 
to influence events in a more indirect way: it supported certain key public 
figures in Italy who were directly involved in promoting the dialogue be- 
tween the Christian Democrats and the PSI. The British, for example-unlike 
the Americans at that point-favored the election of Giovanni Gronchi as 
president of the Italian Republic in 1955; this is important in this context be- 
cause Gronchi was one of the warmest supporters of a rapprochement be- 
tween the Socialists and the Christian Democrats.8 Britain was also the first 
government to try to cultivate the sympathies of Enrico Mattei, head of the 
state-run Italian oil company ENI and an outspoken champion of the open- 
ing to the left.’ 

The British Labour Party played an even more important role. The Labour 
Party had broken with the PSI a few years earlier, when the Italian Socialists 
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had allied themselves with the Communists in the 1948 elections.1° But now, 
in the mid- and late 1950s, it was rebuilding its ties with the PSI, and it was 
using those new links to encourage Nenni to pull away from the Communists 
and move toward the Christian Democrats. Leading Labourites, for example, 
went to Italy to try to encourage NeMi to move in that direction. And the 
Labour Party did more than just offer advice and moral support: during the 
January 1959 PSI Congress in Naples, Nenni managed to score an outstand- 
ing victory against his opponents inside the party thanks in part to a sub- 
stantial Labourite contribution.” 

The Americans seemed on the surface to disapprove of these Labour Party 
initiatives. The US. embassy in Rome, for example, gave a strongly negative 
assessment of their possible impact on Italian politics and judged them as 
hasty, ill-timed and based on an imprecise evaluation of Nenni’s policies.12 
The Americans, moreover, decided eventually to take some direct counter- 
measures. They made the British aware of their misgivings, and they covertly 
warned some trusted members of the Socialist International against what 
they saw as a premature readmission of Nenni’s party into its fold; the PSI, in 
their view, would first have to give stronger proof of its loyalty to the West.’3 

But the American attitude on this issue is by no means clear-cut, and there 
may have been more to American policy than met the eye. The Labour Party 
activities were, in fact, in line with what one US. embassy official in Rome 
had recommended in 1956. He suggested a plan for helping the PSI in a 
more “social democratic” direction, a plan that in some ways seemed to fore- 
shadow what the Labour Party later ended up doing. That official thought 
the U.S. government might “consider having less-than-first rank European 
(not Italian) Social Democrats develop informal and unpublicized but close 
personal relations” with leaders of the anticommunist wing of the PSI. The 
goal would be “to establish a channel of communication and, if possible, 
gently to influence their thinking.” If those “relationships developed satis- 
factorily,” that official thought that “the possibility of some financial aid 
through the channel of the European party in question could be consid- 
ered.”14 

Given this type of thinking, one wonders whether a kind of “good cop, 
bad cop” strategy had been adopted: the British, perhaps, would take care of 
removing the rough ideological edges from Nenni’s party, helping guide it 
toward the goal of social democratic respectability, while the Americans 
would be responsible for making sure that an official certificate of good be- 
havior was not issued prematurely. 

Whatever was going on here-and not all the evidence, especially from 
intelligence agency sources, bearing on the issue has been released thus 
far-the point to bear in mind is that the process that led to the opening to 
the left was quite complex, even in its international dimensions. America was 
not the only foreign player; governments were not the only actors. And one 
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does get the sense that this part of the story was by no means of negligible 
importance: in the late 1950s, the British Labour Party had a major effect on 
Nenni and on the policy of the PSI. 

The policy of the British left was, as it turned out, quite similar to the pol- 
icy that the more liberal wing of the Kennedy administration favored, begin- 
ning in 1961. There was a debate within the new administration about the 
policy it should pursue toward Italy. Some have argued that the debate was 
centered on the opportunity to “lift the American veto” to the Italian natural 
inclination to spontaneously pursue the opening to the left. In reality, how- 
ever, the clash centered on the desirability of openly encouraging a center- 
left coalition and of covertly supporting Nenni in his fight inside the PSI to 
crush the pro-Communist factions of the party.15 Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., 
Robert Komer, Averell Harriman, and other members of the new administra- 
tion believed that without a clear-cut signal from Washington, Italian politi- 
cians would never dare to bring about an opening to the left. In their view, 
Nenni was engaged in a life-and-death, no-holds-barred struggle for the con- 
trol of his party, a struggle whose outcome would shape the political future 
of Italy for many years to come. As they saw it, the United States could not 
just sit still and watch passively while Nenni lost a fight whose outcome 
could well determine the future of Italian democracy. It was thus important 
not only that the United States support the opening to the left, but also that 
the Kennedy administration study what could be done to provide the belea- 
guered Nenni with some material  upp port.'^ 

And this question of financial support, it should be noted, is the crucial 
part of the story. In most accounts it is ignored or, at best, merely hinted at, 
and, given the limitations on source availability, much of this story remains 
unclear. But in the sources that are available, there are important clues here 
and there: the idea of financing the PSI was raised first by Arthur Schlesinger 
and CIA’S Dana Durand in the summer of 1961, and debated between the 
State Department, the CIA, the embassy, and the White House throughout 
the following months.” Some liberal American trade union leaders, such as 
Walter and Victor Reuther of the United Automobile Workers (UAW) and Gus 
Bellanca of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers (ACW), then proposed to the 
Special Group of the NSC that they help the administration implement a ma- 
jor covert plan to build up a PSI-oriented, anti-Communist, trade union.I8 
The available documentation shows that the project was turned down by the 
end of June 1962, but one should also note that by the end of 1962 the PSI 
began to receive a modest amount of financial support from the UAW and 
the ACW to build up its trade union support and free it from Communist con- 
trol.I9 While there is no documentary evidence of direct approval of this ini- 
tiative by the President, it is hardly conceivable that after a year and a half of 
heated debate the UAW and the ACW could go ahead without telling the ad- 
ministration and without some tacit approval of what they were doing. 



90 Chapter 4 

So the policy that Schlesinger and his allies championed had some impact 
on what was actually done, but their views were not universally shared 
within the government. Many diplomats and government officials were in 
fact on the other side on this issue. They felt that someone like Nenni could 
not yet be trusted to become a member of a government of a member-state 
of NATO, and preferred therefore either to move more cautiously in the di- 
rection of a center-left coalition or even support a return to a more conser- 
vative formula. And standing above, or outside, the debate was the president 
himself-at least for most of his brief period in office. Kennedy, during that 
period, neither openly supported Schlesinger and his allies nor reined them 
in; in effect, he gave them ample freedom to maneuver. The result was a pol- 
icy that for quite some time oscillated between the old and new approaches. 

The great change came only in the summer of 1963. At that time, during 
his trip to Italy, Kennedy had a long conversation with Nenni during a re- 
ception in the Quirinale gardens. He thus signaled his personal support for 
the opening to the left. The extraordinary importance of that event was re- 
flected in people’s reactions at the time: open relief and satisfaction on 
Nenni’s side, perplexity if not outright resentment on the side of some of the 
other Italian politicians who watched the scene.20 

How is this move of Kennedy’s to be understood? America’s relations with 
Europe took a sharp turn for the worse in January 1963. The French leader, 
General Charles de Gaulle, was openly defiant, and Kennedy needed to rally 
the Europeans behind his new policy of detente with the Soviet Union. In Italy, 
by shifting his weight in favor of an opening to the left, the U.S. president 
probably hoped to kill two birds with one stone. Not only would a center-left 
cabinet hopefully stabilize Italian politics by bringing the Socialists into the 
government, but it would also have the beneficial effect of making sure that 
the foreign policy of the new Italian coalition would follow the U.S. approach 
toward detente and would not be inclined to support De Gaulle’s challenge. 
The French general, as a matter of fact, was the veritable b&e noire of the Ital- 
ian Socialists. 

So, looking at this period as a whole, what conclusions are in order? In 
particular, what impact did American policy have on developments within 
Italy? Under Eisenhower, the Americans played a fundamental role, but es- 
sentially a negative one. In the early Eisenhower period especially, the main 
effect of American policy was to strengthen those Italian forces opposed to 
a rapprochement between the Christian Democrats and the PSI. The ties be- 
tween the Americans and the more conservative Italians were reinforced by 
various covert actions, especially in the financial area. Even as late as 
1957-1958, for example, US. food aid was illegally resold by the Christian 
Democrats, who then used the proceeds for electoral purposes.21 

But even during that period, there were limits to what the Americans 
could do. The United States might be able, in effect, to block an opening to 
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the left, but it could not get the Italian government to pursue a really tough 
anti-Communist policy. De Gasperi’s heirs-Pella, Scelba, and Segni-all 
shied away from the idea of a full-scale attack on the Italian Communist 
Party, the largest such party in Western Europe. After a puzzling encounter 
with the director general of the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Massimo 
Magistrati, Mrs. Luce herself remarked that the much-vaunted offensive 
against the Communists would be enacted at the speed of “cold molasses.”22 

The United States, moreover, was unable to reduce the influence of the 
Communists to the point where they became an entirely marginal actor in 
Italian politics. The central goal of weakening the Italian Communist Party, 
in fact, proved quite elusive. The results achieved, whether through encour- 
aging bold reformist efforts or through pressing the Italian governments to 
adopt a harshly repressive policy, always fell very short of the mark. And that 
strategic failure was accompanied by a number of smaller tactical ones, 
which clearly show the limits of the American influence: the failure to pre- 
vent the election of Giovanni Gronchi as president of the Republic, for ex- 
ample, or the failed attempt to launch Fanfani as the new, dynamic reformist 
leader of the Christian Democratic Party in 1957-1958.23 

As for the Kennedy period, again American policy played a key role. 
Limited though American support for the PSI was, the new U.S. attitude 
symbolized by Kennedy’s meeting with Nenni in 1963 was regarded as a 
truly momentous shift in Italian political circles, and helped pave the way 
for the eventual admission of the Socialists into the government. By grant- 
ing the PSI a full aura of respectability, and by letting the Reuther brothers 
and the ACW grant some limited covert assistance as well, the Kennedy ad- 
ministration undermined the position of those groups within Italy who 
counted on Washington to prevent-or, at least, to not facilitate-the open- 
ing to the left. 

But is this how the question of American influence is to be conceptual- 
ized? Does it make sense to break the story down into two sharply defined 
phases? Perhaps it would make more sense to see a more complex process 
at work, a process unfolding over time, a process in which American and 
Italian attitudes interacted with each other. The Americans may have blocked 
an opening to the left in the 1950s; but the key point to note here is that that 
attitude also helped bring about a major shift in the character of the PSI. 
Nenni’s policies changed dramatically in the 1953-1963 period; and indeed 
the moderate left in the Western world as a whole, as Donald Sassoon has 
shown, was transformed during that period. That transformation was char- 
acterized by the marginalization of the neutralist and philo-Soviet elements 
within the West European Socialist parties, and, on domestic issues, by a 
move toward a reformist, social democratic philosophy, especially in the 
German Social Democratic Party and in the British Labour Party, but also, to 
a certain extent, in the Italian PSI.24 
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These fundamental changes are of course not to be understood in purely 
geopolitical terms. It is important, however, to realize that the international 
environment played an important role in bringing them about. The Socialist 
parties needed to shed their neutralist, anti-NATO trappings if the United 
States was not going to throw its very considerable weight into the political 
scales within their own countries, and effectively keep them from ever be- 
coming true governing parties. On the other hand, if they did evolve in a 
pro-NATO direction, the Americans would have an interest in bringing them 
in-that is, in broadening the base of the pro-NATO coalition. The effect was 
to help pull the Socialists to a more moderate position on foreign and de- 
fense policy issues; and when that happened, the Americans-and the Eu- 
ropean conservatives as well-found it much easier to take an accommo- 
dating position on the question of political participation at home. 

One should note, moreover, that one of the things that made it relatively 
easy for this process to run its course was that American objections to the 
idea of bringing the Socialists into the government, in Italy as elsewhere in 
Western Europe in the 1950s, primarily had to do with the foreign, and not 
the domestic, policies those leftist parties called for. In the Italian case, the 
Americans feared that bringing the PSI into the government would help push 
Italian policy toward neutralism. Italy under the Christian Democrats pursued 
a strong, pro-Western policy; the Americans’ main concern was that an open- 
ing to the left might well change all that. The focus, in other words, was over- 
whelmingly on foreign and military policy: the U.S. government did not re- 
ally object to the idea of bringing the Socialists into the government because 
it was afraid of the sort of domestic policy a coalition that included the PSI 
would pursue. Indeed, the Americans generally believed that far-reaching 
political and social reforms were of vital importance-if only to weaken the 
grip of Communist propaganda on the poorest sections of the population. To 
be sure, U.S. pressure on Italy to pursue a reformist policy was halting and 
far from constant. It sharply decreased in the early Eisenhower years and be- 
came strong again only during the Kennedy period. But the Americans were 
never opposed to reform as a matter of principle, and the effect of this em- 
phasis on the foreign policy side of the question was to lower the bar-to 
limit the sort of objections the Americans might have had to the inclusion of 
the Socialists in the government-and thus make it easier for the PSI to both 
change its policy and join a coalition that had America’s blessing, and for the 
United States to support a development of that sort. 

One can thus see the basic structure of the process that was at work. And 
the point needs to be stressed that the fundamental political changes that 
took place within Italy in this period are to be understood in process terms. 
To the quite considerable extent that they had an international taproot, those 
changes are not to be understood as the product of one-time shifts resulting 
from the changes of administration in Washington. The opening to the left 
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took place at a particular point in time-after the PSI moderated its position, 
and after the American attitude softened. But these things did not happen 
overnight. There was a process at work, a process that took many years to 
run its course. The fact that it took so long meant that the PSI had the time 
to adjust to new realities and move toward a foreign policy position that 
would not jeopardize Italy’s international position. And that, in turn, meant 
that the rapprochement between the Socialists and the Christian Democrats, 
when it was finally worked out, took place on less slippery and less danger- 
ous ground than it would have if the “opening” had taken place in the early 
1950s. 

Throughout the whole period of the opening to the left there was thus a 
very close connection between the evolution of the international system and 
the evolution of the domestic Italian one-between the gradual beginning of 
detente on the international level and the first steps of the dialogue between 
the Christian Democrats and the PSI. Many commentators, especially in Italy, 
have claimed that the opening to the left is to be understood in purely do- 
mestic political terms. Even Nenni himself argued along these lines.25 But it 
is quite clear that the international environment, and external pressures, 
played a fundamental role both in the timing of these developments and in 
the way they were implemented. The Americans in particular played a cru- 
cial role in defining the environment in which Italian politicians lived and 
acted. If one wants to understand even the internal history of Italy in that pe- 
riod, one must never lose sight of that fact. 

This is not to say, of course, that this was all there was to the story-that 
every single turn or move inside the Italian political system can be ex- 
plained by referring to a deus ex machina, which from the outside was 
pulling the strings and cunningly manipulating its pawns on the Italian 
chessboard. The Italians, obviously, were by no means simply passive ob- 
jects of American pressure who played no real role of their own. The chan- 
nels of influence ran both ways, and Italian politicians, both conservatives 
and moderates, made use of the international situation for their own polit- 
ical purposes. Many conservatives were afraid of the possible domestic 
repercussions of detente and warned the Americans about the effect it 
would have on the political situation within Italy-that is, they warned the 
Americans that a rush toward detente might have very serious repercus- 
sions in terms of Italian politics, and indeed might undermine the political 
position of America’s best friends in Italy.26 They cultivated their relation- 
ship with the United States, and especially, when they could, with the 
American president, in large part for domestic political reasons. They often 
used foreign policy arguments instrumentally: those arguments were use- 
ful tactically in political maneuvering at home. Perhaps the most striking 
example of this was the attempt of some conservative Italian politicians in 
late 1963 to disrupt the negotiations that led to the first government based 
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on an alliance between the Christian Democrats and the PSI by citing (non- 
existent) American pressure on Italy to join a US-sponsored Multilateral 
Force.*’ 

On the other hand, those who favored the opening to the Ieft-Gronchi, 
Mattei, Nenni, and so on-threw their weight into the scales on the pro- 
d6tente side, again, in large part, for domestic political reasons. They under- 
stood that a more relaxed international climate would legitimize their own 
policies and make it easier for them to accomplish their goals at home. 

What emerges, then, from a study of this question is a strong sense of the 
interconnectedness of these various elements of both domestic and interna- 
tional political life. One has the sense of one overarching system coming into 
being, one with both internal and transnational aspects. The Cold War polit- 
ical system deeply influenced political life within every major Western coun- 
try. But the extraordinary political changes that took place within those 
countries had far-reaching effects that went well beyond state borders. 

The rallying of the moderate left to the NATO system was, in particular, a 
development of great international importance. It meant that the defense of 
Europe could now rest on a more solid domestic political base. It meant that 
the Americans could disengage from too great an involvement in internal Eu- 
ropean political affairs. It also meant that a certain element of rigidity was be- 
ing removed from European political life, and that an element of brittleness 
was being removed from the NATO system itself. That system would no 
longer depend for its viability, in domestic political terms, on the support of 
conservative and centrist elements alone. And all of this ultimately made for 
a more stable political order in Europe, both internationally and domesti- 
cally. But one can see why that sort of system came into being only by look- 
ing closely at how this process ran its course within individual Western coun- 
tries. This is why a study of the opening to the left within Italy, a case that 
shows that process at work in an exceptionally clear way, is of fundamental 
historical interest. 
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Hegemony or Vulnerability? 
Giscard, Ball, and the 1962 
Gold Standstill Proposal 
Francis J. Gavin and Erin Mahan 

What was the character of America’s international monetary relations with 
Europe during the early 1960s, and how were they related to the larger 
power political questions of the day? There is a standard interpretation of this 
question. During this pre-Vietnam war period, the argument runs, the United 
States strove to maintain hegemonic power vis-2-vis Western Europe “based 
on the role of the dollar in the international monetary system and on the ex- 
tension of its nuclear deterrent to include its allies.”’ Since this economic 
dominance resulted from the structure and rules of the Bretton Woods mon- 
etary system, the Americans had no interest in reforming arrangements that 
were “a prerequisite for continued American global hegemony.”z “Because it 
was interested in preserving the privileges it derived from the operation of 
the Bretton Woods regime,” the United States would not “condone a struc- 
tural reform” of the system that threatened “the continued preeminence of 
the dollar.”3 And while most of “America’s allies acquiesced in a hegemonic 
system that accorded the United States special privileges to act abroad uni- 
laterally to promote U.S. interests,” the French did not.*The Fifth Republic 
government, led by Charles de Gaulle, deeply resented the privileges they 
believed the system conferred upon the American dollar and actively ex- 
ploited America’s balance of payments position in an attempt to force the 
United States to abandon the Bretton Woods system. The United States, con- 
ventional wisdom holds, was able to thwart this French effort until the Amer- 
ican deficit ballooned in the late 1960s and early 1970s as a result of massive 
“guns and butter” inflati~n.~ 

The real story is rather different. American policy-makers had no great love 
for the Bretton Woods system. It was associated in their minds not with 
American hegemony, but with American vulnerability. The United States was 
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running a payments deficit; the Europeans were in effect financing that 
deficit and were thus enabling the Americans to live beyond their means. But 
the Americans did not view this as a source of strength: the growing Euro- 
pean dollar balances, which, under the rules of the system, could be cashed 
in for gold at any time, were a kind of sword of Damocles hanging over their 
heads. The US. government felt vulnerable and it did not like it. Kennedy 
feared that if the system was not reformed, the Europeans might come to the 
conclusion that “my God, this is the time. . . . [Ilf everyone wants gold we’re 
all going to be ruined because there is not enough gold to go around.”6 

The most surprising fact to emerge from French and American documents 
is that for a brief period in 1962, the French appeared willing to help the 
United States out of its monetary difficulties. Instead of hostility toward the 
dollar, Minister of Finance Valery Giscard dEstaing, was, for a time, coopera- 
tive. Inspired by Giscard’s hints of support, Undersecretary of State George 
Ball and key members of the Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) crafted a 
monetary plan that would have essentially ended Bretton Woods while pro- 
viding the Americans with time and protection to end their balance of pay- 
ments deficits. The key provision of this plan was a gold standstill agreement, 
whereby the European surplus countries would agree to hold US. deficit dol- 
lars and formally limit their gold purchases from the American Treasury. In re- 
turn, the United States would move aggressively to end its balance of pay- 
ments deficit. At the end of the agreement (likely to be two years), a new 
international monetary arrangement would be negotiated with the Euro- 
peans. Surprisingly, many within the Kennedy administration were willing to 
sacrifice the central role of the dollar and its “seigniorage” privileges in any 
new system, a position that would have had much appeal for the Europeans. 

While elements of the administration were enthusiastic about Giscards 
hints and Ball’s plan, the more financially orthodox members from the De- 
partment of Treasury and the Federal Reserve vehemently opposed the 
arrangement. Given the poor state of Franco-American political relations in 
the summer of 1962, the President was himself unsure of French motives, 
and in the end formal negotiations never began. Was Giscard’s offer a missed 
opportunity? US.  officials at the time were perplexed and scholars since then 
have neglected it entirely. 

The analysis here is broken down into three parts. The first section pro- 
vides a brief overview of the monetary problems that plagued the Kennedy 
administration and the efforts in 1961 and the first half of 1962 to solve them. 
It also explores the motivations for France’s international monetary policy in 
the early 1960s. The second section deals with Giscard’s visit to the United 
States in July 1962. The final section explores the furious debate within the 
Kennedy administration over the French finance minister’s seemingly coop- 
erative statements during his visit, and investigates why nothing came of Gis- 
card’s apparent willingness to help ease the dollar and gold oufflow problem. 
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AMERICANAND FRENCH MONETARY POLICY 

Most historians and political scientists identify Richard Nixon as “the de- 
stroyer of Bretton Woods.”’ In reality, however, the Bretton Woods system 
was inherently unstable and began experiencing potentially fatal difficulties 
as early as the late 1950s. Economists now recognize that the system lacked 
an effective mechanism to adjust and settle the inevitable payments imbal- 
ances caused by shlfting real currency values arising from differential na- 
tional monetary policies and savings rates.* Postwar policy-makers eschewed 
the two most effective means of adjustment-“flexible” exchange rates and 
a pure gold standard-n principle. Mindful of the competitive devaluations 
during the 1930s, they believed that flexible exchange rates-where the rel- 
ative value of currencies is determined by purchases and sales in an open 
market-were erratic, allowed destabilizing capital flows, and gave far too 
much control over the economy to bankers and ~peculators.~ A pure gold 
standard, which required states with a payments deficit to transfer gold, was 
seen as no better. In a country that lost gold, the domestic monetary base 
would be decreased and aggregate domestic demand would shrink. Imports 
would fall, exports would rise, and the payments would balance. But the 
cost was deflation.’O In an era where full employment and robust social 
spending were promised, it was politically inconceivable that national gov- 
ernments would accept a process that depressed national income and led to 
unemployment in order to balance international payments.” 

At the time, however, American and European policy-makers were less 
concerned with the flaws of the Bretton Woods adjustment mechanism per 
se and instead focused on the growing outflow of dollars and gold from the 
United States as the biggest problem in the system. A whole series of fac- 
tors-including the move to current account convertibility by the Europeans 
and the foreign exchange cost of America’s NATO commitments-had dan- 
gerously enlarged the American balance of payments deficit in 1959 and 
1960. Many observers worried that the large deficit could lead to a crisis of 
confidence in the dollar and spark a mass conversion into gold, rendering 
the dollar unusable as a reserve currency and, in the process, destroying a 
large portion of the world’s liquidity. This problem had come to be known 
as the “Triffin Dilemma,” after the Yale economist Robert Triffin published a 
book highlighting the confidence problem in his 1960 book, Gold and the 
Dollar Crisis.12 

Fearing the potential dangers, political and economic, of a ballooning 
deficit and gold outflow, the new Kennedy administration pursued an ag- 
gressive strategy to correct the problem.l3 Political allies, particularly the 
Federal Republic of Germany, were pressured to spend surplus dollars pur- 
chasing military equipment made in the United States. Trade liberalization 
became a key element of the administration’s foreign policy. The federal 
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budget was scrutinized for ways to reduce U.S. government expenditures 
abroad. Most importantly, the undersecretary of the Treasury for Interna- 
tional Monetary Affairs, Robert Roosa, negotiated a whole series of ad hoc 
arrangements to defend the dollar and limit the flow of gold from the U.S. 
Treasury. Currency swap and standby borrowing arrangements were imple- 
mented that allowed deficit countries to stave off attacks on their curren- 
cies.’* The most important currency arrangement was the gold pool, a con- 
sortium of industrial nations who intervened in the London gold markets 
whenever the price of the dollar seemed threatened. 

Roosa’s efforts were quite successful in limiting the amount of gold pur- 
chased by central bankers holding U.S. dollars. But the administration’s ef- 
forts to reduce the overall payments deficit were far less successful, which 
was a source of great frustration to President Kennedy, as this exposed the 
Achilles heel of America’s international monetary policy. If the surplus coun- 
tries of Europe-namely France and West Germany4ooperated with the 
United States by limiting their gold purchases, the dollar could be protected. 
But if this cooperation collapsed for either political or economic reasons, 
then the countries holding surplus dollars would have enormous leverage 
over the United States. “I know everyone thinks I worry about this too 
much,” he told advisor Ted Sorensen. But the balance of payments was like 
“a club that de Gaulle and all the others hang over my head.” In a crisis, 
Kennedy complained, they could cash in all their dollars, and then “where 
are we?”15 

This meant that France’s attitude on international monetary issues was crit- 
ical. As with all questions of French policy, the first place to look was the at- 
titude of the president, Charles de Gaulle. In the late 1950s and early 1 9 6 0 ~ ~  
de Gaulle merely posed the overall framework for French economic policy. 
He realized that military power required economic strength. During this pe- 
riod, when the United States began experiencing balance-of-payment diffi- 
culties, France was enjoying an economic miracle of financial stability, in- 
dustrial progress, and an annual growth rate of 4.5 percent. The Fourth 
Republic had already laid the groundwork for the upward surge in the econ- 
omy when de Gaulle came to power, but prosperity had often been marred 
by monetary crisis.16 

In December 1958, de Gaulle appointed a group of economic experts un- 
der Jacques Rueff, magistrate for the European Coal and Steel Community 
and a previous minister of finance, who drew up the plans that put the 
French economic house in order. The successful reforms, however, came at 
a political cost. Implemented by two successive finance ministers, Antoine 
Pinay and Wilfrid Baumgartner, the program was based on a formula of aus- 
terity and strict financial and monetary orthodoxy. Measures included higher 
taxes, a devaluation of the franc by 17.5 percent, strict budgetary policy, re- 
moval of the automatic tying of wages to a cost-of-living index, and reduced 
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government subsidies. Selective liberalization of trade allowed more foreign 
goods into the country. The currency was replaced with a new franc worth 
a hundred of the old variety. And in the years that followed, the French gov- 
ernment restricted the growth of credit in order to slow inflation. This prac- 
tice of encadrement du cre‘dit, however, discouraged investment because it 
limited industry’s access to capital. The Finance Ministry also imposed a co- 
efficient de trksorerie that required banks to hold 30 percent or more of their 
assets in treasury bonds or medium-term rediscountable credits. l7 

In the spring of 1961, Rueff began his eight-year campaign against what he 
saw as the subtle and insidious effects of the U.S. balance-of-payments 
deficit on the French economy. Rueff and many French officials, including 
French Prime Minister Michel Debri., believed that the United States relied on 
“easy money” and an expansionary monetary policy that exported inflation 
abroad to countries such as France. They also believed that a major conse- 
quence of the U.S. capital outflow was encouragement of American invest- 
ment in the French economy.’* 

Gaullist officials held what Robert Solomon has described as a “schizo- 
phrenic view” toward multinational investment. On the one hand, French of- 
ficials sought such investment because they welcomed the technological ad- 
vances and influx of capital. On the other hand, they wished to see more 
national, and less foreign, investment in the French economy and wanted 
the EEC to adopt a common policy toward multinational investment. They 
also urged the United States to change its tax code to eliminate deferrals on 
taxation of overseas facilities. What the French government resented was the 
development of U.S. monetary seignorage that allowed the buying of Euro- 
pean companies with d o l l a r ~ . ~ ~  

Rueff had little patience for U.S. complaints about bearing the burden of 
Cold War security commitments. Before the Rueff plan in December 1958, 
many French politicians blamed the weakness of the French franc on the 
draining wars in Algeria and Indochina. Even though le fardeau alge‘rien 
continued, the French franc became one of the worlds strongest currencies 
after the Bank of France stopped increasing its domestic money supply. Ru- 
eff argued that U.S. foreign economic and military aid programs were a small 
proportion of GNP, hardly an intolerable burden. A practitioner of strict fis- 
cal and monetary orthodoxy, he believed that a sharp increase in discount 
rate would eliminate the US. deficit overnight, as the French government did 
in 1958. The French government planned to raise its discount rate to 4 per- 
cent and the coefficient de tre‘sorerie to 36 percent to combat its own infla- 
tionary cycle.z0 

In a series of lengthy letters to de Gaulle, published in Le Monde in early 
June 1961, Rueff encouraged the French president to take measures that would 
end the dollar’s role as an international reserve currency. He implored de 
Gaulle to bypass Parliament and invoke the presidential emergency powers 
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provided by the constitution of the Fifth Republic so that he could pursue pol- 
icies that might force the devaluation of the dollar. Rueff considered the gold 
exchange standard a “prodigious collective error that allowed the United States 
to avoid the consequences of its economic profligacy.” His views resonated 
with the nationalistic de Gaulle, who longed to abolish the privileges of the 
dollar and sterling as reserve currencies within the Bretton Woods system. Ru- 
eff also began to urge conversion of France’s dollar reserves into gold as an in- 
dication of displeasure with US. abuses of the reserve-currency system, which 
accelerated French inflation.21 

Rueffs views were shared by several high-ranking French officials close to 
de Gaulle. Foreign Minister Couve de Murville, an inspecteur des finances 
who had worked with Rueff at the Ministry of Finance between 1936 and 
1939, echoed his polemic against the hegemony of the dollar. Etienne Burin 
des Roziers, who became secretary general of E1ysi.e in the spring of 1962, 
was also well placed to begin shaping de Gaulle’s outlook on international 
monetary relations.22 Olivier Wormser, director general of economic affairs at 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, argued that Kennedy and Harold Macmillan’s 
strong desire to stabilize the pound and the dollar was connected to Britain’s 
bid to join the Common Market. America’s international monetary policy was 
a convenient target for France’s complaints about the relationship between 
Britain’s application for the EEC and “Anglo-Saxon” balance-of-payments 
difficulties23 

The Ministry of Finance, however, did not share these views during the 
early 1960s. The Ministry was a bastion of “Atlanticism” that believed in co- 
operating with the United States. Wilfrid Baumgartner resisted the insistence 
of Rueffs coterie on ending the dollar as a reserve currency. Baumgartner 
had that quaint sense of gratitude toward the United States for helping 
France under the Marshall Plan, which was becoming increasingly out-of- 
fashion in Gaullist France. He also developed a close professional and per- 
sonal friendship with Douglas Dillon during his ambassadorship to France 
under President Dwight D. Eisenhower. Baumgartner and Dillon often ad- 
dressed their letters with “dear friend as the salutation.** 

During his tenure as finance minister, Baumgartner managed to mute Ru- 
effs influence. Before 1962, France was one of the few European countries 
that did not convert the bulk of its dollar reserves into gold. In 1961, the 
United States sold no gold to France but 970 million dollars of gold to other 
c0untries.~5 And although Baumgartner refused to capitulate to the Kennedy 
administration’s demands for expanding international liquidity, he partici- 
pated in Roosa’s ad hoc measures, including swap arrangements and a gold 
pool, which temporarily eased the recurring monetary crises2‘ 

In December 1961, shortly after the creation of the gold pool, Baumgart- 
ner announced his resignation, effective the following month. Finance offi- 
cials recall that even though he was not forced to retire per se, he felt too 
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old to fight the political battles emerging within the French government 
over international monetary relations. To the Americans, his retirement sug- 
gested that the halcyon days of Franco-American financial cooperation 
might be over. 27 

U.S. FEARS AND FRENCH MOTIVES 

Indeed, in May 1962, it seemed that the French might be considering a pol- 
icy of putting pressure on the dollar for political reasons. Douglas Dillon told 
the president that a Bank of France official made a statement “which could 
indicate possible difficulties ahead with France. He said that it must be real- 
ized that France’s dollar holdings represented a political as well as an eco- 
nomic problem.” One of President Kennedy’s great fears was that a nation or 
group of nations might exploit American monetary vulnerability for their 
own political purposes. If the French, alone or in collaboration with other 
surplus countries, decided to cash in all of their surplus dollars, they could 
run down the American gold supply. Regardless of economic motives, a 
French-led bloc might believe their larger political objectives were worth the 
cost. The United States might be forced to take politically unpopular mea- 
sures in order to prevent a complete monetary meltdown, such as trade and 
capital controls, troop withdrawals, or an embarrassing devaluation or even 
a suspension of dollar-gold convertibility.28 

A widely circulated State Department memo summarized an article that 
appeared in The Statist warning of a possible attack on the dollar by the 
French. President de Gaulle was “fully prepared to play [the] diplomatic 
trump card he holds in form of substantial French holdings of dollars.” In 
other words, if U.S. policy toward Europe clashed with French interests, de 
Gaulle would pressure Kennedy by continuing to purchase gold from the 
United Statesz9 The article went on to say that unless France were accepted 
as an equal power, “he would not hesitate to make himself felt by resorting 
to devices liable to cause grave embarrassment to the United States.”30 

What made this scenario even more alarming was the possibility that the in- 
creasingly strong Franco-German bloc was looking to weaken the U.S. grip on 
Western policy. It was no secret that both de Gauue and West German Chan- 
cellor Konrad Adenauer were apprehensive about elements of the Kennedy 
administration’s military and political policy in Europe. If both France and 
Germany collaborated on monetary policy, they could use their considerable 
supply of dollars to initiate a crippling gold crisis. Without the help of the two 
largest surplus countries, the U.S. might find it impossible to defend the dol- 
lar. This bloc could force the Americans to end negotiations with the Soviets 
over Berlin, or bring about a change in American military policy toward Eu- 
rope. Maybe the French could bargain for technology to advance their nuclear 
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ambitions. A French-led bloc could also have considerable say in designing a 
new international monetary mechanism in its own terms. 

Were Kennedy’s fears exaggerated? Franco-American relations had be- 
come so strained that the president’s advisers believed the possibility of a 
French-inspired monetary attack could not be ruled out. In mid-May 1962, 
the extent of this strain, and the linkage between military and monetary pol- 
icy, was revealed in a provocative discussion between President Kennedy 
and the French Minister of State for Cultural Affairs, Andre M a l r a ~ x . ~ ~  
Kennedy complained that France was delaying the United Kingdom’s entry 
into the Common Market. According to Kennedy, the US. supported the ap- 
plication despite the negative impact UK entry would have on the American 
payments deficit, which would serve the far more important purpose of cre- 
ating a Franco-British counterweight to the Germans in the EEC. Kennedy 
declared that if the French preferred “a Europe without Great Britain and in- 
dependent of the United States,” it would create a situation in which Amer- 
ica was bearing the enormous costs of defending Europe without any voice. 
If that were the case, Kennedy would bring the troops home and save $1.3 
billion, an amount that “would just about meet our balance of payments 
deficit. ’’32 

When de Gaulle learned the details of Kennedy’s conversations with Mal- 
raux, the French leader dismissed the possibility that the U.S. could with- 
draw from Europe, since America recognized that it would be lost if Western 
Europe were conquered.33 De Gaulle accused the US.  of dictating to its al- 
lies, a line of policy that was undermining its leadership. He claimed that by 
entering into negotiations with the Soviets over Berlin and by publicly stat- 
ing that France should not have an atomic force, the administration risked a 
breakdown in the alliance. 

Given the climate of mistrust, U.S. officials initially suspected a veiled 
threat when French Finance Minister ValCry Giscard d’Estaing reminded 
them that only cooperation “on a grand scale” could help the Americans with 
their dollar drain and prevent a speculative atta~k.3~ Giscard claimed that the 
United States could not handle a real run on the dollar by itself, even with 
the help of the IMF. Only with the collaboration of those European central 
banks that held large quantities of dollars could such a run be handled. What 
was Giscard proposing? He would not say, and the Americans did not want 
to appear weak by asking. Although the American deficit had decreased, 
gold purchases had increased, and the dollar market was weak. Giscards 
hints fed into the administration’s suspicions of French intentions, and com- 
bined with worsening gold outflow figures to stimulate a massive intergov- 
ernmental effort to develop plans to meet a monetary crisis. 

Responding to rumors of French blackmail over the dollar, Undersecretary 
of State George Ball sent a memo to President Kennedy recommending that 
the administration take preemptive action in an upcoming meeting with Gis- 
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card. “I am seriously concerned about the tendency of our allies to view the 
present world financial problem as a case solely of dollar weakness rather 
than as a common problem for the Atlantic partner~hip.”~~ It was time to 
move away from the position that the payments deficit was a narrow, tech- 
nical problem to be negotiated between Treasury and European central 
bankers, whose views Ball described as “pre-Herbert Hoover.”36 In its efforts 
to move toward payments equilibrium and arrest the gold outflow, American 
policy was increasingly “reminiscent of Dr. Schacht”-that is, of the series of 
bilateral deals and clearing arrangements that the Nazi government had ne- 
gotiated in the mid-1930s. Unless an explicit link was made between Amer- 
ican military policy and the balance of payments, the US. would be vulner- 
able to “blackmail” by the Europeans. Ball believed it was time for 
fundamental multilateral systemic reform of the Bretton Woods edifice and 
not simply more ad hoc measures, even if that meant overruling the objec- 
tions of the Treasury department. 

Would France cooperate? Before Giscard’s July 1962 visit, contact between 
Kennedy administration officials and the finance minister sent mixed signals. 
In May 1962, faced with an economic slump at home, Kennedy marveled at 
the performance of the French economy and considered transposing aspects 
of French dirigisme to the United States. The president sent Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisers Walter Heller and James Tobin to Paris where they met with 
Giscard and finance ministry officials for a study of the French economic 
planning process. Heller and Tobin concluded that France and other West 
European economies grew faster than the United States for multiple reasons. 
These included consistently higher levels of demand, a higher level of gov- 
ernment investment, greater reinvestment of business earnings, a larger 
body of skilled labor, higher levels of capital formation, technology, pro- 
ductivity, and smaller defense expenditures3’ To generate interest in eco- 
nomic planning within the United States, Kennedy arranged for French offi- 
cials to speak to labor and business groups. The financial counselor of the 
French embassy, for example, gave addresses touting his country’s eco- 
nomic plan as a successful path to increased 

Heller and Tobin’s study of French economic planning was also under- 
taken to convince Gaullist officials that Kennedy was serious about making 
the US. economy sound, so that they would be less worried about the de- 
valuation of the dollar and less inclined to convert its dollar reserves into 
gold. Bundy told Heller before his departure for Paris that “in the current 
state of Franco-American relations, any friendly contact is a good thing.”39 

Although Heller and Tobin established a good rapport with Giscard dur- 
ing their Paris trip, the finance minister’s attitude toward U.S. investment in 
the French economy worried Ball. On several occasions, Giscard com- 
plained that American investment in France was leading to the loss of con- 
trol over key segments of the economy. Without specifying what, he implied 
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that “measures might be taken by the French government to establish safe- 
guards against such a po~sibility.”~~ The French government wanted to pres- 
sure the Kennedy administration to dissuade American companies from in- 
vesting in the French economy. However, the ministry of the economy had 
no intention to exert that pressure by moving against the dollar.*l 

The young finance minister, who combined technocratic skill with politi- 
cal savvy, tried to navigate a difficult middle course between de Gaulle’s in- 
creasing anti-Americanism and Atlantic monetary c~opera t ion .~~  Like his 
predecessor, Giscard did not share de Gaulle’s animosity toward the United 
States. Giscard felt that it was in France’s national interest to stabilize the in- 
ternational monetary situation. The May stock market crash in the United 
States had worried the French finance minister. If the US. deficit persisted or 
worsened, the Kennedy administration might devalue the dollar, which 
would decrease the value of France’s foreign exchange reserves and make 
dollar exports more competitive in Europe. According to de Lattre’s mem- 
oirs, his subordinates, namely Claude Pierre-Brossolette, Andre de Lattre, 
and Pierre Esteva, practiced guerrilla tactics to combat Rueffs influence on 
French foreign economic policies.43 

At the same time, however, Giscard was politically ambitious and dutlful 
toward de Gaulle. Andre de Lattre, who worked closely with him at the Min- 
istry of Finance, recalls that “il obkissait.” For Giscard, obeying meant con- 
verting dollar reserves into gold at the rate of 70 percent. In the first quarter 
of 1962, France converted forty-five million dollars’ worth of gold, and in the 
second quarter, that amount increased to ninety-seven and a half million dol- 
lars. He also saw to it that France repaid its post-World War I1 debt of 211 mil- 
lion dollars.44 

Giscard recognized that de Gaulle regarded the U.S.-dominated IMF as an 
“alien and objectionable organization.” The French government preferred to 
deal with international monetary problems within the framework of the Orga- 
nization of European Cooperation and Development (OECD). This preference 
had been evident even in 1961: the Kennedy administration got the message 
that the French might not be willing to cooperate on monetary stabilization 
“except perhaps through a restricted OECD undertahg outside of the 

It was not that Giscard, in adopting this approach, was trying to pursue a 
relatively “pro-American’’ policy for political reasons. He may have been 
willing to cooperate with the United States, but his basic idea was that “co- 
operation” could not be a one-way street. In exchange for French coopera- 
tion, the Americans would have to accept certain limits on their freedom of 
action-a kind of “surueillafice m~ltilat6raIe.”~~ Among other things, Gis- 
card calculated that using Working Group 3 within the OECD instead of the 
IMF would give the French government a platform to criticize an overly- 
expansionist U.S. domestic budget, which he identified as the primary cause 
of the American payments defi~it.~’ 
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Although Giscards visit to Washington in late July 1962 was at President 
Kennedy’s request, the timing was propitious. De Gaulle was personally pre- 
occupied with strategic issues and strengthening the Franco-German en- 
tente. After meeting with Adenauer in early July, de Gaulle was trying to per- 
suade the chancellor that their two nations should develop formal lines of 
cooperation, a courtship that began in 1958 and would culminate in January 
1963 with the signing of the Franco-German Treaty of Friendship.** De 
Gaulle and Adenauer also were preoccupied with the resignation of 
Supreme Allied Commander of Europe Lauris 

Rueff later obtained great influence on de Gaulle’s economic philosophy. 
But without an official capacity to implement policy and with de Gaulle im- 
mersed in defense issues, Giscard had a relatively free hand to negotiate with 
the United States during the summer of 1962. To the Kennedy administra- 
tion’s surprise, Giscard was in a cooperative mood when he visited Wash- 
ington. Furthermore, he wanted any arrangements to be conducted with 
minimal publicity because it would strengthen his hand and not draw de 
Gaulle’s attention.jo 

On July 20 and 21, 1962, Giscard met with Kennedy alone and later with 
Ball, Bundy, and Tobin. The president and these advisers conveyed their 
concern over the deficit and gold outflow, and their desire to “manage” these 
issues on the “political” level. Ball said the administration did not have any 
formal plan, but felt that in principle some sort of political agreement should 
be reached to stabilize payments among the major industrial countries. A 
multilateral, political solution to this issue would not only squelch calls for 
protectionism in the US., it would also demonstrate the solidarity of the At- 
lantic partnership. What the US. had in mind, Ball said, was an agreement 
regarding the ratio of gold to dollar holdings.jl 

The administration was surprised when the French finance minister 
agreed with most of what the Americans said about the problem and ap- 
peared to want little in return. Even so, Giscard tried to explain that the pres- 
ident should be as irked at the British, who, before 1962, converted more 
dollars into gold than France. As long as other European countries continued 
to convert their reserve dollars, France would feel compelled to follow suit. 
Giscard declared that the key was to avoid any unilateral action by either 
side. He thought that it was important for the creditor countries to establish 
a common payments policy while the US. reduced its payments deficit. Such 
an agreement might suspend gold takings and establish fixed reserve ratios. 
France was certainly willing to hold its dollars for a time, as along as others 
agreed as well. He thought the UK might protest, but even they might coop- 
erate given their desire to join the Common Market.j* 

The administration was delighted that Giscard appeared to understand 
American difficulties. Giscard’s statements alleviated the fear of a Franco- 
German monetary bloc. A French-led initiative to reform the payments 
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system would save the U.S. the embarrassment of continued ad hoc mea- 
sures that made the US. look weak. In order to be prepared for such ne- 
gotiation, the administration launched an enormous effort to study and 
debate exactly what form an international monetary agreement should 
take. An interdepartmental committee on the balance of payments was 
created, and a “gold budget” e~ tab l ished .~~  

Giscard was hopeful that he could convince de Gaulle to accept a gold 
standstill arrangement because it could potentially meet the general’s long- 
term objective of curbing the hegemony of the dollar. The indications that he 
received from Ball suggested that after a two-year grace period, the G-10 na- 
tions could modify or construct a new international financial structure. Gis- 
card did not intend to end the use of the dollar as a reserve currency, but he 
hoped to give the franc a place in a broadened monetary scheme that used 
additional currencies as reserves. He wished to establish a unit6 de &serve 
composite (CRU), which would be tied to gold. The creation of a CRU would 
address French concerns of curbing global inflation while meeting demands 
for expanded international liq~idity.5~ 

THE DEBATE OVER MONETARY REFORM 
WITHIN THE KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION 

From discussions with Giscard, the Kennedy administration hoped that there 
was now an opportunity to solve the gold outflow problem within a politi- 
cal, multilateral context. Giscard seemed to accept the need for a standstill 
agreement to give the U.S. time to bring its payments into equilibrium and 
begin systemic reform of the international financial system. The Treasury 
held over $16 billion of gold, but legally $12 billion was required to back do- 
mestic currency. There was much talk about rescinding the laws behind the 
domestic cover, and the Federal Reserve could take certain actions in a crisis 
that would release the gold without legislative action. But Congress would 
want a protracted debate on the issue, and that debate might upset the mar- 
kets and might quite possibly set off another gold crisis. 

More important than the gold cover issue was the supply of dollars held 
by surplus countries, both officially and in private hands. These liabilities to- 
taled over $20 billion, which could be turned in at any time. While this was 
more than the gold supply backing them, it was not, by the historical stan- 
dards of gold-exchange regimes, a dangerous ratio. Interest rate policy and 
central bank cooperation could handle any run on the dollar. But if this co- 
operation were not forthcoming, then the dollar liabilities were a loaded gun 
aimed at the American gold supply. If a Franco-German bloc formed, these 
overhang dollars could be used to expose American monetary weakness, 
and perhaps force political concessions. Therefore, it was important to take 
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the opportunity afforded by Giscards suggestions to create a mechanism to 
prevent a large American gold outflow. 

Encouraged by the French finance minister’s cooperative spirit, Kennedy’s 
closest advisers began considering dramatic departures from traditional 
monetary policy to solve this problem. Gold guarantees, gold standstill 
agreements, and raising the dollar price of gold, either in concert with oth- 
ers or unilaterally, were all debated. The Department of State even prepared 
a draft memo for the president’s use should he want to end the American 
policy of redeeming gold on demand.55 Carl Kaysen sent Kennedy an essay 
by J. M. Keynes proposing an international payments system that dispensed 
with gold altogether. Kaysen wrote the president: “The great attention paid 
to gold is another myth. . . . As you said of the Alliance for Progress, those 
who oppose reform may get rev~lut ion.”~~ 

Perhaps the most discussed proposal was from George Ball. In his memo 
to the president, “A Fresh Approach to the Gold Problem,” Ball maintained 
that the problem was at heart about politics, not  economic^.^' Unfortunately, 
claimed Ball, few people in Europe, Wall Street, or even the US.  Treasury De- 
partment understood this. For them, the gold outflow and payments deficit 
were signs of American profligacy, correctable through deflationary policies 
at home and massive cuts in military aid expenditures abroad. By pursuing 
Roosa’s policy of “improvised expedients” and taking the posture of suppli- 
cants seeking credits, offsets, and debt pre-payments, the administration cre- 
ated a picture of weakness that eroded America’s authority and bargaining 
power with the Europeans. Ball warned “this is no way to run the govern- 
ment of any nation-much less to exercise the leadership of the Free 
World. ”58 

Ball argued that the answer to this problem was simple. The strength of 
the dollar should not be dependent on the “daily whims of private and offi- 
cial ‘confidence’ but to a structure of long-run reciprocal assurances by gov- 
ernments.” The Europeans must be made to understand that such an agree- 
ment was in their best interest as well as ours. The Europeans, Ball claimed, 
would be just as hurt by a dollar crisis as the US. More importantly, they 
must recognize that the continued American defense of Europe is dependent 
upon safeguarding the Without such reforms, President Kennedy 
would be forced to take aggressive, unilateral action to improve the balance 
of payments, such as withdrawing American troops from Europe or impos- 
ing controls on capital and restrictions on tourism. Ball argued that such poli- 
cies would not be in America’s interest. 

Instead, Ball advocated a multilateral agreement at the political level, 
which would “insulate ourselves from the danger of excessive gold losses 
while we are working, by less costly measures that will, over a reasonable pe- 
riod of time restore equilibrium.” If the latter policy was not pursued, the US. 
would continue to be vulnerable to the “confidence” game. More importantly, 
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as long as the current rules were maintained, the US. would remain “subject 
to the blackmail of any government that wants to employ its dollar reserves 
as political weapons against us.”6o Ball told the president that if the United 
States were to “become more heavily involved in Southeast Asia” the “West 
Coast of South America” or the “Congo,” the Europeans might be tempted to 
“exploit our own problems, NATO’s difficulties, and our own problem with 
the gold flight for political purposes.”61 A multilateral gold standstill arrange- 
ment would limit America’s vulnerability to this kind of pressure. Why would 
the Europeans agree to such a plan? Ball hinted that the United States could 
exploit its own political leverage. “Central bankers may regard our expendi- 
tures to defend the Free World as a form of sin,” he argued, “but the political 
leaders of our Western allies do not.”62 

Ball provided a general outline of a temporary arrangement to stop the 
gold outflow. Its provisions included a massive increase in Treasury swaps 
with foreign central banks, a long-term loan with a consortium of European 
allies, large withdrawals from the IMF, and fured gold ratios for central bank 
portfolios. The US. would have to redistribute some of its gold and perhaps 
guarantee dollar holdings in gold. Ultimately, Ball believed the U.S. should 
seek a “thorough-going” revision of the Bretton Woods system, “multilateral- 
izing” responsibility for the creation of liquidity as Giscard indicated during 
his visit. The undersecretary of state was fully prepared to sacrifice the 
“hegemonic” role of the dollar if a new system reduced America’s vulnera- 
bility. 

The key to any plan was getting the Europeans to maintain the same or a 
smaller proportion of their reserves in gold. James Tobin of the Council of 
Economic Advisers (CEA) produced a plan to accomplish thk63 To meet Gis- 
cards demand for similar conversion policies among the European nations, 
Tobin suggested that the leading industrial countries determine a uniform ra- 
tio of gold to foreign exchange to which all countries would have to adhere. 
This would require countries with gold in excess of this ratio to sell a part of 
their gold for foreign exchange. Instead of only using the dollar and sterling 
as the reserve currency, the currencies of all participating countries (as- 
sumed to be the Paris Club) would be equally acceptable. That provision 
would satisfy French demands that the franc be treated as a reserve currency 
on par with the dollar. Each country would provide a gold guarantee for their 
currency against devaluation. Tobin laid out several different ways this could 
be done, but they would all involve the US. selling gold for foreign ex- 
change and retiring dollar liabilities. Some European countries would also 
have to sell or buy gold. Over time, the non-gold component of reserves 
would decrease, and the currencies of the participating countries would in- 
creasingly share the burden borne solely by the dollar. Removing the wide 
variations in gold ratios would make the international monetary mechanism 
more predictable and manageable. 
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The president was keenly interested in these plans, and commissioned a 
small, interdepartmental group from the State Department, the CEA, and 
Treasury to come up with an outline of an interim international monetary 
agreement based on Ball’s and Tobin’s ideas. The group produced a plan 
that focused on protecting the American gold supply and strengthening the 
dollar. The report claimed that cyclical forces would combine with measures 
already taken to bring America’s balance of payments into equilibrium 
within a few years. The heart of the plan was a proposed standstill agree- 
ment between the ten members of the Paris Club and Switzerland whereby 
the participants would agree to not convert the official dollar balances they 
held at the start of the agreement into gold. In order to accommodate in- 
creases in the dollar balances of the participants over the two years of the 
plan, $10 billion would be mobilized from a variety of financial sources. This 
would include $1 billion of American gold sales, a massive $5 billion draw- 
ing on the IMF, $2.5 billion in swaps and direct borrowings from Europe, and 
up to $1.5 billion in forward exchange operations taken by the Treasury De- 
~ar tment .~*  

The purpose of this agreement was two-fold: to get the countries of West- 
ern Europe to “extend more credit to the U.S. than they might voluntarily,” 
and to dampen speculative attacks on the dollar. Even with the plan in place, 
there were all sorts of potential difficulties. The two years had to be used to 
eliminate the “basic” deficit, and there would certainly be large-scale reshuf- 
fling and uncertainty when the arrangement ended. To make the plan work, 
it had to be acceptable to the Europeans, and in fact, had to be initiated by 
the Europeans, so that it did not look like an act of American weakness. The 
report did not suggest how the Europeans could be brought to accept let 
alone propose such a plan. 

Walter Heller, the CEA chair, was extremely enthusiastic about the inter- 
departmental plan. It would “eliminate the whims and prejudices of currency 
speculators and bankers from the making of US. The administra- 
tion could end the basic deficit in an orderly way, without deflation or dras- 
tic cuts in programs crucial to American foreign policy. An international, in- 
terim agreement would give the U.S. far more protection than the techniques 
used by the Treasury department, which were employed on a “secret, day- 
to-day, piecemeal, ad-hoc basis.”66 An interim agreement would also give 
world leaders time to scrap the Bretton Woods regime and come up with a 
world payments system that defended all currencies against speculative at- 
tack, internationalized the burdens of providing international money, and 
provided for an orderly increase in liquidity. Carl Kaysen, the National Secu- 
rity Council officer responsible for international monetary affairs, and Kermit 
Gordon, a member of the Council of Economic Advisers, went so far as to ar- 
gue that devaluation could remain a potentially profitable action for the 
United States, even after the guarantee was paid 
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Douglas Dillon was infuriated by these analyses. In a cover memo to a re- 
port written by Henry Fowler, Dillon claimed that Ball’s interim reserve 
scheme was simply a reflection of the State Department’s “reluctance to 
squarely tackle the more difficult but fundamentally necessary job of obtain- 
ing a more adequate sharing of the burden by our European friends.”6s The 
Treasury Department argued that Ball was treating the symptom, the gold 
outflow, and not the disease, the continuing balance of payments deficit. The 
interim reserve scheme would give a green light to “loosen up” on all the dis- 
ciplines that the administration had established to cure the payments imbal- 
ance. Fowler agreed that international balance of payments discussions 
should be raised to the highest political level, but the focus should be on in- 
creased burden sharing within NATO, not reserve composition. The U.S. bal- 
ance of payments would never move to equilibrium until the Europeans 
started paying a greater share of NATO’s military 

Dillon was even more caustic in his attack on the interim agreement, de- 
spite the fact that a Treasury representative, John Leddy, had helped write 
the report. In essence, the actions proposed would close the gold window 
for $7.9 billion of official dollar balances, an abandonment of traditional gold 
policy similar in scope to the US. devaluation of 1933.70 The Kennedy ad- 
ministration would be reneging on its promise not to change its gold policy, 
which would shake private financial markets and scare those countries not 
participating in the agreement. Dillon believed that using the word “stand- 
still” would evoke memories of the German standstill agreement of 1931, an 
event associated with the world economic collapse. A formal gold standstill 
arrangement would mean that “it would no longer be sensible” to “expect 
foreign monetary authorities to continue to hold dollars as an international 
reserve currency,” thereby eliminating the “important substantive advan- 
tages” the United States enjoyed under the Bretton Woods system.71 The plan 
assumed that the Europeans would agree to such a scheme, an idea Dillon 
found preposterous despite Giscard’s cooperation. The Secretary of the Trea- 
sury found an ally in Federal Reserve Board Chairman William Martin, who 
said the plan for a standstill monetary agreement would “hit world financial 
markets as a declaration of US. insolvency and a submission to receivers to 
salvage.”72 

Dillon also forwarded a report by his undersecretary, Robert Roosa, to re- 
but the charge that the Treasury’s actions had been “ad hoc.” Roosa argued 
that the agreements that had been reached in the past two years between 
the U.S. and its allies had been very successful. It had not been a policy of 
ad hoc expedients, as many had claimed, but a well thought out and inno- 
vative plan to strengthen the Bretton Woods system. It only appeared ad 
hoc because many of the discussions held between financial officials were 
secretive. But the global payments system was much better prepared to ab- 
sorb the shocks of any future financial disturbance. The gold pool, swap 
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agreements, forward exchange operations, and increased IMF borrowing 
privileges prepared the U.S. to meet any attack on the dollar. According to 
Roosa, some of the ideas being discussed, both inside and outside the ad- 
ministration, were foolish. Devaluation, gold guarantees, or a gold standstill 
would damage or destroy a world payments system that had greatly bene- 
fited the U.S. and its allie~.~3 Dillon believed these policies were more ap- 
propriate for the currency of a third-world country, not the U.S., and pub- 
licly tried to sabotage the idea. Kaysen was infuriated when Dillon testified 
before the Joint Economic Committee on August 17 and called gold guar- 
antees a “dangerous experiment.” The Secretary of the Treasury called them 
“a poor idea and not to be seriously considered.” Dillon also ruled out 
changing the value of the dollar. McGeorge Bundy was worried that Dillon’s 
public statements would preclude the changes in international monetary 
policy that they were considering.’* 

Surprisingly, the reformers were unconcerned with Dillon’s contention 
that the United States might lose the benefits of “seigniorage” in a new inter- 
national monetary system. During a meeting on August 20, 1962, Ball told 
the President that “we’re not persuaded that it is at all vital to the United 
States that we do return to a situation in which the dollar would be the prin- 
cipal reserve currency. , , . [Wle can see many disadvantages as well as ad- 
vantages.” Kennedy appeared to agree with Ball’s analysis. “I see the advan- 
tages to the Western world to have a reserve currency, and therefore it’s an 
advantage to us as part of the Western world, but what is the national, nar- 
row advantage?” When Dillon tried to spell out these benefits, Kaysen point- 
edly asked, “you wouldn’t describe this as an advantage right now, would 
you 

The president seemed to side with the reformers against Dillon. Kennedy 
argued that now was the time to negotiate a monetary agreement with the 
Europeans because “we have much more political strength with them now 
then we’ll probably have two years from now.” The Europeans “are much 
more dependant upon us militarily than they might be” before they “get to- 
gether” to organize their own defense.76 The administration had to get the 
Europeans to agree that for “a two year period that they’re not going to a s k  
for gold while “our balance of payments situation improves and while we 
work on other arrangernent~.”~~ The president concluded that the adminis- 
tration should “pursue” the gold standstill arrangement, “because I think this 
is really the area where we may be able to make some progress.” Kennedy 
wanted the Europeans to agree that “they are all going to go easy on the tak- 
ing of 

Kennedy dispatched Assistant Secretary of State C. Griffith Johnson and 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury John Leddy to sound out the possibilities 
of a European initiative to limit foreign purchases of U.S. gold and strengthen 
the international monetary system. Kennedy suggested that an acceptable 
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arrangement would be for the Common Market countries and the UK to each 
set an absolute target for gold holdings, as opposed to a ratio, which could 
be controversial and might involve increasing the amount of gold held by 
certain countries. Another solution would be to limit the amount of gold 
taken from the US.  to a small percentage, perhaps 30 percent, of the overall 
payments deficit. But regardless of the plan, Kennedy insisted that that 
should look like a voluntary European initiative. Any evidence of US.  pres- 
sure could shake the confidence of financial markets and lead to a run on 
American gold.79 

Giscard appeared ready to negotiate. While always wary of the British and 
any “deals” between les Anglo-Saxons that excluded France, he did invite the 
G-10 finance ministers to participate in discussions at the upcoming 
IMFAXorld Bank meeting. Anxious to maneuver without arousing de 
Gaulle’s intervention, he asked the G-10 ministers to limit accompanying of- 
ficials to two persons and to conduct their meetings without publicity.80 But 
even with these precautions, Giscard and the Americans found it hard to en- 
gage in serious negotiations. For example, when Leddy and Johnson asked 
Giscard what British Chancellor of Exchequer Maudling’s thoughts were on 
the subject, Giscard replied, “the two were in agreement that there should be 
high level secret discussions of the subject.’@l Giscard did not tell Johnson 
and Leddy what the “subject” actually was. Was it the hoped-for initiative to 
limit gold takings? Giscard would not say, and the American representatives 
thought it imprudent to ask. Later, British representatives asked the Ameri- 
cans what Giscard had said, and, after being told, observed that “the whole 
affair was mysterious.” The next day, French oflicials said the same thing! 

President Kennedy was scheduled to speak to the central bankers and fi- 
nance ministers of the G-10 at the IMFAXorld Bank meeting. The purpose of 
the meeting was to tell the Europeans that the underlying cause of the Amer- 
ican deficit was its disproportionate share of Western military and aid ex- 
penditures. This group had heard this message many times before, but the 
meeting would give the president the chance, as Kaysen put it, to “give them 
a real feeling of how central it is to your thinking. This is something that you 
can convey directly in a way no one else can.”82 Kaysen urged the president 
to tell his audience that the administration recognized the fact that “there is 
more than one way the system might evolve in relation to the central role of 
the dollar, and we do not foreclose consideration of alternative schemes of 
improvement for the payments system.”83 In other words, the U.S. was not 
wedded to the Bretton Woods system and its supposed privileges. A better 
system could be created that reflected the new economic strength of the Eu- 
ropeans. This new system would give the Europeans an “expanded role in 
the international monetary system.”84 

But could the administration act without the hoped-for French or Euro- 
pean initiative suggested by Giscard? Dillon thought Kaysen’s strategy was 
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far too risky. “A statement by you that we are prepared to study new ideas 
and welcome new initiatives would in all probability be misinterpreted . . . 
as indicating a lack of confidence on your part in our ability to handle our 
balance of payments problem within the framework of the existing monetary 
system. This could have dangerous and immediate effects this fall.”85 With- 
out a formal proposal from the French, Kennedy’s speech was closer to Dil- 
Ion’s than Kaysen’s approach, hinting that the administration was open to in- 
ternational monetary discussions but offering no concrete American plans. 
The American team adopted this position because of the fear that “open 
pressure on the French might lead them to think that political questions 
could be successfully interjected.”86 

The momentum for monetary reform subsided considerably after the IMF 
meeting. In the weeks ahead, the Kennedy administration’s attention turned 
to the far more pressing matter of Soviet missiles in Cuba. By the time 
Kennedy returned to the dollar and gold outflow issue, America’s political 
relations with France had deteriorated markedl~.~’ It no longer seemed that 
monetary cooperation was in the cards. Kennedy again feared that a Franco- 
German political bloc would use its surplus dollars to compel changes in 
America’s political strategies in Europe.88 

CONCLUSION 

France’s international monetary policy was, at least through 1962, far more 
cooperative than conventional wisdom holds. But this cooperative spirit was 
not to last. Without assurances that other European nations would restrict 
“hoarding” of gold, the French government began increasing its conversion 
of dollars. For each of the first two quarters of 1963, the sale of US. gold to 
France was $101.1 million d0llars.~9 More importantly, after 1962, Rueff and 
others who were against monetary cooperation with the Americans in- 
creased their influence with de Gaulle. In February 1965, de Gaulle launched 
his famous attack on the dollar and its privileges within the international 
monetary system. By January 1966, Giscards influence had waned consider- 
ably and de Gaulle, who had come to view him as insubordinate, forced him 
to resign. 

Ironically, during the same period official American attitudes toward 
American monetary reform became less timid. In 1962, the financially ortho- 
dox members of Kennedy’sadministration successfully slowed any bold 
American move toward international monetary reform. But by 1963 and be- 
yond, American officials became far more interested in a whole-scale re- 
structuring of the system. This striking shift in American foreign economic 
policy was made evident in a speech Lyndon B. Johnson’s Secretary of the 
Treasury, Henry Fowler, gave before the Virginia Bar Association on July 10, 
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1965. “I am privileged to tell you this evening that the President has author- 
ized me to announce that the United States now stands prepared to attend 
and participate in an international monetary conference which would con- 
sider what steps we might jointly take to secure substantial improvements in 
international monetary  arrangement^."^^ The Treasury Department, which 
three years earlier had gone to great lengths to suppress any program of 
monetary reform, now warmly embraced it. 

But with France and the United States in vehement disagreement over 
bow to change the global payments system, meaningful change was elusive. 
This Franco-American monetary dispute during the 1960s created a legacy of 
bitterness between the two countries that lasted well beyond the collapse of 
the Bretton Woods system in August 1971. It is quite possible that this enmity 
might have been avoided if the Kennedy administration had embraced Gis- 
cards cooperative suggestions during the summer of 1962, or if Giscard had 
offered a less vague proposal to reform international monetary relations. 

In the long run, these disagreements may not have mattered, because the 
Bretton Woods system was inherently flawed and not fixable. Given the ex- 
plosion of international capital flows during the 1960s, market-determined 
exchange rates were probably inevitable. But it is important to note that the 
Kennedy administration was not wedded to the Bretton Woods system and 
felt more vulnerable than hegemonic under its rules. While they were not 
sure what they wanted exactly, key officials, including President Kennedy, 
were willing to contemplate fundamental changes to the system, even if this 
meant sacrificing the dollar’s central role in the global payments system. 
What is perhaps even more surprising is that the French were not mono- 
lithically determined to oppose the Americans in this area in the early 1960s. 
Even de Gaulle was open to options that went beyond a pure gold standard, 
as long as the “exorbitant privileges” of the dollar were ~ur ta i led .~~  In the 
end, to characterize America and France’s attitudes toward the Bretton 
Woods system in terms of hegemony or empire is a vast oversimplification. 
There were ambiguities and contradictions in policies on both sides of the 
Atlantic, as both sides struggled to understand how to pursue their narrower 
national interests without precipitating a worldwide monetary calamity. The 
story behind the gold standstill forces us to reconsider not just Franco- 
American relations, but also the often misunderstood relationship between 
international monetary policy and transatlantic political developments dur- 
ing the “crucial decade” of the 1960s. 
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6 
Western Europe and the 
American Challenge: Conflict 
and Cooperation in Technology 
and Monetary Policy, 1965-1973 
Hubert Zimmermann 

During his brief presidency, John F. Kennedy spent almost as much time in 
Western Europe as his two immediate successors combined. His tours 
through European capitals invariably drew cheering crowds and created a 
lasting image in which the American leader incorporated not only the Amer- 
ican dream but also the inclusion of Europe in a transatlantic community that 
was symbolised by modernity, technological progress, and economic pros- 
perity. Lyndon B. Johnson and Richard Nixon rarely went to Europe, and if 
they did, the reception was often cool. They were frequently greeted by pro- 
testers. When Kennedy affirmed in a ringing speech in Philadelphia on In- 
dependence Day 1962 that America was “prepared to discuss with a United 
Europe the ways and means of forming a concrete Atlantic partnership, a 
mutually beneficial partnership between the new union now emerging in 
Europe and the old American union founded here 173 years ago,” politicians 
all over Europe (except for France) congratulated the president.’ Henry A. 
Kissinger’s grandiose pronouncement of a “Year of Europe” in 1973 was 
mostly met with disbelief and scorn.2 Certainly, personality goes a long way 
in explaining such a difference; however, the contrast also denotes a dra- 
matic change in European attitudes toward the United States. Of course, se- 
rious European-American conflicts also existed during the Kennedy admin- 
istration, but they paled in comparison with the mutual disenchantment of 
the 1970s. 

How is this shift to be explained? Many analysts assume that it was a con- 
sequence of basic structural change, that is the reemergence of a Europe that 
was more inclined and able to pursue its own interests, even if this resulted 
in a conflict with the US. Additionally, they point to an alleged American de- 
cline. Such an interpretation justifies Nixon and Kissinger’s assertive policy 
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toward Europe as a defensive rea~tion.~ Other commentators stress the im- 
pact of more specific reasons, such as LBJ’s and Nixon’s mistakes in handling 
their allies: the consequences of Vietnam, or the American neglect of Eu- 
rope in favour of great power diplomacy with the Soviet Union and China.5 
Certainly, these factors were not unimportant, but such interpretations do 
not adequately capture the essence of what was going on in European- 
American relations at that time. The early 1970s were a period of major 
reshuffling in the relations between the Western countries. The cards were 
remixed and the rules of the game were reformulated. 

These changes become very clear when one shifts one’s emphasis away 
from the usual concentration on the “high politics” of defense and grand 
strategy to the supposed “low politics” of monetary relations and technol- 
ogy. Structural change in those two fields, and the way it was handled in Eu- 
rope and the U.S., was decisive for the shifting power relations of the 1970s 
and beyond. Money and technology are not merely to be considered as of 
secondary importance, that is, as epiphenomena that reflected what went on 
at the high political level6; on the contrary, the effects of decisions in these 
fields often led to major political reorientations, such as the Europeanization 
of French and British foreign policies in the late 1960s or the dissolution of 
transatlantic cooperation at the same time. Different methods in the way 
monetary and technological issues were handled and intensified coopera- 
tion in these fields might have led to a qualitatively different relationship be- 
tween the United States and the economically reemerging Europe. There 
might even have been a direct trade-off between the two realms, as Wash- 
ington struggled with a dollar deficit and the Europeans worried about their 
technological dependence. In 1966, for example, the Italian foreign minister 
Fanfani presented the idea of a technological Marshall Plan in which Euro- 
pean payments for American advanced technology would have wiped out a 
substantial part of the American balance of payments deficit.’ However, nei- 
ther transatlantic monetary nor technological cooperation advanced after 
1966; things in fact moved in exactly the opposite direction. 

The closing of the gold-window by Nixon in August 1971 signaled the end 
of the so-called Bretton Woods monetary system. Already in the mid-l960s, 
the system had balanced on the verge of collapse. European and American 
views on monetary affairs diverged increasingly, and when, at the European 
summit in The Hague at the end of 1969, the EC-countries decided to embark 
on the road to a common currency, this was a clear sign that they strove for 
more independence from the dollar, and that the transatlantic monetary sys- 
tem was about to be abolished. How and why did Americans and Europeans 
allow the system to disintegrate? 

The publication of Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber’s best-seller Le Dc?? 
arngricain (Paris 1967) was another event that stands as a symbol for a fun- 
damental change in transatlantic relations. Servan-Schreiber urged European 
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politicians to react vigorously to American technological superiority; other- 
wise Europe would soon be completely dependent on the US. in the most 
advanced fields of modern technology. He proposed that the Europeans join 
their national programs in an attempt to match American preeminence. 
However, was it not more rational for European nations to collaborate with 
the powerful partner across the Atlantic and benefit from technological spin- 
off? And yet, at the end of the 1960s, all European countries exhibited a clear 
preference for European programmes. 

What had happened to Kennedy’s vision of transatlantic interdependence? 
I argue that the lost chances in monetary and technological relations resulted 
from conscious policy decisions that signaled the end of a relationship based 
on cooperation and the beginning of a new one based on competition. This 
had major consequences beyond the 1970s. One of the most important of 
those was a new impetus to European integration. The American challenge 
in the monetary and technological field helped to reinforce Europe’s iden- 
tity. Or in other words, the assertive American policy in the late 1960s, cul- 
minating in the Nixon-Kissinger period, had the same kind of effect on the 
European unlfication process as the hegemonic US. policy in the early 
1950s.* 

THE EROSION OF THE TRANSATLANTIC PARTNERSHIP 

Changing Patterns of Transatlantic Monetary Policy 

The central features of the postwar monetary order in the Western world, 
usually called the Bretton Woods system, are well known: the core role of the 
dollar to whose value the other currencies participating in the system were 
pegged; the dollar-gold link that provided a guarantee of the dollar’s value 
and was coupled with the promise that other nations could cash in their sur- 
plus dollars for $35/ounce at the US.  treasury; and institutionalised cooper- 
ation among the major industrial economies to keep exchange rates stable 
and shield their domestic economies from the impact of unexpected move- 
ments in financial markets.9 Less well known is the strongly political char- 
acter of this system. It was based on an unintended “bargain” between Eu- 
rope and the U.S.’O In the 1950s the U.S. profited from the reserve role of the 
dollar insofar as it allowed the Americans to finance their huge Cold War ef- 
fort without having to worry about their external balance; Europe, for its 
part, acquired the resources it needed to rebuild its industries in the postwar 
period. The resulting American balance of payments deficits were no prob- 
lem as long as the Europeans had an economic interest in accumulating sur- 
plus dollars. This situation changed in the late 1950s and a serious problem 
emerged. If the Europeans transferred back to the US. treasury the surplus 
dollars that accrued to them (due to an undiminished American military 
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presence in Europe, growing investments by US.  industries in the Common 
Market, and a diminishing American trade surplus), the American dollar-gold 
exchange guarantee, and with it confidence in the dollar as the world’s core 
currency, would soon be undermined. A real reversal of American deficits, 
however, would have required from the US.  government such unpalatable 
policies as a retrenchment of the military effort in Europe, limitations on U.S. 
investments or restrictive trade policies. Only very few politicians in Europe 
wanted to provoke such reactions. They still agreed with the basic thrust of 
American economic and security policies. Therefore, they acceded to Amer- 
ican requests to prolong the “bargain” by continuing to hold surplus dollars. 
This cooperation, however, rested on two conditions: that the Americans, as 
issuer of the reserve currency, would manage their domestic economy and 
their external commitments in a way that would not undermine the dollar’s 
value, and that there would continue to be a large degree of agreement on 
basic economic and political goals among the partners on both sides of the 
Atlantic. 

The American commitment to get their balance of payments under control 
required difficult negotiations with their partners and costly interventions in 
currency markets. However, the advantages of the system were considered 
large enough to offset the inconvenience of regular consultation. On the bur- 
den and benefits of having a reserve currency, Secretary of Treasury Dillon 
wrote to Kennedy: 

To date, foreign countries and their nationals acquired nearly $20 billion in dol- 
lar accounts. This is, in effect, a demand loan to us of $20 billion which has al- 
lowed us to pursue policies over the years that would have been utterly impos- 
sible had not the dollar been a key currency.” 

In a discussion with the president, Undersecretary of the Treasury Robert V. 
Roosa was even more explicit when he emphasised that the role of the dol- 
lar made 

it possible for us to, year in and year out, and apart from situations that get com- 
pletely out of whack such as we’ve had year in and year out, to finance every 
deficit we may run very readily, because you have the world accustomed to 
holding dollars. When you run behind for a year you don’t have to negotiate a 
credit, they just hold dollars.12 

In addition, the US.  government also shared with the Europeans a major 
interest in preserving the dollar-consuming security commitment in Europe, 
though certainly not for eternity and in a size it considered excessive. How- 
ever, as long as the Europeans supported the dollar there would be no im- 
mediate need to change this situation. This was the background of those 
numerous multilateral initiatives that were taken by the major industrial 
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countries (including France) in the early 1960s to shore up the system.13 Pro- 
posals by the European Commission (1962) or by French finance minister 
Giscard d’Estaing for a European currency (1964) were either ignored or dis- 
missed as completely unrealistic.’* Both the German and the French govern- 
ment made no secret of their disapproval for such plans, and Giscard even 
lost his post in 1966. Thus, the working of the international monetary system 
still rested on a basic political understanding among the countries of the 
transatlantic alliance. 

However, the policy of “peripheral defenses” for the dollar, which was de- 
vised by the Kennedy administration, did not resolve the pr0b1em.l~ In the 
mid-l960s, it became increasingly difficult to keep the balance of payments 
deficits under control. The first reason for this was Vietnam. In February 
1965, President Johnson ordered the bombing of North Vietnam. In July of 
the same year he decided that an additional contingent of fifty-thousand men 
would be sent to South East Asia. The war was Americanised and continued 
to absorb more and more of the government’s attention in the years that fol- 
lowed. America’s European allies reacted with alarm to this development. 
They had great doubts about the theory that the new Cold War border was 
in Southeast Asia and feared that the conflict diverted American energies 
away from Europe, which to them still was the principal theatre of the East- 
West conflict.16 Therefore, they were rather dismissive when the Americans 
called for direct help on the battlefield, especially since the war proved to be 
extremely unpopular, not only with the European governments but also with 
the electorate. Even the country that publicly supported the Vietnam War 
most emphatically did not react to a strong call by the Johnson government 
for direct help. Asked by LBJ in January 1966 what contribution Germany 
had made, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara grumbled: “Not a damn 
thing except a hospital ship,”-although the Americans had made strong ef- 
forts to get at least a token contingent of combat troops.” 

The U.S. government soon realised that direct European involvement was 
out of the question. However, that led them to insist with growing vigour on 
cooperation in international monetary policy. The war effort had led to a 
sharp increase in military expenditure abroad (which had always been a 
major factor in American balance of payments deficits).18 Even more detri- 
mental to the external balance was Johnson’s unwillingness to increase 
taxes in order to neutralise rising public expenditure in connection with the 
war and the Great Society programs. Thus, inflation started to undermine 
the dollar, Paul Volcker, Nixon’s Undersecretary of the Treasury for Mone- 
tary Affairs, later wrote that Vietnam “was the period when inflation really 
gained momentum in the United States and threatened to spread to Europe 
too, and if we weren’t willing to finance the war properly, then maybe we 
shouldn’t have fought it at all.”19 Another serious problem for the monetary 
system was the seed of discord the war planted in the Atlantic Alliance at a 
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crucial moment. Confronted with Europe’s unwillingness to extend direct 
support in Vietnam, the U.S. government in private and Congress in public 
increasingly questioned the continuation of America’s troop commitment in 
Europe.*” The basic, common political understanding among Europeans 
and Americans was coming unstuck. 

Furthermore, there was the “de Gaulle problem.” In February 1965, the 
French president, in his campaign against American domination, had thrown 
down the gauntlet in the monetary field. He denounced the transatlantic 
monetary system as an unfair deal, which allowed America to finance its ex- 
ternal commitments and buy up European industries by simply printing dol- 
lars. Therefore, he invited all industrial countries to follow France and ex- 
change all of their dollars for gold in order to bring the system down.21 
Nobody followed his example, but the impression that America was not do- 
ing enough to bring its own house in order, thus endangering the interna- 
tional monetary system, was widespread in Europe. 

In 1965, the Americans realised that it was not possible to save the post- 
war international monetary structure by small piecemeal steps, especially be- 
cause they knew that Vietnam was wrecking U.S. external balances for the 
foreseeable future to a degree that better remained hidden to the public.22 A 
comprehensive reform was necessary. A major political issue relating to this 
reform was how such a new system would accommodate the call of a resur- 
gent Europe for a greater voice in the creation and management of interna- 
tional reserves. This would have been an extremely contested issue even in 
times of a perfectly working alliance. The growing distrust about future US.  
policy in Vietnam and the suspicion voiced in many quarters that Washing- 
ton was financing the war by printing dollars made that task even more dif- 
ficult. Secretary of the Treasury Henry Fowler had the ingenious idea of pro- 
posing a standstill agreement as long as the Vietnam conflict was going on: 

I propose that we give serious consideration to asking the key dollar-holding 
nations . . . to pledge not to conuert dollars theypresently hold and not to con- 
uert any additional dollars [emphasis in original1 that may accrue to them as 
long as the Vietnam struggle continues. . . .We are bearing virtually the entire 
burden of the Vietnam conflict. We view this as commitment on behalf of all free 
nations. We do not ask others to see it this way, but we do ask that they not act 
in a manner that will prevent us from meeting our commitments and/or destroy 
the international financial institutions that are such a vital part of the world we 
are attempting to defend.23 

This meant that Europe would have to continue extending credit to the U.S., 
and would have to forego its principal element of control over America’s 
management of its reserve currency. Instead, it was asked to trust to an un- 
binding promise that the Americans would manage to control their deficits 
in a way that avoided a breakdown of the system. There is no evidence that 
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a formal proposal along these lines was made in early 1966, but the Ameri- 
cans left no doubt that this was the policy they expected their allies to fol- 
low. 

Indeed, hardly eight months later, a core country had to decide whether 
it would sign such a temporary limitation of its monetary authority. In the 
context of negotiations about the cost of American troops in Germany, the 
U.S. side proposed that the Federal Republic sign a pledge to not exchange 
dollars for gold. Since the early 1960s, it had been one of the most impor- 
tant mechanisms of monetary help for the U.S. that Bonn, in the so-called 
offset agreements, bought American weapons to offset the foreign ex- 
change losses occasioned by the U.S. military presence in the FRG.24 When 
the German government decided in 1966 that it no longer needed to buy 
American weapons, this practice ran into enormous difficulties. Relentless 
pressure by LBJ and McNamara to continue “offset,” and the serious threat 
of American troop withdrawal, played a considerable role in chancellor Er- 
hard’s fall from power in October 1966. The trilateral negotiations at the be- 
ginning of 1967 (including the United Kingdom, which also had a major bal- 
ance of payments problem linked politically to the British troop presence in 
Germany) essentially concerned the question of whether the transatlantic 
bargain in which the Americans provided military security and the Germans 
monetary support would be reaffirmed once more. Due to the overriding 
importance of American military protection, the German government 
pressed Bundesbank president Karl Blessing to agree to what the Ameri- 
cans were asking for; he reluctantly went along with government policy, 
and in the so-called Blessing letter, the Bundesbank pledged to continue 
supporting the dollar.25 

This episode of brinkmanship without any doubt created deep resentment 
in Germany, as later remarks by Blessing show. Blessing stated that he 
should have started cashing in dollars for gold at that time, until the U.S. 
Treasury had been driven to desperation.26 The ministers in the German cab- 
inet were unanimous in their criticism of Washington’s monetary policy; 
however, they also agreed that the French policy was not viable.27 Therefore, 
they stuck to the transatlantic bargain in the hope that a quiet reform of the 
monetary system might still be in the cards.28 Frustrated by American policy 
as well as by the rigidity of the French position, the Germans developed an 
increasing penchant for unilateral action in the monetary field. Frustration 
with the US. also ran high in other European countries, but, apart from 
France, cooperation with the Americans was still the preferred option.29 The 
British were completely wedded to the defense of the pound as a reserve 
currency and this caused an increasing dependence on American monetary 
support.30 The smaller industrial states were closely linked either to the U.S. 
or to England in security or economic terms, and in any case were too weak 
to advocate an alternative monetary system. 
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Despite the increasingly tense situation in international financial markets 
from late 1967 onward, the Johnson administration did not start a vigorous 
and acceptable program for international monetary reform.31 Waiting out the 
Vietnam War and the corresponding inflation was the strategy, always in the 
hope that the Europeans would continue to play the game. During the trilat- 
eral negotiations, presidential advisor Francis Bator outlined the thrust of the 
American policy at the end of the Johnson administration: 

There is no hope for any sort of new 100 percent military offset deal with the 
Germans. However, we may be able to get them to agree to financial steps 
which would be far more valuable. Specifically: -that they will not use their dol- 
lars, old or new, to buy gold; -that they will join us in pushing the other Euro- 
peans, ex-France, to agree to the same sort of rules; -to support us against 
France in negotiations on longer-range monetary reform; -to neutralise the mil- 
itary imbalance by buying and holding securities which would count against our 
balance of payments deficit. If we can also get the Italians, Dutch and the Bel- 
gians, as well as the UK, Canada, Japan, to play by such rules we will have ne- 
gotiated the world onto a dollar standard. It will mean recognition of the fact 
that, for the time being, the US. must necessarily play banker of the 

The consequence of such a step was that 

we will no longer need to wony about reasonable balance of payments deficits. 
This arrangement will not give us an unlimited printing press. But as long as we 
run our economy as responsibly as in the past few years, it will permit us to live 
with moderate deficits indefinitely.33 

The actual transformation of the system to a pure dollar standard hap- 
pened in March 1968 when, after a heavy wave of gold speculation, the ma- 
jor industrial countries decided to split up the gold market in an official and 
a private market. Belgium, Germany, Britain, Italy, the Netherlands, and 
Switzerland agreed to no longer demand gold from the U.S. The transatlantic 
system, however, was on the brink of collapse because Europe was increas- 
ingly relegated to a policy of merely reacting to what the U.S. was doing; Eu- 
rope was unable to play a major role in the comanagement of the system, a 
role that corresponded to its economic weight. The hopes of saving the sys- 
tem concentrated on the talks on liquidity reform that had been initiated in 
1965. They were to result in the so-called Special Drawing Rights, a form of 
reserve currency that was to relieve the pressure on the dollar.34 However, 
Washington refused to accord Europe a veto right on the new reserve 
medium, fearing that this would give France the ability to block any Ameri- 
can initiati~e.3~ Essentially, the U.S. was not ready to give up the role of the 
banker of the world, as long as the Europeans had no means to force them 
to do so. When the SDR agreement was finally signed in 1968, the result 
amounted to much less than a real overhaul of the system. 
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Thus in 1968, the transatlantic monetary bargain was in deep trouble and 
the Europeans began to look for alternatives. Certainly, their internal divi- 
sions, and particularly the uncompromising position of France, had played a 
big role in the failure of reform. Still, the major responsibility lay with the US. 
Less by deliberate action than by neglect and due to the inflexibility caused 
by the Vietnam War, the Johnson administration had allowed the system to 
disintegrate almost to a point of no return. The year 1969, however, seemed 
to open the prospect of a fresh start. A new president, Nixon, was installed 
in January; in April, the main adversary of the transatlantic monetary system, 
de Gaulle, left the stage. The core question now was how the reform of the 
monetary system (or the transition to a new system) would be managed: in 
a cooperative manner or in a way that would set both sides on a collision 
course? 

A Transatlantic Technological Community? 

The Grand Design of a European-American transatlantic community con- 
tained the notion of progressiveness, which in the 1960s was clearly associ- 
ated with the field of high technology. It is therefore quite striking how lim- 
ited the actual extent of technological cooperation between Europe and 
America was during the decade and beyond. What were the reasons? 

Probably the most sensitive issue in transatlantic relations at the end of the 
1950s was the problem of European participation in American nuclear plan- 
ning and its access to advanced U.S. nuclear weapons. The debate con- 
cerned not only questions of national power and international security. It 
was also a contest for access to the most prestigious technology of the time. 
In the second half of the century, nuclear technology was seen as the key for 
the wealth of nations. America’s top position in every aspect of this technol- 
ogy was a core element of its preeminence in international political life. As 
a result, Washington’s partners depended on American decisions relating to 
one of the most vital sectors for their national wealth. No wonder that this 
situation caused deep apprehensions, even during the honeymoon years of 
the alliance. The attempt by countries such as Britain, France, Germany, or 
Italy to forge deals with the US. in order to close this yawning technological 
gap was at the core of the nuclear debate in the allian~e.3~ 

During Eisenhower’s presidency, the government encouraged nuclear co- 
operation with the allies. Collaboration with the United Kingdom was in any 
case well developed, though beset with misunderstandings on both sides3’ 
The British attempt to preserve their nuclear autonomy led, however, to in- 
creasing dependence on American technology, particularly regarding 
launchers. Nuclear sharing with France, Germany, and the smaller members 
of the alliance was a much more contested issue, although the Eisenhower 
administration was ready, in principle, to move forward in this area, too.38 
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Doubts in the State Department about the wisdom of a policy supporting 
several independent nuclear capabilities, particularly if this meant German 
access to atomic weapons, led to the proposal of a nuclear force assigned to 
NATO. Negotiations about what would later be called the Multilateral Force 
(MLF) were begun in 1960; the US.  goal was ultimately to give a united Eu- 
rope a nuclear force under its own control. The American readiness to share 
know-how and resources also included the civil uses of nuclear energy. 
Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace program of 1953 was an ambitious proposal 
for the controlled dissemination of know-how regarding the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy.39 In 1958, the US. signed an agreement with EURATOM (the 
newly founded European organisation for collaboration in nuclear research), 
which ensured the supply of American enriched uranium for European re- 
actors. However, there was a little snag to this deal: most of those reactors 
were built under American licence and depended on American supply of 
uranium. For this reason France, which developed its own line of reactors 
based on natural uranium, saw no use in this agreement and soon came to 
consider EURATOM a failure.40 This was an early instance of the mix of po- 
litical rivalry, commercial interest, and industrial competition that was to 
plague transatlantic technological cooperation all through the 1960s. 

With the advent of the Kennedy administration, a decisive policy change 
occurred: the readiness, in principle, of the U.S. to share civil and military nu- 
clear technology was reversed. The risks of nuclear proliferation, especially 
to Germany, which propagated an anti-status-quo policy toward the Eastern 
bloc, were deemed too high. Initially, Kennedy and McNamara were not 
sure about the wisdom of a strict nonproliferation policy because of its cor- 
rosive effect on the alliance41 and because the sale of hardware might bring 
in considerable economic benefit, for example balance of payments gains.42 
In effect, the above-mentioned offset agreements with Germany were to a 
large extent a deal trading German monetary help for the sale of US. ad- 
vanced military technology. Nuclear weapons were excluded despite dis- 
creet German requests.43 Finally, however, in 1964, nonproliferation became 
official government policy.44 What was ruled out included “exchanges of in- 
formation and technology between the governments, sale of equipment, 
joint research and development activities, and exchanges between industrial 
and commercial organ is at ion^."^^ The shift in policy that took place in 1961 
had a very negative effect on cooperation in a number of other fields, as the 
US. ambassador in Paris, Gavin, explained in a letter to Kennedy: 

France will spend at least $700 million to build a gaseous diffusion plant which 
will produce enriched uranium by 1965. We sell enriched uranium to the United 
Kingdom. We have failed to give France any assistance in building a nuclear 
submarine despite secretary Dulles’ offer to do so to de Gaulle in 1958. We are 
asking France to help us in redressing our balance of payments by making more 
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military purchases in the United States, but we will not sell the very items France 
wants because they are associated with modern weapons systems.”46 

Gavin cited the danger that this pattern of non-cooperation might spill over 
to the whole economic field. The subsequent American decision to refuse 
the sale of an advanced computer system, which might have helped France’s 
nuclear program, made the new American policy very obvious.*’ Though 
this policy was directed mainly against France, the other members of the al- 
liance received no better treatment. In early 1965, a government committee, 
chaired by former Deputy Secretary of Defense Gilpatric, recommended in a 
classified report to tie the strings attached to all exports related to nuclear 
technology even tighter.48 The MLF receded more and more into the back- 
ground and was kept alive only by the need to assuage Germany. The long- 
term objective was to force even the British out of the nuclear business, or at 
least to provide a NATO cover for their atomic arsenal. 

Soon the Americans started negotiations with the Soviet Union to imple- 
ment this restrictive policy on a global level. The nuclear test ban treaty of 
August 1963 was the first step. However, far more important was the Non- 
proliferation Treaty (NPT) of 1968. Non-nuclear members of the alliance re- 
alised that this treaty was destined to keep them permanently out of the nu- 
clear weapons business. But apart from the military-political aspects of the 
possession of nuclear weapons, another serious issue was technology. 
Would the NPT also inhibit the spread of nuclear technology in the civil field? 
Would it endanger, at some later point, the continuation of the 1958 agree- 
ment between EURATOM and the United States that presently ran until 
1975?49 This turned out to be one of the major worries of countries such as 
Germany and Italy, which were completely dependent on American deliver- 
ies of enriched uranium. Very quickly, these countries started to look for al- 
ternatives. 

Thus, in this key technological area, the NATO allies had turned away 
from real collaboration during the 1960s. This situation was to spill over into 
other fields. An important case in point is the development of advanced mil- 
itary technology. The priority the Pentagon under McNamara accorded to 
the sale of military equipment for balance of payments reasons impeded 
every possibility of large-scale technological cooperation between the U.S. 
and Europe. The huge project of the F-104G Starfighter, the principal fighter 
of the alliance built from 1959 on under American licence by a group of Eu- 
ropean countries, found no successor in the 1960~.~O On the contrary, the 
American policy was to “move promptly to make sure that European coun- 
tries place orders now for U.S. manufactured equipment, rather than make 
plans to meet their needs from their own production or from other foreign 
sources.”51 The sales offensive was mainly directed toward Germany, the 
most important arms market of the 1960s. In effect, German armed forces 
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became increasingly dependent on US.  weapons. The need to continue the 
offset agreements sharply curtailed German funds for shared weapons de- 
velopments with other partners.52 Despite the enormous amounts involved 
in these deals, no successful joint German-American project was agreed to, 
The only significant project, the joint development of a main battle tank for 
the 1970s (agreed to in 19641, was stopped in 1970 due to the mutual lack 
of funds and interest.53 This was no exception: there were no major Ameri- 
can collaboration projects with other allies either. The commercial interest 
of the arms industry and the Pentagon, as well as the lack of political initia- 
tive in the US.  government, were the major factors in the conspicuous ab- 
sence of American proposals. 

Apart from nuclear weapons, space technology was the most prestigious 
field of scientific exploits in the 1960s. Again, collaboration between Euro- 
pean and American programs was extremely sketchy. Although the Euro- 
peans had set up a European Space Research Organisation (ESRO) in 1962,54 
it was the Soviet Union to which, in September 1963 in a speech before the 
UN General Assembly, Kennedy proposed a joint effort in space research- 
with few practical  consequence^.^^ In meetings between LBJ and the Ger- 
man chancellor in 1965 and 1966, the desirability of joint projects in space 
research was given prominent mention; however, this clearly derived from 
American hopes to explore new ways of offsetting the foreign exchange cost 
of American troops in Europe, and thus the idea was not pursued when it be- 
came clear that the prospects of commercial and monetary benefit for the 
U.S. were The close links between the nuclear and the space pro- 
gram limited the available options anyway.57 American restrictions on the ex- 
port of key technologies meant that offers by the Johnson administration to 
expand its cooperation with ELDO (European Launcher Development Or- 
ganisation) were received rather coolly in Europe.58 

These examples are representative of the general trend. In 1966, during 
several OECD meetings, the Europeans took up the question of the widen- 
ing technological gap between America and Europe. Their delegates 
lamented the restrictive American policy with regard to technological ex- 
ports and expressed the hope that this policy would be revised so that a kind 
of transatlantic technological community might develop. Italy took a much- 
publicised initiative at NATO and proposed a technological Marshall Plan.59 
However, these attempts came to naught. The American view was that only 
if the Europeans were “prepared [to] make progress in economic integration, 
Kennedy round and on monetary reform,” could progress be made in their 
obtaining new technology.60 This policy was reaffirmed at the top level of 
the State Department: “a technological subsidy would, I think, be doubtful 
wisdom, since it might serve to perpetuate bad European practices. More- 
over, a substantial part of our favourable trade balance with the world de- 
pends on our technological superiority and we should not give it away for 
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nothing.”61 In a 1967 memorandum for the National Security Council this po- 
sition was reaffirmed: 

We cannot afford to see our international strength reduced further through con- 
tinued deficits. . . . Correction of this balance of payments gap between North 
America and Western Europe is of much greater importance than a reduction of 
the “technological gap” which would work in the reverse direction, enlarging 
the existing imbalance between the two areas. . . . Thus, we should not en- 
courage the strengthening of Europe, and especially that of the EEC, until the 
EEC demonstrates that it can carry out the responsibilities of a surplus area 
wisely and co-operatively.6’ 

The strains in the transatlantic monetary system spilt over to the area of tech- 
nological cooperation impeding progress in this field. 

An additional problem was the different relationship between state and in- 
dustry in US.  and European society. The decade-long struggle about the or- 
ganisation of Intelsat, a worldwide regulatory regime for telecommunication 
by satellites, is a good example. Founded on American initiative in 1964, In- 
telsat was managed in its first years by a private American company (Com- 
sat), created specifically for this purpose by the US. government. However, 
the Europeans were apprehensive that Intelsat would make the creation of 
European satellites very difficult because it was so closely linked with in- 
dustrial interests. In fact, Intelsat orders for the construction of satellites and 
their components went almost exclusively to American firms. This, of course, 
tended to enlarge the already existing technological gap in this field.63 The 
Europeans demanded that Comsat be replaced by an intergovernmental 
body in which Europeans and Americans had equal voting rights. The Amer- 
icans, however, refused to accede to this request. This reflected the Ameri- 
can approach to the management of high technology in which government 
agencies (usually the Pentagon) provided initiative as well as start-up funds, 
and later on became the main clients. However, the development, control, 
and marketing of high-technology products was left to private firms, 
whereas in Europe the links between the government and (often state- 
owned) firms were much closer, particularly in high-tech sectors. American 
firms were not eager to strengthen potential competitors by collaborating 
with them. 

Thus, a mix of competitive strategies, commercial considerations, the 
American balance of payments situation, and finally the feeling that the US. 
did not have much to gain from extended cooperation with small countries, 
was responsible for the lack of American interest in the development of a 
technological community with the Europeans. Kennedy, in his Philadelphia 
speech, had spoken of a United Europe as a possible partner of the US. In the 
technological field, a united Europe seemed rather remote as long as France 
and Britain pursued an expensive strategy of privileging national programs. 
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However, already in the mid-1960s the tide was turning against national 
autonomy-but also against cooperation with the United States. Faced by 
America’s unresponsiveness and by the escalating cost of their national cham- 
pions in high technology, one European country after the other turned to an 
alternative solution to the technological problem: European cooperation, di- 
rected explicitly against American superiority. 

THE AMERICAN CHALLENGE AND 
THE REAFFIRMATION OF EUROPE 

The Hague Summit 1969 and the 
Plan for a European Monetary Union 

A sigh of relief was audible all through Europe when Richard Nixon took 
over from LBJ. It was expected that the new president would end the fatal 
involvement in Vietnam and restore Europe to its former central place in 
American diplomacy. In fact, the start of the new administration was auspi- 
cious. Right after his inauguration, Nixon announced that he intended to im- 
prove relations with Europe. He mentioned in particular technological ques- 
t ion~.~*  In February 1969, he toured European capitals with the message that 
the new administration would fight against congressional initiatives for a re- 
duction of the American military commitment in Europe. He also announced 
that he was ready to talk with the Europeans about their complaints in the 
monetary area.65 

However, these positive signs were illusory. As it turned out, with the de- 
parture of the Johnson administration, the still undecided contest within the 
U.S. government between advocates of the transatlantic community and 
those who opted for a more unilateral policy was won by the latter. A major 
diplomatic effort to restore the privileged partnership with Europe was not 
part of the new administration’s strategic concept. Nixon’s core objective 
was to regain for America its freedom of action in the pursuit of its national 
interests instead of getting entangled in a more interdependent transatlantic 
community. The United States would cease to assume unnecessary respon- 
sibilities, pursue great power diplomacy and leave it to regional powers to 
sort out regional problems.@ Europe, in particular, should concentrate on 
its own internal problems. This part of Kissinger’s “Year of Europe” speech 
was particularly galling for the E~ropeans.~’ It explains why Germany’s 
Ospoliti&in its essence a reformulation of Germany’s national goals and an 
attempt to gain freedom of maneuver for the Federal Republic-was regarded 
very sceptically by Washington. East-West diplomacy was the prerogative of 
the U.S. Other countries were “welcome to participate” in the East-West dia- 
logue, but they should not play the role of initiators.@ Already in November 
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1969, one month after Brandt had been elected chancellor, the American 
government was telling the Germans that “things are happening too fast” and 
that there was widespread disquiet in Washington regarding the activities of 
the new government.@ 

For Nixon, Europe was but one element in a global balance of power, and 
not necessarily a privileged partner. If American interests conflicted with 
those of Europe, America would use its full weight instead of embarking on 
long, tortuous negotiations with an often discordant chorus of Europeans. 
The Nixon administration also did not receive with enthusiasm the reaffir- 
mation of the European community, which was to be so strongly accentu- 
ated in the second half of 1969. The immediate worry was that Europe would 
develop into a protectionist bloc, comprising not only the Six but, by con- 
cluding a series of preferential agreements with African and Asian countries, 
extending beyond the borders of Europe.70 Certainly, the Europeans were 
still important allies insofar as they were vital to counterbalance the Soviets 
(after Nixon’s China trip this function was reduced too). Beyond East-West 
politics, the Europeans were simply regarded as rivals. The Nixon doctrine’s 
emphasis on the future unwillingness of America to shoulder “every burden” 
spilt over to the monetary and technological field. Since Kennedy’s times, 
American governments and the Congress portrayed the support of the mon- 
etary system as a burden they were assuming for the benefit of the Western 
world. The consequence of the new policy was that this support was to be 
stopped and that, in case the Europeans had a problem with the resulting 
dollar glut, it was their responsibility to develop remedies. Similarly, if they 
had a problem with their technological inferiority, it was their task to reform 
their industrial structures in order to become competitive. 

The new policy was nowhere more visible than in the monetary field, a 
former crown jewel of transatlantic cooperation. The core objective was to 
regain national autonomy in monetary policy, by flagrant unilateral action if 
necessary.’l Nixon was not interested in multilateral negotiations in the 
framework of the Bretton Woods institutions. His Secretary of Treasury Con- 
nally was fundamentally of the opinion that “foreigners are out to screw us. 
Our job is to screw them first.”’* A recently declassified 1971 letter of Con- 
nally to Nixon shows the basic outlook. He warned that “there is a strong el- 
ement of thinking within Europe that would take advantage of weakness or 
clumsiness on our part to promote the Common Market not as a partner but 
as a rival economic bloc, competing vigorously with the dollar and reducing 
or shutting out, as best it can, US. economic influence from a considerable 
portion of the At the same time, he exhorted Nixon to put pressure 
on chancellor Brandt during his forthcoming visit; Brandt was to be told “that 
the continuation of Germany’s present policy of holding dollars and not buy- 
ing gold is absolutely fundamental to US.-FRG  relation^."^^ This recommen- 
dation was particularly delicate insofar as the U.S. was already preparing for 
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a step that would result in a drastic reduction in the value of the European 
dollar reserves: 

If things come to the pass of a U.S. suspension of gold sales and purchases, we 
should do all we can-both substantively and cosmetically-to make it appear 
that other governments have forced the action on us. We want to portray sus- 
pension as a last resort and to present a public image of a cool-headed govern- 
ment responding to ill-conceived, self-defeating actions of others.75 

Things came to that pass three months later, when, on 15 August 1971, 
Nixon, without any consultation with the allies, closed the dollar-gold- 
window and imposed a 10 percent surtax on all US.  imports. The transat- 
lantic monetary system was dead, and this caused growing rifts in the al- 
liance and a rapid loss in the control of states over financial markets. This 
was not inevitable; it happened because of the absence of the political will 
on the part of the core country either to preserve the system or to manage a 
cooperative transition to a new international financial structure. It also hap- 
pened because of the inability of Europe during the 1960s to reach a com- 
mon stance, which might have forced the U.S. to reconsider its policy.76 

At the end of the decade, the Europeans embarked on the long road to- 
ward European monetary integration. During the Hague Summit Meeting in 
December 1969, the EC member countries announced their intention to cre- 
ate a common European currency.77 At the same meeting, they invited the 
United Kingdom to join the community. By accepting the invitation, London 
also accepted the goal of monetary union. The Hague declaration was a sen- 
sational and unexpected leap forward in the history of European integration. 
It has to be recalled that in 1967 and 1968, the UK still stuck to the world role 
of sterling, France showed no signs of abandoning its policy of monetary 
autonomy, and Germany was torn between the continued defense of the 
dollar-gold system and a more nationalist monetary policy. The explanation 
for the rapid reorientation is found in the American monetary challenge. By 
taking an attitude of benign neglect toward the dollar glut, the US. was 
reneging on the essential condition of the transatlantic bargain and permit- 
ted a freeing of financial markets, which turned out to be extremely disrup- 
tive to European domestic economies. It also undermined any attempt to 
pursue a policy of national monetary autonomy in Europe. The increasing 
mobility of capital and the absence of a political will and activity on a world- 
wide level to control the corresponding effects made autonomous policies 
increasingly costly for the Europeans. 

The most spectacular expression of the futility of national monetary au- 
tonomy was the Bonn monetary conference of 1968. Prior to the meeting, 
massive speculative capital had fled from Britain and France to Germany. 
Faced by a drastic loss of their reserves, which had been used to defend the 
exchange value of their currencies, both France and Britain massively de- 
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manded a revaluation of the DM. Prime Minister Wilson called in the German 
ambassador, Herbert Blankenhorn, in the middle of the night to impress on 
him the need for an immediate action by the FRG.78 The French were no less 
outspoken. In May 1968, student and worker unrest had undermined the 
French currency. In November, French reserves were reduced to about 50 
percent of their value before the crisis.79 Most of the speculative money went 
to Germany, which, according to France, for no legitimate reason stuck to an 
undervalued currency. On 9 November 1968, Prime Minister Couve de 
Murville, in a letter to Chancellor Kiesinger, warned the German government 
of the grave consequences of continued inactivity.80 

Despite this pressure and the fact that the US. joined the chorus of the de- 
manders at the Bonn conference, the FRG was not willing to take the re- 
quested step. By speculating on the necessity of French franc devaluation, 
Finance Minister Strauss even ignited new speculation against the battered 
French currency. The pride of de Gaulle rendered it impossible for him to 
accept defeat, and, after the conference, he refused to devalue. However, 
this heroic act could hardly hide the fact that the monetary conference had 
clearly demonstrated the failure of de Gaulle’s policy. The idea of national 
autonomy had been severely undermined, and the reverberations of the aus- 
terity measures, which were adopted to enable France to sustain the franc, 
had a huge impact on many areas of French policy. This also included 
France’s ambitious technological programs. 

In 1969 the French balance of payments remained at the mercy of the 
Bonn government, which was pursuing an increasingly unilateral monetary 
policy. The French realised that they had not only been unable to dethrone 
the dollar, but ended up in a situation in which they were at the mercy of 
German decisions (or nondecisions), at least as long as both countries pur- 
sued a policy of monetary autonomy. In addition, the monetary turmoil 
threatened to destroy the Common Agricultural Policy, one of the core ob- 
jectives of France’s European policy. This realisation paved the way for the 
acceptance of the European solution, which became government policy af- 
ter de Gaulle stepped back in April 1969. It was pushed in particular by 
Valkry Giscard d’Estaing, who became finance minister in the new French 
government of Georges Pompidou.81 The question was whether the Ger- 
mans would finally abandon the transatlantic system and their new unilateral 
strategy and agree to the Europeanization of their stable currency. 

Once more, the Bonn monetary conference played a central role in this 
context. It made very clear that a monetary policy based mainly on narrow 
considerations of the Federal Republic’s national interests would lead to an 
increasing alienation of its most important partners. Furthermore, successive 
speculative waves in 1969 had shown that the pursuit of an anti-inflationary 
policy under conditions of increased capital mobility and rapidly decreasing 
political control of financial markets was extremely difficult. And finally, the 
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French devaluation of August 1969 and the German revaluation two months 
later threatened to lead to the disintegration of one of the most important pil- 
lars of German foreign policy, the EC. Although the Bundesbank and large 
parts of the governmental bureaucracy still hoped for a reform of the transat- 
lantic system, the political leadership considered the chances for such a re- 
form increasingly sceptically, particularly in view of the passivity of the 
Nixon team in international monetary policy. 

The key figure in this context is Willy Brandt. His most important project 
was Ostpolitik. The concept was based on a long-range perspective leading 
to the reduction of the huge influence of the superpowers in Europe.” How- 
ever, the goal was not German unilateralism. A strengthening of European 
institutions, which would be widened to include Britain, was an essential 
complement to Ostpolitik. The new government in France and its proposal 
for a summit of the EC heads of government in late 1969 opened a realistic 
chance for a huge step forward in this field before formal talks of the Brandt 
government with the Eastern countries had even started. Trading British EC 
membership for large concessions to France in the agricultural domain as- 
sured the success of the summit and ended the long stagnation of the EC dur- 
ing the previous years. However, Brandt also was looking for a project that 
would provide Europe with a positive incentive for deeper integration. Vir- 
tually days before the Hague Summit began, Brandt seized on the idea of a 
European monetary union that also found the approval of porn pi do^.^^ Un- 
der the chairmanship of the prime minister of Luxembourg, Pierre Werner, a 
high-level committee began to work on the steps that were necessary to 
achieve this ambitious project. It presented its final report already one year 
later. In the form of the Werner Plan, the EC countries disassociated them- 
selves from the reform of the transatlantic system as the final goal of their in- 
ternational monetary policy. The difficulties that lay ahead on the way to- 
ward a European currency were certainly underestimated at the time; 
however, the idea was there, and although thirty years passed until it was im- 
plemented, monetary union was to remain the ultimate objective of Euro- 
pean monetary policy. 

It was no accident that the final declaration of the Hague summit also con- 
tained a paragraph on technological cooperation, although it did not have 
the symbolic and political significance of the monetary project. Disillusion- 
ment with the Americans and the huge costs of the attempt to develop na- 
tional capabilities in high technology forced the Europeans to seriously con- 
sider the European road. 

Towards a European High-Tech Community? 

We have seen how initiatives for a closer and more systematic collabora- 
tion of European countries with the United States failed. However, by the late 



Western Europe and the American Challenge 145 

1960s, it also became clear that in most fields of advanced technology, sin- 
gle European states had no chance of competing successfully with America. 
This quickly developed into a major political topic. On 5 July 1966, the for- 
mer German defense minister Franz-Josef StrauB wrote a long letter to Chan- 
cellor Erhard in which he decried the extent of American investment in ad- 
vanced sectors of European industry. He was also critical of the fact that the 
Federal Republic was buying most of its modern weaponry in America, thus 
undermining any chance for successful European cooperation in this field. 
According to StrauB, American technological superiority in all important sec- 
tors, backed by a cheap dollar that allowed US. firms to buy up European 
industries, threatened “to turn Europe into an intellectual and scientific vac- 
~ u m . ” ~ *  It was no surprise that one year later, StrauB also wrote the foreword 
to the German edition of Servan-Schreiber’s best-seller Le D6fi um6ricuin, in 
which Servan-Schreiber made a passionate call for European collaboration in 
the face of American technological and managerial superiority. Otherwise, 
Europe would decline to the status of an American colony. Servan- 
Schreiber’s major example was the fate of the European computer industry, 
which was about to be completely dominated by the Americans.85 The book 
was a huge success and European governments, which had been thinking 
along the same lines, quickly took up the call. 

As early as 1964, the French government commissioned a report that came 
to similar conclusioms6 France proposed the creation of an intergovern- 
mental European body that was to explore possibilities for technological co- 
operation. The EC council set up a high-level working group, the Markchal 
group. The German foreign ministry noted with satisfaction that with this ini- 
tiative Europe had embarked on a new field of common a~tivity.~’ However, 
it soon turned out that ultimately de Gaulle’s France clearly preferred na- 
tional strategies for the most promising technologies. Another problem that 
impeded all progress in this committee was that the conflict between France 
and the other five member states about UK membership in the EC spilt over 
into the work of the committee. Britain still had the most advanced techno- 
logical sector of all European countries and it was hard to imagine how Eu- 
rope could confront the American challenge without its potential. However, 
de Gaulle did not bend. He suspected that proposals to include Britain in Eu- 
ropean technological projects were just strategies to get it into the EC by the 
backdoor, and that the British would ultimately prefer American offers if 
those were forthcoming.88 In February 1968, the Dutch blocked further de- 
liberations in the Markchal group, which had achieved almost no results.89 

The British for their part had given clear signs that they were interested in 
European cooperation. In November 1966, Prime Minister Harold Wilson 
proposed “to create a new technological community to pool with Europe the 
enormous technological inventiveness of Britain and other European coun- 
tries, to enable Europe on a competitive basis to become more self-reliant 
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and neither dependent on imports nor dominated from outside, but basing 
itself on the creation of competitive indigenous European industr ie~.”~~ He 
repeated this proposal, which was enthusiastically backed by the smaller Eu- 
ropean countries, frequently in the following months, echoing Servan- 
Schreiber: 

[Tlhere is no future for Europe, or for Britain, if we allow American industry, and 
American business so to dominate the strategic growth industries of our indi- 
vidual countries, that they, and not we, are able to determine the pace and di- 
rection of Europe’s industrial advance. . . . [Tlhis is the road not to partnership 
but to an industrial he10try.9~ 

Until then Britain had pursued a policy that privileged national technologi- 
cal independence and, if this was not possible, collaboration with the h e r -  
icans (a strategy followed by almost all European governments until 196S).92 
The few projects it had undertaken with European countries such as the con- 
struction of the supersonic aircraft Concorde and the fighter Jaguar with 
France had been rather frustrating experiences. A series of defeats on world 
markets for British products, which were in competition with American 
goods, led to a reorientation of this policy. Instances in which the United 
States refused to sell the UK advanced technology for commercial reasons 
cast additional doubt on the special relati0nship.~3 Furthermore, a long series 
of failures with national developments of high technology tools led the UK 
to abandon the strategy of national autarchy. In 1965, the government ap- 
proved the Plowden report on the British aircraft industry, which recom- 
mended that Britain should abandon its attempt to pursue an independent 
aeronautic program and that it should instead collaborate with the rest of Eu- 
rope in this area.94 The major reason for the new openness toward Europe, 
however, was that the UK considered its technological expertise a major bar- 
gaining chip in its campaign to enter the European c~mrnunit ies.~~ This strat- 
egy failed. Yet, even after de Gaulle had made clear in late 1967 that he was 
not prepared to admit Britain into the community, the idea of intensified 
technological cooperation with the rest of the EC was pursued.96 A series of 
important projects were initiated. Among the most significant of those were 
the planned construction of a gas centrifuge for the production of enriched 
uranium and the development of a Multiple Role Combat Aircraft (MRCA). 

The former project was a consequence of European doubts regarding the 
long-term supply of European civil nuclear plants with enriched uranium 
from the US. Already in April 1967, the German government had ap- 
proached London for a solution to this problem. Would the British govern- 
ment be interested in the construction of a European enrichment plant?” 
Germany was particularly keen on such a project because first, the develop- 
ment of a domestic enrichment capacity was too expensive; second, the 
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French road had led to nothing because the enrichment plant at Pierrelatte 
was too closely involved with the Force de Frappe; and, most importantly, 
the complete dependence on U.S. deliveries had to be reduced.9s In July 
1968, the UK proposed a trilateral working group for the development of a 
uranium enrichment plant that should also include the nether land^.^^ In No- 
vember 1969, the three countries reached an agreement. Negotiations re- 
garding the participation of Italy and Belgium started. All participants con- 
sidered the project as “of an economic, technological and political 
importance . . . comparable to EURATOM.”1oo France was initially very criti- 
cal of these proposals. When de Gaulle was in Washington for Eisenhower’s 
funeral in 1969, he explicitly referred to the project in his talks with Nixon 
and warned that it might help Germany get closer to the nuclear club.lO’ This 
attitude changed only with the reorientation of French policy after the gen- 
eral had left the stage. 

A similar pattern developed regarding the second project, the MRCA. In 
1968, a group of European countries (reduced in the end to Britain, Ger- 
many, and Italy) agreed to jointly develop a European fighter as replacement 
for the Sta~ighter.lo2 The project was extremely ambitious and plagued by 
conflicts about the final configuration as well as unexpected cost explosion. 
Nonetheless, the governments stuck to it until completion. Once more, the 
French made it clear that they did not approve of these projects, mainly be- 
cause they were developing a similar aircraft that they hoped to sell to other 
European countries. lo3 

The French mistrust of Britain, however, was not unfounded, because 
Britain’s commitment to joint European projects remained ambiguous. In 
April 1968, for example, the United Kingdom suspended payments for ELDO, 
founded in the early 1960s with the aim of developing a launcher for Euro- 
pean  satellite^.'^^ This was a hard blow for the European space effort because 
Britain had been the most important contributor. The whole project entered 
a deep crisis. After the lunar landing in 1969, the Americans invited the Euro- 
peans to participate in the development of a reusable space transportation 
system (the later space shuttle) and a permanent station in space. However, 
they refused to guarantee the availability of American launching facilities for 
satellites that were not operated within the framework of 1ntel~at.l~~ Again, 
commercial interest impeded transatlantic cooperation from the very start. 
This wedded the Europeans together, and they carried on with their own 
launcher development. In the mid-l970s, Britain, which, due to close con- 
nections of British firms to ELDO, had never been completely excluded, offi- 
cially rejoined the effort. In 1979, the first European rocket, Ariane, was 
launched into the orbit, and it became a serious competitor for the American 
space shuttle. The development of a European jetliner, Airbus, also showed 
Britain’s initial ambiguity. In 1967, it had signed an agreement with France 
and the FRG for the development of an alternative to the almost complete 
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US. dominance on civil aircraft markets. As early as 1970, Britain cancelled its 
participation. Once more, despite many doubts as to the commercial viability 
of the aircraft, France and Germany laboured on, carrying the project to final 
success (together with Britain, which reentered in 1979).lo6 

All of these projects share three characteristics. First, they were explicitly di- 
rected against US. dominance. Second, they demonstrated the great difficulty 
of reconciling notions of national autonomy with the necessity of collective 
projects, particularly in the first years. In 1968 and early 1969, the MRCA, Air- 
bus, and ELDO were all in deep crisis, and it was only due to the reaffirma- 
tion of European cooperation in 1969 and 1970 that they survived despite 
those great difficulties. In 1970, technological cooperation had become an is- 
sue that was discussed regularly at the level of heads of state in Europe. Third, 
all of these projects were, in the end, successful. Thus, the late 1960s and 
early 1970s was a decisive period for European collaboration. It was not only 
those intergovernmental projects that were given a new vigour. Collaboration 
on community level also received renewed impetus. The Markcha1 group was 
reactivated and, in November 1971, a program for Cooperation in Science and 
Technology (COST) was adopted, which was to coordinate joint European 
projects and eventually transcend the narrow confines of the EC. 

On the whole, the course of technological and monetary cooperation in 
the transatlantic alliance exhibited a similar pattern. European countries had 
three basic options-transatlantic cooperation, national autonomy, and Eu- 
ropeanization-whereas the United States had the choice between the first 
two possibilities. The analysis has shown a clear trend in American policy to- 
ward increasing autonomy in the period studied here. The Europeans, for 
their part, moved away from a policy of favoring transatlantic and national 
solutions toward a marked preference for European collaboration. 

THE PRICE OF DISUNITY 

In 1973, in an edited volume on the foreign policy of the Nixon administra- 
tion, Robert Osgood predicted a process which, as this chapter has shown, 
had already been completed: “If the United States abandons its role, it will 
probably be by neglect rather than design; and it will result in the erosion of 
the present structure of relationships, not in the construction of an~ther.’”~’ 
What has been argued here is that in the field of moneta y policy, a frame- 
work of transatlantic cooperation consisting of a series of tacit rules and 
common assumptions about how mutual problems were to be tackled came 
unstuck. Regarding technoloo, after timid efforts during the Eisenhower pe- 
riod, such a framework did not even develop and no major initiatives were 
undertaken in the 1960s and early 1970s, despite the fact that it was a time 
of enormous technological advance. Whereas during the 1960s the Euro- 
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peans gradually came to appreciate the role technological and monetary col- 
laboration might play in fostering a closer relationship between their coun- 
tries and in enhancing competitiveness as well as their domestic economic 
welfare, the United States decided it would be better off pursuing a more in- 
dependent policy, renouncing-not in theory, but in practice-the concept 
of a close transatlantic partnership. The reasons were manifold. The most im- 
portant one was that the United States, battered by Vietnam and its balance 
of payments deficits, perceived itself to be in a kind of decline, and saw in 
the preservation of its national autonomy, to the largest degree possible, the 
best way to reverse this trend. Certainly, dealing with a disunited Europe was 
a difficult problem for American diplomacy. Privileged relations with single 
European countries such as they existed with Britain and as they were 
wished by General de Gaulle were extremely divisive for the alliance. How- 
ever, a more determined effort, particularly after de Gaulle had left, might 
have prevented the mutual disenchantment of the early 1970s. 

Thus, around 1969, in monetary as well as in technological matters, a 
transatlantic outlook was replaced by a Europe-centered view in most Euro- 
pean countries. The result of the American challenge was highlighted by the 
decisions of the European summit in The Hague in December 1969. European, 
not transatlantic, cooperation was given top priority in the future. Of course, 
this was a muddy process with countless setbacks and numerous attempts dur- 
ing the 1970s to assert once more the autonomy of national governments or to 
strike new bargains with the United States, which still had a lot to offer-most 
importantly military security. In a short-term perspective, the Europeanization 
of the late 1960s and early 1970s even may seem a failure, particularly regard- 
ing the fate of the plans for monetary union. However, the ultimate objective 
of European cooperation remained paramount for a huge part of the political 
establishment (with the exception of the UK) and in the public imagination. 
What happened was a marked change in the ideological preferences of the Eu- 
ropean countries regarding international cooperation, even if the actual results 
of this change were to emerge only much later. In this sense, the years 1965 to 
1973 were decisive for the future course of Europe, and the American chal- 
lenge did play a very considerable role in this process. It is probably instruc- 
tive to speculate on what would have happened had the United States been 
more willing to pursue real collaboration with Europe in the 1960s. Perhaps 
the European Union as we now know it would not have come into existence. 
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7 
Georges Pompidou and 
U.S.-European Relations 
Georges-Henri Soutou 

In the late 1940s, the Western powers organized themselves into a political 
bloc; the policy of building a unified Europe also had its start in that same 
period. And from that point on, France looked in both directions: toward 
“Europe,” but also toward America, the leading Western power. The 
France-United StatesWestern Europe triangle thus provided a kind of 
framework within which French foreign policy was worked out. The basic 
French aim at that time was to reestablish a certain position in the world-a 
position as one of the worlds major powers, which had been lost when 
France was defeated by Germany in 1940. If France was to recover what it 
had, even in part, it needed both to assume the leadership of Western Eu- 
rope and cultivate a strong relationship with the United States. Those two 
orientations, moreover, were bound up with each other dialectically, for 
French views would carry more weight with the Americans if France could 
present itself as speaking for Western Europe as a whole; and, conversely, 
the other Europeans would be more llkely to accept French leadership if it 
could develop a special relationship with the United States. 

France could thus take advantage of the fact that it occupied a pivotal 
position-that it stood at the point where the Atlantic world and the Euro- 
pean world overlapped. That position would give France the leverage it 
needed to deal with the Americans on non-European questions: it would 
give some weight to its policy on those African, Middle Eastern, and Asian is- 
sues in which it was particularly interested. By taking advantage of that tri- 
angular structure-in effect, by balancing between the “Atlantic” and the 
“European” orientations-France would in more general terms be able to re- 
cover a certain freedom of action. France, in particular, would be able to 
avoid losing its autonomy in a too-tightly integrated Atlantic system. 

157 
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This was the basic framework within which France’s policy toward the 
United States was worked out, but that policy was also framed with an eye 
to certain more concrete problems. The French military forces needed to be 
modernized; France needed access to advanced technologies, both nuclear 
and non-nuclear. In these areas, it was invariably with America above all that 
the French sought to cooperate during the Fourth Republic, for the simple 
reason that US.  military technology was so advanced.’ 

It is often assumed that this aspect of French policy was dramatically al- 
tered as soon as General Charles de Gaulle returned to power in 1958. In- 
deed, it is often assumed that de Gaulle, from the start, was not interested in 
cultivating good relations with the United States. But from 1958 to 1962, he 
too sought to cooperate with America, especially in the military area.* To be 
sure, from 1963 on, de Gaulle’s policy proceeded along very different lines, 
but the policy of his successor as president, Georges Pompidou, represented 
a clear return to the tradition that had taken root in the immediate postwar 
period. The France-United States-Western Europe triangle was to play an 
absolutely fundamental role in Pompidou’s approach to international issues: 
the kind of thinking associated with that concept was to lie at the very heart 
of his foreign policy. 

This sort of comparison is a natural point of departure for an analysis of 
Pompidou’s policy as president. Indeed, during the period of his presidency, 
Pompidou’s policy, and especially his American policy, was constantly com- 
pared to de Gaulle’s. There were those, even within the government, always 
keeping a sharp eye out for how well the new president’s policies measured 
up, in orthodox Gaullist terms.’ And foreign policy was a particularly sensi- 
tive area: for that reason alone, new approaches had to be introduced with 
great care. And Pompidou himself was deeply Gaullist in terms of his basic 
approach to foreign policy, no doubt more than was often thought at the 
time. It is sometimes hard, therefore, to see what was distinctive about his 
policy-what exactly distinguished it from de Gaulle’s. What, then, was de 
Gaulle’s policy, especially in the final years of his presidency, and how was 
Pompidou’s approach different? 

The question of relations with America was fundamental in this regard. It 
is thus important to note the degree to which, starting in 1963, de Gaulle had 
turned against the idea of cooperation with America. To begin with, there 
was the famous January 14, 1963, press conference at which he had an- 
nounced that France was vetoing Britain’s entry into the Common Market, a 
decision framed in anti-American terms. And then there was the quarrel over 
the Multilateral Force in 1964. But the most important event here was 
France’s departure, not from the alliance with America, but from the NATO 
military organization in 1966. All these actions indicated that de Gaulle’s pol- 
icy had taken a strong turn away from America. They were rooted in his view 
that on all levels-conomically, politically, and militarily-Europe had to 
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develop independently of the United States and not in cooperation with her, 
as the leaders of the Fourth Republic had   anted.^ And it is striking how far 
he was willing to take that policy. During his visit to Moscow in June 1966, 
de Gaulle told the Soviet leaders that he accepted the principle of a Euro- 
pean security conference without American participation. His objective, it 
seemed, was to construct a new security system on the basis of a Franco-So- 
viet entente and without Washington-a goal in line with the General’s over- 
all international conceptions at that time.5 

The same basic aims were also reflected in de Gaulle’s military policy. On 
January 24, 1967, he issued a “Personal and Secret Directive” for the prime 
minister and the minister of defense-a very important document that laid 
out the framework for military programming for the 1970s. Previously, as he 
pointed out in this document, French defense policy had been worked out 
“in the framework of the Atlantic Alliance,” but henceforth it would be de- 
fined with a view to the “ubiquitousness, instantaneity, and totality” of the 
danger. There was no longer to be any question of a privileged alignment 
with the United States6 Those basic assumptions implied that the French nu- 
clear force should be able to retaliate against any power, including both Rus- 
sia and America, and indeed the so-called all azimuths targeting strategy was 
announced by General Ailleret, armed forces chief of staff, in an article in the 
Revue de Dqense Nationale in December 1967. De Gaulle himself, in a Jan- 
uary 27, 1968, speech to the Centre des Hautes Etudes Militaires, confirmed 
that that would be the strategy.’ This clearly marked the end of any trace of 
Franco-American strategic and nuclear collaboration, of the sort de Gaulle 
had had in mind at various times in the 1958-1962 period. 

How was Pompidou’s policy different? Before becoming president in 
1969, he had served as de Gaulle’s prime minister from 1962 to 1968, and 
he had without question been a Gaullist in international affairs. Like de 
Gaulle, he had opposed the 1962 Anglo-American Nassau accords as well 
as the US.-sponsored plan for a Multilateral Force.8 And like de Gaulle, he 
wanted a “European Europe,” a Europe independent of the United States, 
and he was concerned about the prospect of a US.-Soviet rapprochement 
at Europe’s expense. As he told the American journalist C. L. Sulzberger on 
January 23, 1968, there was a danger that an “American-Soviet condo- 
minium” would be imposed on Europe-a very Gaullist theme that he 
would come back to time and again as pre~ident .~  But still, looking back 
even on that pre-presidential period, one can identify certain nuances, hav- 
ing to do especially with his attitude toward the United States, that distin- 
guished his thinking from de Gaulle’s. Indeed, he declared himself ready to 
consider much more positive relations with Washington, especially on eco- 
nomic questions, and in a conversation with Sulzberger on October 21, 
1965, he took a far more moderate line on NATO issues than the one de 
Gaulle would take in 1966.’O 
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Pompidou’s fundamental policy can be characterized as a kind of prag- 
matic Gaullism-a “rationalized Gaullism. His basic idea, during the period 
of his presidency, was to keep the spirit of Gaullism intact, but to develop it 
in a way that would free it from certain encumbrances that, in the new pres- 
ident’s view, were essentially the product of the general’s very strong and oc- 
casionally impulsive personality. As Pompidou saw it, if the basic Gaullist ap- 
proach was to endure, policy had to be rooted in reality: there could not be 
too great a gap between French policy and French power. “My goal,” he 
wrote in June 1969, “is to try to base on solid realities-conomic, social, and 
human realities-what has thus far rested only on the prestige of a single 
man.”” 

And that fundamental approach was in line with-and is, to a certain extent, 
to be understood in the context of-basic political realities at home. Pompi- 
dou, it is important to note, did not have the same historical stature as de 
Gaulle: in his case, normal domestic political considerations therefore played 
a greater role than they had when the general was in charge. To govern- 
indeed, to win election as president in the first place-Pompidou needed 
to hold together what was called the “presidential majority,” a bloc that went 
well beyond the Gaullists and also included the Independent Republicans and 
the Centrists, two relatively moderate groups that did not share the anti- 
Americanism common in Gaullist circles. And so, given the political situation 
at home (especially after the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in August 1968, 
which had turned public feeling against the USSR), a certain recentering of 
French policy was natural: a certain move toward Washington now made good 
domestic political sense. 

Indeed, even before de Gaulle had left office in April 1969, but after 
Richard Nixon had become the US. president in January, there had been a 
sudden improvement in Franco-American relations. Nixon’s visit to France 
late in February had gone well.’* The general’s basic line might not have 
changed, but still American diplomats in Paris had the impression that 
French attitudes had softened: disillusioned with the Soviets, the French now 
wanted to improve relations with the United States.’3 And indeed American 
policy was also beginning to shift. The new U.S. administration was willing 
in particular to take a fresh look at the key question of bilateral rmlitary co- 
operation with France. That issue, Nixon decided on April 15, was to be 
studied anew, without any a priori assumptions-that is, without any sense 
that American policy in this area was to be bound by assumptions that had 
taken root in the past.’* And Nixon and the State Department were looking 
forward to a further improvement of relations following de Gaulle’s depar- 
ture from office on April 28; they thought France and NATO would be able 
to work together better, at least on a practical 1e~el.I~ But Henry Kissinger, 
Nixon’s national security advisor, was not so sure: he thought that with de 
Gaulle gone, the influence of the left on French foreign policy would grow.16 
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THE FIRST CONTACTS BETWEEN 
POMPIDOU AND THE AMERICANS 

Georges Pompidou took office as president in Apd 1969, and he soon made 
it clear that he wanted to put relations with the United States on a new foot- 
ing. He met with Ambassador Shriver in July of that year, and the tone of his 
remarks was quite different from what de Gaulle’s had been. The new pres- 
ident took it as self-evident that Europe needed the American strategic um- 
brella and that France in particular needed the Atlantic alliance. The French 
policy of military independence, he said, was not directed against the United 
States; it might in fact ease the American defense burden, and might also pro- 
mote America’s policy of detente with the East. An understanding was also 
possible in the economic area, especially in the agricultural area. Pompidou 
even suggested that the European Economic Community’s-the EEC’s- 
Common Agricultural Policy might be reconsidered, and that France might 
be willing to move toward a system where European agricultural prices were 
in line with those on the world market. Such a move, he said, would not just 
be to America’s interest, but would be to France’s interest as well. (It was, in 
fact, West Germany that had demanded high prices for wheat, and not 
Paris).” Pompidou, moreover, was not opposed in principle to American in- 
vestment in France-another striking change from the previous period. A 
more liberal policy in this area, he suggested, could be put into effect as soon 
as the French electric and electronic industries were restructured. l8 

Another straw in the wind had to do with the German question. On Novem- 
ber 6, Michel Jobert, secretary-general at the Elyseeaat is, head of the presi- 
dent’s office-told Shver that Pompidou would be very happy to improve 
Franco-American relations because he feared a revival of German nationalism 
and wanted American support to counterbalance that threat.’9 h reality, Pom- 
pidou’s German policy was much more complex than that, and it is doubtful 
that he viewed that issue so simplistically.20 But the real point to note in this 
context is that Franco-American relations were changingaat the French were 
reaching out to the United States. American officials were struck by the change 
in atmosphere and were pleased by the way things were developing.21 

It should also be noted in passing--the subject cannot be discussed in any 
detail here-that under Pompidou, the French provided considerable diplo- 
matic assistance to the Americans in connection with the Vietnam War, par- 
ticularly in its final phase in 1972. They were noticeably more cooperative in 
this area during the period of the Pompidou presidency than they had been 
when his predecessor was in charge. This again indicates that attitudes had 
changed considerably.22 Or to give one final example: in 1970, Pompidou 
appointed Alexandre de Marenches director of the SDECE, the French secret 
service. Marenches’s friendship for America was well known and he worked 
closely with the CIA and other Western services.23 
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But not all was sweetness and light, and the two sides did not see eye-to- 
eye on a whole series of issues-issues that we are going to encounter over 
and over again. First of all, there were problems having to do with monetary 
questions, especially the Eurodollar problem and the American balance of 
payments deficit. These posed specific problems in connection with plans 
for a European monetary union. And then there were problems having to do 
with the US.-Soviet negotiations on strategic weapons-the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks (or the SALT talks, as they were called). An agreement in this 
area, the French feared, might weaken the American nuclear guarantee. 
Those talks, moreover, might lead Washington and Moscow to view third nu- 
clear powers as sources of instability, to be controlled in case of crisis. An- 
other issue had to do with the proposal made by the Atlantic alliance in late 
1969 for a conference on “mutual and balanced force reduction” (MBFR) in 
Europe. The Americans favored the proposal, but the French were against 
the idea. Aside from the fact that France was opposed in principle to all “bloc 
to bloc” negotiations (a standard Gaullist reflex), Pompidou was also afraid 
that an agreement in this area might actually worsen the conventional bal- 
ance and lead to a kind of neutralization of Europe. On the other hand, Paris 
favored the idea of a conference on security in Europe (an old Soviet pro- 
posal renewed in March 1969), partly because the French felt the desire for 
detente on the part of most European countries could not be opposed for- 
ever, and partly because they thought it might allow countries like Poland or 
Romania to recover a small margin for maneuver. The American reaction to 
that proposal was much more reserved. 

But whatever their differences, Paris was inclined to talk quite seriously 
with Washington about all of these issues.24 And one should also note that 
French reservations about American policy on these matters had to do es- 
sentially with those points that threatened to weaken the unity of the West 
vis-5-vis the USSR, which was certainly a new theme. Pompidou, moreover, 
made it clear that in his view it was “natural” that the United States should 
participate in a conference on security in Europe. He noted explicitly, in a 
letter to Nixon-and this phrase is very important-that America was not 
“foreign to European problems.”25 This, of course, marked quite a change 
from the sort of position de Gaulle had stood for. 

This shift away from the de Gaulle policy-this thaw in Franco-American 
relations-was, right from the start, most striking in the area of defense. Al- 
most immediately, and at the highest political level, the French expressed the 
desire to renew bilateral contacts with Washington on military issues in gen- 
eral, and especially on weapons development.26 This caught the attention of 
Nixon and Kissinger and set off a whole process of reflection in Washing- 
ton.*’ On February 23, 1970, just before Pompidou was scheduled to visit 
Washington, Kissinger summed up for Nixon the conclusions that had been 
reached. All questions of a “theological” nature relating to Atlantic integra- 
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tion were to be set aside; the special position of France in the alliance would 
be accepted; a process of rapprochement should begin and should focus on 
things that could be done on the practical level. If the French were inter- 
ested, areas of cooperation might include joint planning or coordinated tar- 
geting for the two countries’ strategic forces. The same sort of planning for 
tactical nuclear forces, given that France would soon have such forces, was 
also possible. Cooperation on the development and production of nuclear 
weapons and missiles was a more complicated issue, if only because for le- 
gal reasons Congress would have to be involved. But if the French requested 
it, the Americans could indicate that they were willing to consider something 
of the sort, in certain specific areas.28 But this was basically Kissinger’s view: 
it was clear that other elements within the administration-the Defense De- 
partment, for example-were reluctant to move ahead so rapidly in that di- 
r e ~ t i o n . ~ ~  

POMPIDOU’S FEBRUARY 1970 
VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES 

It is well known that Georges Pompidou’s visit to the United States in Feb- 
ruary 1970 was marked by major anti-French demonstrations in Chicago; the 
protesters had been angered by the French decision to sell arms to Lib~a.3~ 
But there had been warning signs, and it seems that this particular problem 
was rooted in the fact that French officials had not understood that in the 
United States, the municipal authorities were responsible for security and 
public order, and that preparations for the trip therefore needed to be made 
on the local le~el.3~ The files also show that, while the consuls in New York 
and San Francisco were very active in this area, the consul in Chicago ap- 
parently did less. Pompidou, moreover, clearly had not been aware of how 
strongly the American Jewish community felt about the sale of arms to Libya, 
nor did he do much to reach out to that community. And he refused to issue 
a general declaration that took a relatively balanced position on the Arab- 
Israeli question, even though one of his advisors had suggested that he might 
do In fact, he told Jewish leaders in San Francisco on February 27 that 
a careful distinction had to be made between the question of Israel as a state 
and the question of Judaism as a religion; as he saw it, Israel’s only chance 
of solving its security problems was if it came to see itself as a state among 
other states in the Middle East and not as a “religious ~omrnunity.”~~ But at 
that time, this sort of language was bound to fall on deaf ears. 

That sort of language, moreover, tended to give a misleading impression 
of what Pompidou’s own Middle Eastern policy was. While pursuing and 
even developing the “Arab policy” of his predecessor, he in fact had softened 
French policy in this area. The total embargo on arms to Israel imposed on 
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January 1, 1969, was revoked on June 29, 1969. Instead, there would be a re- 
turn to the selective embargo established in 1967; France would thus be able 
to furnish Israel with spare parts for weapons that had already been sold, 
which was in fact done.34 Moreover, he accepted the idea-and this marked 
a major break with de Gaulle’s policy-that the United States and the USSR 
could begin jointly to explore the possibility of a solution in the Middle East, 
a view that explicitly recognized America’s role as Israel’s protector.35 

So the sense that there was a problem here was based in part on a misun- 
derstanding. Some observers at the time thought that the Chicago incidents 
had turned Pompidou against the United States, and had a real effect on his 
later policy.36 But in reality it does not seem that those incidents had a major 
impact: the course of Franco-American relations depended on structural, not 
accidental, factors. And it is a mistake to think that Pompidou’s experiences 
during his American trip were entirely negative. 

In fact, the new French leader’s meetings with Nixon on February 24 and 
26 went well. The two men agreed that international politics was becoming 
more multipolar in character, with America, Russia, Western Europe, China, 
and Japan all playing a role. They agreed also on the need to pursue a cau- 
tious policy vis-2-vis the USSR, on the importance of not isolating China, and 
on the need for the Germans to keep their partners in the West informed in 
detail about the progress of their Ospolitik.3’ Nixon, moreover, recognized 
the French desire for independence. 

By far the most important part of their discussion related to military mat- 
ters. They agreed that secret bilateral talks between military officers from the 
two countries could take place-within the NATO framework, but outside 
the integrated structures-with a view toward preparing joint plans. In 1967, 
in the Ailleret-Lemnitzer accords, France and NATO had worked out certain 
arrangements in this area, but that agreement had applied only to the part of 
the French army stationed in Germany. Pompidou, however, was now in- 
clined to extend that principle and work out a coordination of forces agree- 
ment that would cover all of France’s military forces in Europe. He was also 
willing to revive the committee the two countries had established in 1962 to 
discuss cooperation in the area of conventional weapons. And he suggested 
that when its missile-launching submarines and tactical nuclear weapons be- 
came operational two or three years down the road, France might want to 
extend that cooperation to the nuclear area. The two men agreed that such 
discussions would not affect each country’s freedom of decision in a crisis. 
They agreed, moreover, that confidential lines of communication were to be 
established: between Kissinger and Jobert on political issues, and between 
General Goodpaster, the NATO commander and US. commander in Europe, 
and General Fourquet, the French armed forces chief of staff, on military is- 
s ~ e s . 3 ~  The damage that the relationship had suffered in the 1963-196s pe- 
riod was in the process of being repaired. Nixon, moreover, had put France 
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on a par with Britain, in terms both of its international status and of its rela- 
tionship to the United States-a position the French had been trying to 
achieve for many years. 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF FRAN’CO-AMERICAN 
RELATIONS IN 1970-1971 

In 1970-1971, Paris and Washington agreed that, taken as a whole, Franco- 
American relations were developing favorably, especially on European is- 
sues.39 They both felt it was important to pay close attention to the develop- 
ment of West German Chancellor Willy Brandt’s Ostpolitik, not because they 
feared a revival of German danger, a fear they both considered outmoded, 
but rather because they were afraid that West Germany might give away too 
much to the USSR. As Kissinger told Charles Lucet, the French ambassador to 
Washington, on April 13, 1970, there was a danger that Brandt would give the 
Russians “essential things.”*O If there were to be an East-West agreement, 
Kissinger continued, “it would be made between the United States and the 
USSR, and not between the Germans and the USSR-a point, however, that 
touched on a continuing French concern. The French government, for its 
part, did support the initial phase of Ostpolitik, the phase that led to the sign- 
ing of treaties with the Eastern bloc countries recognizing the de facto divi- 
sion of Germany and the 1945 borders. But the French wondered about the 
Germans’ ultimate goals; they were worried that their real aim was to bring 
about the reunification of Germany by creating a new European security sys- 
tem based on what was in effect a kind of German-Soviet entente. Pompidou 
might have been quite pleased to see the Germans accept-r appear to 
accept-the postwar status quo, but he was worried that eventually the Ost- 
politik might develop into a far-reaching Russo-German rapprochement- 
something that would lead to German reunification, and that would have a 
profound effect on France’s own security. 

Ever since the 1950s, French policy had been based on the concept of 
“double security”: with Germany divided, that country could pose no threat, 
and on the other hand the security of France vis-i-vis the USSR would be 
guaranteed by the alliance with the United States, and also by the integration 
of West Germany into Western Europe and into the West in general. In 1966, 
disappointed by the fact that the Franco-German treaty of January 1963 had 
led to little of real value, de Gaulle had begun to think in very different terms. 
His idea now-this was the period of his trip to Moscow-was that a new se- 
curity system could be constructed, a system based essentially on a Franco- 
Soviet entente aimed at controlling German power, a system that would mar- 
ginalize the United States. But in this area, Pompidou opted for a more 
traditional approach to these great issues, and his geopolitical vision of the 
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future of Germany, the USSR, and Europe was more compatible with good 
Franco-American relations. 

Indeed, during his trip to the USSR in October 1970, Pompidou resisted 
Soviet leader konid Brezhnev’s attempts to get him to in effect repeat what 
de Gaulle had said in Moscow in 1966 about France “favoring a gradual elim- 
ination of American influence in Europe.” Europe certainly should be able to 
“get out from under the influence of the United States” and “be fully Euro- 
pean,” but the influence of America on the Continent resulted from the So- 
viet military threat and from the need to counter Soviet power with Ameri- 
can military power and indeed with the military power of the whole Atlantic 
alliance. Only a genuine detente could change that situation, but it was 
mainly up to the USSR to bring that about. There could be no question of re- 
placing what Pompidou refused to call “American domination” with “Soviet 
d~minat ion .”~~  

On this fundamental issue of the Paris-Washington-Moscow triangular re- 
lationship, Pompidou’s position was thus quite different from what de 
Gaulle’s had been, even if he too wanted a “European Europe.” He outlined 
the rationale for that new policy in a December 1, 1970, conversation with 
Sulzberger. “The basis of my thinking” on that issue, Pompidou said, was that 
France was bound to move “closer to the United States as U.S. superiority 
over Russia diminishes. My foreign policy, therefore, is less anti-American in 
its expression than de Gaulle’s, because he strongly felt American superior- 
ity over the Soviet Union and other countries and believed he had to oppose 
th i~ .”~3 

It is also to be noted-and this too was new-that Pompidou wanted to 
talk seriously with the Americans about specific areas of tension in Europe, 
and in particular about the Soviet threat to Romania and to Yugoslavia, 
something the Western powers were very much concerned with in 1971.44 
The Soviets were aware of that, and suspected the French of deviating from 
de Gaulle’s policy of “ independen~e.”~~ 

On the military level, things were also developing favorably. On March 10, 
1970, following Pompidou’s trip to America, and on Kissinger’s advice, 
Nixon approved a whole series of measures. General Goodpaster, first of all, 
was authorized to explore with General Fourquet all practical ways of im- 
proving cooperation with the French armed forces. In particular, the two 
generals could consider what arrangements were possible in the area of tac- 
tical nuclear weapons, and what sort of cooperation might be possible on 
naval questions. They would also discuss how plans for the use of strategic 
nuclear forces might be coordinated, taking care, on this issue, to respect the 
French decision to reject the principle of alliance-wide military “integration,” 
and with the proviso that any arrangements they worked out would ulti- 
mately have to be approved by the two presidents. The Franco-American 
committee on conventional weapons, set up in 1962 but dormant since 1966, 



Georges Pompidou and US.-European Relations 167 

would be reactivated; the possibility of assisting the French with their missile 
program would be studied; a 1964 decision of the Johnson administration 
(NSAM 294), which ruled out all aid to the French relating to nuclear 
weapons and missiles, would be put aside for the time being.46 

Not everyone in Washington was as willing as Nixon and Kissinger were 
to resume military collaboration with the French. ,--rptary of Defense 
Melvin Laird, for example, ostensibly supported the idea of missile assis- 
tance, but he was in fact not very eager to change policy in this area. In an 
April 1970 memorandum, he emphasized possible difficulties with Congress 
and possible repercussions on the SALT negotiations with the Soviets. And 
he too thought that whatever exchanges did take place should not “provide 
any significant technical impetus to French capabilities’’-at least not at first. 
But if that were the case, the French would scarcely find an American offer 
of assistance particularly attractive! He wanted the French, moreover, to give 
America certain things in return for whatever they did get. They would, for 
example, have to take part in the study of strategy in the coming decade that 
NATO had begun.*’ But this sort of condition would be hard for the French 
to accept. It was clear that they were determined to stay out of the “inte- 
grated NATO system, the system they had officially left in 1966; they there- 
fore were unwilling to participate in exercises of this sort, exercises which, 
they were afraid, might pull them back into the “integrated system through 
the back door. As Pompidou noted on April 24, Paris was willing to discuss 
these issues of strategy bilaterally with the Americans, just not within the 
multilateral NATO framework.48 There is no better illustration of the ongoing 
French concern for a special relationship with Washington, the same sort of 
relationship the British had-indeed, for a relationship with the Americans 
that would allow France to play a pivotal and strategically central role in the 
Western world as a whole. 

Kissinger chose to go ahead without paying much attention to what Laird 
had said. On April 24, 1970, he decided to send John Foster to Paris. Foster, 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense in charge of weapons development, was 
told to take account of Lairds concerns concerning secrecy, Congress, and 
the SALT talks, but it was also emphasized that the president wanted to help 
the French. Foster, moreover, was to make it clear that American assistance 
would not depend on a rapprochement between France and NATO.49 
Kissinger and Nixon were not going to let “theological” issues relating to 
NATO stand in their way. 

In the summer of 1970, things were moving ahead quite nicely. General 
Goodpaster had had his first discussions with General Fourquet; there had 
been progress on military cooperation in central Europe in the event 
of war, even if the French were not yet ready to talk about their (future) 
tactical nuclear weapons; and Assistant Secretary Foster had begun to talk 
privately with Jean Blancard, a high French defense official in charge of 
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weapons development and procurement, about what the French would 
like in terms of missile cooperation. At the same time, and in all sorts of ar- 
eas, the exchange of scientific information was proceeding at an increasing 
pace; there was in fact more cooperation with France in this area than with 
any other country.jO 

But, as Kissinger’s assistant Helmut Sonnenfeldt pointed out to him on Au- 
gust 3, 1970, all of those issues had been dealt with on an ad hoc basis; now 
things had to be systematized. There had to be a doctrine approved by the 
president. A coordinating committee had to be set up in Washington to su- 
pervise the exchanges with the French. A series of basic judgments had to be 
made: should the U.S. government support the French nuclear program, and 
thus reverse the decision the Johnson administration had made in 1964? 
What effect would a decision to support the French in this area have on the 
SALT talks? Sonnenfeldt’s discussion of this issue implied that he was in fa- 
vor of supporting the French program, if only because if there were no nu- 
clear coordination with France, the result in the event of an armed conflict in 
Europe might well be catastrophic for the alliance as a whole. French nuclear 
forces, moreover, in his judgment would not really be large enough to stand 
in the way of a SALT agreement. Clearly the best thing, in Sonnenfeldt’s view, 
would be for a program of American nuclear assistance to be worked out 
within the framework of a common Anglo-Franco-American nuclear strat- 
egy, as British leaders now suggested.51 

In the months that followed, National Security Council, Pentagon, and 
State Department officials continued to consider these issues. These discus- 
sions took place within an ad hoc committee responsible for preparing a Na- 
tional Security Study Memorandum (what was to become NSSM 100) on mil- 
itary relations with France. It was not very easy to work out a new policy. 
The military authorities were against making any concessions for France un- 
less it rejoined the integrated NATO organization, at least in practice. And it 
was also understood that Congress would be reluctant to accept a funda- 
mental change of policy. Some officials were also worried about how other 
allies-West Germany above all-might react if a special bilateral relation- 
ship with France took shape in this area.j2 Given all these concerns, 
Kissinger therefore had to intervene repeatedly to keep things moving.j3 

Finally, in late March, the committee agreed on certain recommendations 
of rather limited scope, which were then approved by the president (in Na- 
tional Security Decision Memoranda, or NSDM’s, 103 and 104). There would 
be a certain relaxation of the rules governing the export of supercomputers 
essential for the development of nuclear weapons. As for missiles, the 
French might be helped to improve the reliability of their existing systems, 
but the Americans would not help them develop systems that would allow 
those weapons to be targeted more accurately. (The French had been inter- 
ested in getting help in that area). On warhead design proper, the Americans 
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would limit themselves to resuming the talks, broken off in 1963, dealing 
with the procedures and systems for preventing accidents and guarding 
against unauthorized use.54 

A memorandum was then handed over to the French on May 5, 1971, pro- 
posing discussions relating to missile technology, nuclear weapons safety, 
and high-powered computers.jj That led to a meeting between Foster and 
Blancard in Paris on May 12 on the missile question. Blancard agreed com- 
pletely that the exchanges should deal solely with the reliability of the exist- 
ing systems. His main concern, in fact, was to make sure that the systems 
then under development, which apparently were having certain problems, 
would function correctly. He was not at that point interested in asking the 
Americans for help in developing a more advanced generation of missiles. 
The two men met again on June 15, and at that second meeting, Foster gave 
Blancard a draft of an agreement for cooperation on missiles and nuclear 
weapons safety.jb On July 22, Blancard was authorized to sign that agree- 
ment and begin discussions in those two areas. It is important to note that 
this accord went far beyond what had initially been decided upon in Wash- 
ington. It provided that arrangements could be made relating to missile guid- 
ance and accuracy and to the hardening of warheads (so that they could sur- 
vive attack from a nuclear-based, antiballistic missile defense system, such as 
the Soviet Galosh ABM systemba major development, even if the arrange- 
ments in those areas would be subject to special  restriction^.^' One thus has 
the impression that some US. officials wanted to go a bit beyond what was 
generally acceptable within the government. There were more discussions 
between Blancard and Foster, in Washington this time, in November. On the 
12th, Foster formally proposed that the two sides begin discussions on nu- 
clear weapons safety. 

The Paris authorities, for their part, were quite interested in getting infor- 
mation from the Americans that would allow them to improve their missile 
systems-and to gain time and save money in the process. But indepen- 
dence was still a fundamental French concern, and for them as for the Amer- 
icans, there were limits beyond which they would not go. The feeling on the 
French side was that in no case should the talks allow the Americans to get 
a clear sense of either the operational value of the French missiles or a clear 
understanding of the French system for strategic command and control. 
Moreover, under no circumstances should the Americans be in a position to 
intimate to the Soviets that these technical arrangements gave the United 
States any sort of control over the French nuclear force. So each side held 
back, albeit for somewhat different reasons.58 But within those limits there 
were still many areas in which a considerable degree of cooperation was 
possible. The Goodpaster-Fourquet discussions about coordinating French 
military plans with those of NATO could proceed. The Ailleret-Lemnitzer 
accords of 1967 could be brought up to date (and another meeting for that 
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purpose took place on January 27, 1971). But none of this meant that the 
French forces were to be placed under NATO command: French indepen- 
dence was not bei.x cnmpromised, and in a crisis France would remain free 
to act as it chose. Finally, the French were inclined to limit many of these 
arrangements, for the time being, to the French forces in Germany, and pre- 
ferred not to extend them right away to the whole French army in Europe- 
something that would have raised various problems relating to the French 
short-range Pluton missile and the use of tactical nuclear weapons more gen- 
erally before the French were ready to discuss them.59 

So by the end of 1970, relations between the two countries were better 
than they had been in years. The only real problem in Franco-American re- 
lations was the international monetary question: in December, France again 
started buying gold, and again began to criticize American monetary and 
economic policy and complain about its negative impact on Europe.6o 

THE LIMITS OF MILITARY COOPERATION: 
HARDWAREYES, SOFTWARE NO! 

The French were inclined to talk with the Americans about weaponry- 
about “hardware” (and even then with the reservations just notedhrather 
than about the principles that would govern the actual use of nuclear 
weapons-that is, about “software.” The basic 1966 decision to leave the in- 
tegrated NATO system was not going to be reversed. To give but one exam- 
ple: after a serious and rather animated Defense Council discussion held at 
the E1ysi.e Palace on February 26, 1971, a 1967 decision relating to the oil 
pipelines built by NATO on French territory was reaffirmed: in peacetime, 
those pipelines would continue to supply NATO forces in Germany; but if 
war broke out, France would be free to decide whether those pipelines 
would continue to be used in that way. This ostensibly technical issue raised 
the whole problem of the interpretation of Article V of the North Atlantic 
Treaty: Paris was in effect insisting on preserving its complete freedom of ac- 
tion, even for an act of assistance (making the pipelines available), which 
would not be a military action in the strict sense and would not mean that 
France would actually be taking part in the war. This was a very limited read- 
ing of Article V, and its legality was actually questioned by certain French 
diplomats. Pompidou was thus upholding the strictest possible interpretation 
of France’s freedom of decision in the event of a crisis.61 Beyond its general 
implications about France’s relationship with NATO (the steadfast refusal of 
any automatic commitment of French forces), the pipeline question was a 
major source of irritation for Americans. They could no longer be sure that 
the pipelines, and indeed the entire French logistical system, would be avail- 
able in the event of war. This to them was the most serious consequence of 
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France’s withdrawal from NATO in 1966, and they hoped that the military 
rapprochement with Paris would allow this problem to be reconsidered 
sometime in the future.62 

Not every major French official wanted to remain so aloof. Certain officials 
(like Francois de Rose, France’s representative in the North Atlantic Council) 
were struck by the way American attitudes on strategic issues were chang- 
ing. The Americans, in their view, were increasingly reluctant to contemplate 
the use not just of strategic but also of tactical nuclear weapons; they were 
also interested in reducing the American military presence in Europe and 
seeing the Europeans build up their own conventional capabilities. What this 
meant, as those officials analyzed the situation, was that the French authori- 
ties needed to talk with their American counterparts about the doctrine for 
the use of nuclear weapons, and especially for the use of France’s own tac- 
tical nuclear weapons, such as the Pluton short-range missiles that were due 
to become operational in 1973; when they were deployed, a problem of co- 
ordination with NATO would naturally arise.63 Pompidou categorically re- 
fused to consider anything of the sort: France had to make its “indepen- 
dence” abundantly clear; the prospect of talks with Washington on nuclear 
doctrine aroused his “greatest distrust.”64 He was afraid the Americans 
“would try to draw us into a discussion about our relations with them in the 
area of defense and nuclear weapons.”65 As for the Plutons, while the plan 
in 1970 had been to station them with the French forces in Germany (the fis- 
sionable core remaining stockpiled in France in normal times) by the begin- 
ning of 1971, the French were leaning toward the idea of keeping them in 
France. That would reduce problems with the Germans, who were worried 
about having their own territory targeted to an even greater extent than it al- 
ready was, and who were particularly concerned about missiles with such a 
short (seventy-five mile) range. Keeping the Plutons in France would help 
preserve Paris’s freedom of decision in the event of war, and would help the 
French government delay what it knew would be a difficult discussion with 
the Americans about doctrine for the use of those weapons.66 

POMPIDOU AND THE ARMS CONTROL TALKS 
WITH THE SOVIETS (SALT AND MBFR) 

Despite the military rapprochement with Washington, the Gaullist dogma of 
national independence was still alive and well during the Pompidou period. 
But under Pompidou, that dogma took on a somewhat different coloration: 
Pompidou did not share some of de Gaulle’s long-term goals, and for him 
“independence” was understood in a rather different way. This will become 
clear when we examine the French attitude toward the arms control talks 
with Moscow: SALT and MBFR. On these issues, Paris and Washington did 
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not see eye-to-eye, and the gap between them actually widened, beginning 
especially in 1972. But Pompidou’s point of view on these matters was only 
partially rooted in Gaullist principles. His main concern in fact was to main- 
tain the strategic unity of the West vis-5-vis the USSR, which was not at all in 
line with de Gaulle’s basic thinking. 

As early as 1971, the French realized that the United States and the Soviet 
Union would probably soon reach an agreement limiting the size of their 
strategic forces, and that such an agreement might well affect France in some 
very basic ways. It might affect the political and military value of France’s 
own nuclear force, and the French might also have to deal with American 
and Soviet pressure for the inclusion of French forces in the agreement.67 So 
the French were concerned, and knew that they had to follow the SALT ne- 
gotiations with great care. 

With regard to the MBFR negotiations, their attitude was far more negative. 
They in fact rejected the very idea of such talks. Their fear was that an MBFR 
agreement would lead to a withdrawal of the American troops stationed in 
Europe, a constant fear in Paris during Pompidou period. It might also lead 
to a neutralization of central Europe, which in turn would allow the USSR to 
exert continuing pressure on Europe as a whole. Again, it is important to 
note that this was certainly not a “Gaullist” way of looking at things.@ It was 
also feared that an MBFR agreement would rule out the possibility of a “Eu- 
ropean” defense of Europe, an option that Pompidou wanted to keep 
open.@ 

But Pompidou’s greatest worry was that the Americans might be leaning 
toward a policy of disengagement; if that were true, an MBFR accord might 
well facilitate the implementation of such a policy-that is, it might lead to 
the withdrawal of foreign forces from both Germanies. The feeling was that 
this in turn might rapidly lead to the emergence of a politically free and re- 
unified, and indeed nuclearized, Germany; this set of concerns was also 
linked to the fear that reudication was the ultimate goal of West Germany’s 

As Pompidou saw the situation, if the West-the U.S. govern- 
ment above all-did not rein in the Ostpolitik and was not very careful in the 
arms control talks with the USSR, one of two t h g s  would happen. Either 
West Germany would end up falling under Soviet influence, or a reunified 
Germany, a nuclearized Germany, would again play a fully independent role 
in international affairs. Either result would be a disaster for France. Again, this 
had not been de Gaulle’s view at all: Germany, in the general’s view, could 
be kept in line by workmg with the Soviets, and indeed by establishing a new 
security system in Europe-a system based on a kind of Franco-Soviet en- 
tente, and one in which the Americans would play a marginal role.71 Like 
most French political figures, both men were opposed to German reunifica- 
tion, but Pompidou approached the German question in a far more “West- 
ern” context and was more distrustful of the USSR than de Gaulle had been. 
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THE AZORES SUMMIT AND ITS 
DISAPPOINTING AFTERMATH 

Nixon and Pompidou met in the Azores in December 1971. The famous 
“Nixon shocks”-the announcement in July that the American president 
would soon visit Peking and the suspension of dollar convertibility on Au- 
gust 15-had come earlier that year. Paris had welcomed the U.S. decision 
on China; that move seemed to imply that the French had been right to rec- 
ognize Peking in 1964, and it made obvious geopolitical sense.72 But the 
U.S. decision to end convertibility-the U.S. decision, that is, to put an end 
to the Bretton Woods monetary system-was viewed in an entirely different 
light. And indeed the monetary issue was to be a major source of Franco- 
American discord in this period. 

It was in fact to be one of three major areas of disagreement, the other two 
being the question of a conference on security in Europe (which Paris 
wanted but which Washington still opposed), and the MBFR issue (on which 
positions were reversed).’3 The complex discussions Pompidou, Nixon, and 
Kissinger had on December 13 and 14 will not be reviewed in detail here, 
but it is important to give some sense of what went on at the Azores meet- 
ing.’* The French president had sought that summit, and he presented him- 
self there as a sort of spokesman for Europe. His whole strategy at the Azores 
meeting, ostensibly accepted by Nixon and Kissinger, was to place the mon- 
etary problem in the broader context of the political solidarity of the West as 
a whole. “France,” he told his American partners, “is a western country, for 
that reason, and for historical reasons as well, she is determined to maintain 
the alliance and remain friendly with the United States.” The monetary issue 
was to be dealt with in that framework. And for Pompidou, a former banker 
who was resolved to modernize France and place it firmly in the world 
economy, the monetary issue was of fundamental importance in its own 
right. But the way he framed that issue typified the basic Pompidou ap- 
proach to foreign policy: France wanted to develop the European Economic 
Community and sought to play a decisive role in the EEC, but that “Euro- 
pean” orientation was to be balanced by the cultivation of a certain relation- 
ship with Washington, a relationship that would actually strengthen the 
French position in Europe. The goal was to put “theology” aside and strike a 
balance that made practical sense-not just a balance between Europe and 
America, but a balance in France’s relationship with America. France would 
be neither satellite nor challenger-indeed it made little sense to try to com- 
pete with America, since if forced to choose, no one in Europe at that time 
would follow France. 

On the political issues, the two leaders thus reached agreement rather eas- 
ily. Detente with the USSR, they both felt, was necessary, but one had to pro- 
ceed cautiously in this area, and the Ostpolitik also had to be pursued with 
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great care; US.  troops had to be kept in Europe, and congressional pressure 
for withdrawal needed to be resisted; the Sino-American rapprochement was 
to be pursued. In the monetary area, however, the talks were very difficult, 
but ended in compromise. The dollar would be devalued (since the French 
balance of trade with the United States showed a 50 percent deficit, that was 
an important concession for Paris), but there would be a return to a system 
of fixed exchange rates. Those fixed rates would be different from what they 
had been, but once set they would be defended. This point was essential for 
France. It was connected both to the problem of its internal economic equi- 
librium and to the very delicate problem of the relationship between the 
franc and the German mark. Moreover, in a secret agreement, the Americans 
promised eventually to restore the convertibility of the dollar, which was ob- 
viously essential if a new and solid fixed exchange rate system was to be put 
in place, a system in which the Americans would play a key role. 

As it turned out, those US.  commitments were honored only in part. The 
so-called Smithsonian Agreement of December 18, 1971, which was sup- 
posed to implement the Azores decisions, did set new exchange rates. (The 
dollar was devalued by 7.9 percent, the pound and the franc retained their 
old value and were, in fact, revalued by 8.57 percent with respect to the dol- 
lar, the mark was revalued by 13.58 percent and stopped floating, and the 
yen was revalued by 16.88 percent.) But the dollar remained nonconvert- 
ible and the Americans made no promise to defend the dollar at that new 
level. It followed that the maintenance of that new exchange rate depended 
on the willingness of the central banks outside of the United States to accu- 
mulate unlimited quantities of dollars. So the Smithsonian Agreement was 
very fragile. Floating the dollar was thus inevitable, for if the dollar was not 
convertible into gold, its devaluation with respect to gold no longer had any 
meaning. 

Indeed, with the floating of the pound in 1972, the limited value of the 
Smithsonian Agreement became apparent. A new monetary crisis that 
erupted in February 1973 led to an additional 10 percent devaluation of the 
dollar. That in turn led on March 16 to the historic decision to allow the Eu- 
ropean currencies to float jointly against the dollar. The Bretton Woods sys- 
tem of fixed exchange rates-even “adjustable” fured rates, as they were 
called for a time-had thus been effectively abandoned, even before it was 
officially abandoned at the Jamaica Conference in January 1976. The Ameri- 
cans had thus achieved a goal that at least some US. officials had been aim- 
ing for since 1971: freed of the constraints imposed by a system of fixed ex- 
change rates, the United States could henceforth allow the dollar to move in 
accordance with America’s commercial interests; at the same time, the 
United States would benefit from the fact that the dollar would continue to 
serve as a transnational currency, and that meant that the chronic U.S. pay- 
ments deficit could continue, and that even US. capital exports did not have 
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to be limited.75 This represented a fundamental shift in the policy the Amer- 
icans had followed since 1947: from this point on, the strictly national inter- 
ests of the United States, in a very basic area, were now more important than 
America’s responsibilities as leader of the Free World.76 

The failure of the Azores Conference was a failure for the Pompidou con- 
cept of a Europe led by France that collaborates with America on an equal 
footing in a basically united Western world. Pompidou, who had been more 
accommodating on monetary matters than de Gaulle had been, was well 
aware of what had happened. He complained to Nixon on February 4, 1972, 
that the United States had not kept its promises: “When we met in the Azores,” 
he wrote, “I of course understood that there was no longer any question of a 
return to full convertibility for your currency [into gold, which the French had 
previously sought]. But, as I indicated there, if you agreed to control capital 
movements, if you developed a system that would stabilize the foreign dollar 
balances, if you agreed to establish a system that would enable you to defend 
the value of your currency by buying dollars in exchange for other currencies, 
then for all practical purposes we would have full currency-to-currency con- 
vertibility.” Nixon, Pompidou continued, had alluded in a message to Con- 
gress to a growing acceptance of flexible exchange rates, but that general at- 
titude, the French president pointed out, “did not appear to be in line with the 
commitments you and I made” at the Azores meeting.77 Washington had not 
taken any steps to control US. capital exports, a key issue for the French, who 
criticized the Americans for buying up European firms with dollars that were 
accepted abroad because of that currency’s international role-dollars that 
were accepted in spite of the fact that the United States was running a pay- 
ments deficit year after year, and were thus, in a sense, devoid of real ex- 
change value. One important point to be noted here is that Pompidou did not 
demand a return to the gold standard, as de Gaulle had done in 196Sand 
that fact meant that compromise was not out of the question. But Nixon’s 
rather vague February 16 reply showed that the U.S. government was not re- 
ally interested in reaching one. Reviewing that exchange on March 28, 1973, 
in the light of what had subsequently transpired, Jean-RenC Bernard, who fol- 
lowed issues of international finance at the ElysCe, noted: “these documents 
show that the Americans do not really think the monetary commitments they 
made at the Azores are to be taken seriou~ly.”~~ The deterioration of Franco- 
American relations that followed had a good deal to do with the fact that such 
beliefs had taken hold in Paris. 

French officials were in fact fully aware of the fragility and temporary char- 
acter of the Smithsonian Agreement. At a meeting on monetary issues held 
on February 7, 1972, finance minister ValCry Giscard d’Estaing outlined the 
situation. Either the Smithsonian Agreement would be implemented, or the 
crisis could serve as an occasion to take another step toward European eco- 
nomic and monetary union. Pompidou strongly expressed his preference for 
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that latter solution, since choosing the first would be tantamount to “admit- 
ting that the United States was in charge of world economic and monetary 
policy.” The Germans would also have to make the same choice: they would 
not be able to go against Europe despite their tendency to follow the United 
States.79 Pompidou had thus crossed a certain threshold: in the final analysis, 
a European monetary agreement was more important than getting the Amer- 
icans to accept a fixed exchange rate system. For the French, this was a com- 
plete conceptual about-face. An agreement of that sort could now be nego- 
tiated, and, as noted above, a very important agreement that provided for a 
common float of the European currencies against the dollar was actually 
signed the following year. 

The monetary question was thus one of the key factors that led to the re- 
casting of Pompidou’s American policy in 1973. From that point on, the 
French sought less to play the role of intermediary between the United States 
and Europe. It was more important now to try to organize E u r o p e a a t  is, 
to create a strong European counterweight to American preponderance 
within the Western world-and this marked a certain return of Gaullism. The 
US. embassy in Paris, for its part, noted the damage the monetary question 
had caused and sensed that French policy was coming to have a more “Eu- 
ropean” orientation.80 

POLITICO-MILITARY RELATIONS IN 1972 

The French may have been disappointed by the results of the Azores Sum- 
mit, but in the rmlitary area, Franco-American relations continued to improve 
in 1972. Defense minister Michel DebrC, for example, was struck by how 
forthcoming the Americans were in the Foster-Blancard talks. The U.S. gov- 
ernment, he wrote Pompidou in March, was offering technical information 
of the utmost importance. “We are justified,” he said, “in thinking that the 
American leaders intend to provide us with very valuable assistance+hat is, 
that they consider it in their interest to support and improve the develop- 
ment of our nuclear force. They are asking us for absolutely nothing in re- 
turn.”81 The Americans had clearly gone much further than what had been 
officially agreed upon in Washington. 

On July 7 and 12, DebrC had a series of conversations in Washington with 
Kissinger, Laird, and Nixon.82 Those discussions developed along very posi- 
tive lines; indeed, the Franco-American relationship in this area was marked 
by a certain intimacy. DebrC asked for information about the Soviet radar 
system and Soviet ABM defenses; that information was essential if the French 
nuclear force was to be able to attack Soviet targets effectively. Kissinger 
promised to provide that information to him directly if the relevant govern- 
ment agencies proved unwilling to turn it over themselves. This, incidentally, 
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again indicates that the president’s advisor had moved well beyond the cau- 
tious policy that the administration as a whole had been able to agree upon. 
Laird, for his part, promised that the MacMahon law about atomic secrecy 
would be interpreted liberally after Nixon was reelected in November. As a 
result of these discussions, General Walters, the deputy director of the CIA, 
would meet with Debri: in September to provide him with the information 
about the Soviet ABM defenses; this highly technical information was ex- 
tremely confidential, and had been obtained by American intelligence agen- 
cies using very advanced methods.83 

The SALT issue was, of course, more of a problem. The basic SALT agree- 
ments were signed in May 1972; the French were worried about how their 
country might be affected. On June 13, the French president wondered 
aloud, in a meeting with Soviet foreign minister Gromyko, whether the SALT 
agreements “did not correspond more or less to a kind of desire to establish 
a condominium over the rest of the world.” This “condominium” theme 
would recur frequently later on.@ Moreover, France ran the risk of being at 
least indirectly involved because of its own nuclear force. Nixon wrote to 
Pompidou on June 9 to tell him about his trip to Moscow, and in that letter 
he alluded to the SALT agreements. The Soviets had demanded the right, 
Nixon said, to increase the number of their nuclear submarines if France and 
Great Britain went beyond their programmed total of nine nuclear sub- 
marines (four British and five French; there was a strong interest in building 
a surth French nuclear submarine so that at least two would always be at 
sea). Nixon had categorically rejected that demand, but it was clear that 
Moscow would bring it up again during the next phase of the negotiations 
and that Paris and Washington would have to reach a common view on the 
subject. Pompidou answered on July 1 in a way that made France’s very cau- 
tious attitude on that point quite clear.85 

Another point of great concern to France was the Soviet-sponsored idea of 
a treaty in which the United States and the USSR would each promise not to 
use nuclear weapons against the other. Obviously, the Americans were not 
inclined to accept something that was so totally at variance with basic NATO 
strategy, but they did not think they could respond in a purely negative way. 
Brezhnev and his dktente policy-apposed, in their view, by elements within 
the Soviet leadershipwere to be supported; a simple rejection would there- 
fore not be a good idea.86 That US. position worried the French quite a bit: 
the West, in their view, could not rule out the possibility that it might use nu- 
clear weapons first. And there was another point in the draft treaty that they 
particularly disliked, the point about how America and Russia should coop- 
erate in preventing situations from developing in which third parties might 
bring about a US.-Soviet nuclear confrontation. This might well apply to 
France, and it again raised the specter of a kind of US.-Soviet “condo- 
minium”-a theme that would become particularly important the following 
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year.87 Pompidou would express such concerns when Kissinger visited him 
on September 15, 1972; on that occasion Kissinger assured him that the 
United States would sign only a very general declaration aimed at ruling out 
the use of military force against any country.% 

The French, of course, also remained opposed to the MBFR talks. They 
were quite concerned that the U.S. government, under pressure from Con- 
gress and public opinion, was increasingly inclined to contemplate a reduc- 
tion in US. force levels in Europe.89 Paris continued to refuse to take part in 
those talks, even indirectly. 

In early 1973, even though bilateral French-American relations were good, 
the best they had been in a long time-this was reflected in the fact that anti- 
American rhetoric had disappeared both in official discourse and in the gov- 
ernment-controlled media-there were still important differences of opinion 
on certain multilateral problems. There were, in particular, problems relating 
to the SALT and MBFR negotiations and to the preparations for the Confer- 
ence on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE): the French, as we have 
seen, were concerned about the SALT talks and disliked the whole idea of 
an MBFR agreement; on the other hand, they were more enthusiastic than 
the Americans about the CSCE. But the real area of conflict-the three issues 
that would dominate Franco-American relations in the 1973-1974 period- 
lay elsewhere. First, there was the monetary problem. And then there was a 
series of economic problems, relating specifically to the EEC’s Common 
Agricultural Policy and the question of special economic arrangements be- 
tween Europe and Africa. Such issues were rooted in a more general conflict 
between the particular economic structures the Europeans had put in place, 
and the American pressure for the dismantling of such structures in order to 
bring about a more liberal international trading system. Finally, and most im- 
portantly, there was the American goal of creating a framework within which 
the US. government could “deal with Western Europe as a whole on a basis 
which permits a comprehensive, closely linked discussion of the entire range 
of questions-security, political, monetary, trade, and investment-which 
comprise our interest in Europe.”9o 

And it was precisely that idea-the idea of a more or less formal restruc- 
turing of the US.-European relationship on the basis of an American plan- 
that the French were to oppose so forcefully in 1973 and 1974. The United 
States, for its part, was quite determined in 1973 to resolve the international 
questions still on the agenda. The Americans intended to pursue the d6tente 
policy with the Soviets and lay the basis for a stable and durable US.-Soviet 
bilateral relationship, and they also intended to redefine their basic relation- 
ship with Europe. The French, the Americans hoped, might be induced to go 
along with that policy, but in no event would they be allowed to stand in its 
way.91 The two sides were thus set on a collision course: from that point on, 
a clash with Paris was inevitable. 
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THE REYKJAVIK CONFERENCE (MAY 3 1 -JUNE 1,1973) 

In the spring of 1773, developments proceeded as Washington had foreseen 
at the beginning of the year. On April 23, Kissinger had announced the “Year 
of Europe”: during that year, US.-European relations were to be redefined 
around a new Atlantic Charter.92 It should be noted at this point that Pompi- 
dou was indirectly the source of that initiative. Kissinger came up with the 
idea right after one of his meetings with Pompidou, and after the French 
president had suggested, in an interview with James Reston of the New Yo& 
Times, that regular talks be held among the Western leaders “at the highest 
level.” But Kissinger did not handle the “Year of Europe” initiative in a par- 
ticularly skillful way, and that-combined with the fact that his real reasons 
for pressing that initiative were understood perfectly well in Paris-led to a 
major crisis with France.93 

During this time, the Americans together with the Soviets were working 
out the agreement “for the prevention of nuclear war,” which Brezhnev was 
due to sign in California on June 22. Furthermore, as Kissinger and the Sovi- 
ets had agreed in September 1772, negotiations on security in Europe had 
begun in Helsinki on November 22, and the MBFR talks had begun in Vienna 
on January 30, 1973. In July, the ministers of foreign affairs were scheduled 
to meet in Helslnki to prepare for a CSCE. The international scene was thus 
quite active. 

Georges Pompidou and the very Gaullist Michel Jobert, who had become 
minister of foreign affairs in April, were worried about what was going on. 
Were the Americans going to reach an agreement with the USSR at Europe’s 
expense? On April 23, Kissinger gave a speech in which he had referred to 
Europe as a “regional entity” with limited interests. Was Washington out to 
dominate the Western world? Were the Americans trying to create a system 
in which Europe would fall in behind America’s global policy, and indeed 
accommodate the Americans on economic issues (where Europe was in a 
relatively strong position vis-i-vis the United States) in exchange for the 
American security guarantee? Wasn’t the plan for a new Atlantic Charter-for 
a restructuring of the US.-European relationship-just a kind of cover that 
would help America achieve its real goals? Jean-Bernard Raimond, Pompi- 
dou’s diplomatic advisor, characterized that Kissinger speech as an “imperi- 
ous text, one that fundamentally expresses the thirst for power of the United 
States”; it was reminiscent, he thought, of Kennedy’s Philadelphia speech of 
July 4, 1762. The danger was that France’s European partners might be 
tempted to go along with that American policy: “their preference was for an 
Atlantic world under American control.”94 Jacques Kosciusko-Morizet, the 
French ambassador in Washington, was worried about the agreement the 
Americans and the Soviets were negotiating on preventing nuclear war: with 
“the Americans seeking in effect to avoid any use of nuclear weapons, and 
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with the Russians at the same time trying to denuclearize and neutralize 
Western Europe, by cutting it off from the United States and dismantling the 
system of the Atlantic alliance,” the road that that agreement was opening up 
might well lead to disaster for Europe-and for France in par t ic~ lar .~~ Jean- 
Bernard Raimond shared those fears and, in early May, even went further. 
“Strengthening cooperation between the USSR and the United States,” he 
told Pompidou, would threaten “the world political balance,” and could re- 
sult in “the political neutralization of third powers.” He advised Pompidou to 
undertake a major policy initiative and approach France’s European partners 
with the goal of opening up a serious discussion of these fundamental issues 
with the United States.96 

The French were increasingly worried about the specter of a “U.S.-Soviet 
condominium” (a term that, as we have seen, Pompidou also used, but in his 
mind was directed at least as much against the USSR as against the United 
States), but that was not their only concern. There was also the monetary 
question; French officials objected to the U.S. government’s refusal to submit 
to the slightest discipline in that area, and some of them continued to believe 
a return to the gold standard was possible. With regard to trade policy and the 
“Nixon Round of trade negotiations, they noted Washington’s opposition to 
the EEC’s Common Agricultural Policy. In the area of energy policy-an area 
of growing tension even before the 1973 Yom Kippur War-they noted the 
U.S. government’s wish (which Nixon’s April 18 energy message had made 
clear) to form a bloc of oil-consuming nations to deal with the producers’ car- 
tel, something they viewed as very dangero~s.~’ But the French authorities 
seemed divided among themselves as to what line to follow on these areas. 
The Washington embassy recommended negotiation and suggested possible 
 compromise^.^^ Others, like Olivier Wormser, governor-general of the Bank 
of France, thought it was necessary to remain firm: the United States itself, he 
thought, would someday return to the gold standard as the basis of the inter- 
national monetary system.99 As we have seen, Georges Pompidou did not 
share that illusion. 

A new Pompidou-Nixon summit meeting was scheduled to take place in 
Reykjavik at the end of May, and to prepare for that meeting Kissinger and 
Pompidou met on May 18. Io0 That meeting was very important: it was, in my 
view, the most open and most significant meeting that ever took place be- 
tween Pompidou and an American leader. The French president in that May 
18 meeting was quite accommodating. With regard to the “Year of Europe,” 
he was not shocked by Kissinger’s idea of Europe as a regional power (the 
region in question, however, would include the Mediterranean and Africa). 
He was not against the idea of bringing the Europeans and the Americans to- 
gether to talk about all of the problems they faced, both economic and po- 
litical-in other words, he was not against the idea of establishing a political 
framework within which US.-European economic problems could be dealt 
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with. He was thus not opposed in principle to the notion of a “new Atlantic 
Charter.” He was willing to talk about wheat at the Reykjavik meeting and 
was prepared to propose an entente among grain-exporting countries. The 
international monetary question would obviously have to be discussed, 
since things could not just be left as they were, but on this issue as well he 
clearly was prepared to approach the problem in a very pragmatic way. On 
one point he was firm: there could be no question of involving the United 
Kingdom as a third party in Franco-American military discussions. And he 
raised an excellent question concerning the impending US.-Soviet agree- 
ment on preventing nuclear war. The problem was not so much one of 
avoiding war, but rather preventing a series of moves the Soviets could make 
below the threshold of a war-the sort of move they had made against 
Czechoslovakia in 1968, the sort of action they might take against Yugoslavia 
when Tito died, or against China when Mao died. If the fear of war had held 
them back in the past, wasn’t it possible that reducing that fear might lead 
them to move forward more actively in the future? “Brezhnev,” he said, “is a 
pleasant man and a bon vivant, but he is not easy to stop when he moves 
forward.” How did the Americans propose to halt “a camouflaged Soviet ad- 
vance,” one that took place without the actual use of force, like a stream that 
kept on moving? He thought the Americans did not realize the threat that the 
Soviet Union still posed to the West; he warned Kissinger against opting for 
the USSR over China. 

Kissinger responded by unveiling the real strategy of the United States. 
There was absolutely no question, he said, of establishing a U.S.-Soviet con- 
dominium or of choosing Moscow over China. The US. goal instead was to 
support China-that is, to prevent the USSR from crushing China. If the So- 
viets were allowed to crush that country, they would go on to “Finlandize” 
Europe; the United States would then be isolated. But to prevent the Sino- 
American rapprochement, which was going to deepen in the years to come, 
from serving as a pretext for a Soviet attack on China, it was necessary to pur- 
sue a policy of detente with Moscow at the same time. The aim was to “gain 
time, to paralyze the USSR.” The American strategy was “perhaps complex, 
but it was not stupid.” The Americans, in pursuing that policy, were not giv- 
ing way to the USSR. Their goal was “to catch her in a net.” One should note 
at this point that the explanation of American policy Kissinger gave here was 
the same sort of explanation he gave the Chinese at the time.lO’ 

In this context, a strong Europe, Kissinger added, one in which a “pivotal 
role” would be played by France (and not Germany, which was too open to 
Soviet pressure), suited the United States. It was for this reason, he said, that 
the US. government was prepared to help the French develop their military 
capabilities. The Nixon administration, he pointed out, had never laid out its 
thinking so openly with a foreign leader. Pompidou replied by noting the im- 
portance of what Kissinger had said, and promised “to consider it carefully.” 
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That these were Kissinger’s real views seems quite clear, and internal 
White House documents show that he really did want to reach a great over- 
arching agreement with the Europeans on political and economic issues-an 
agreement that would set up a system in which France would play a key role. 
Not only do these sources echo the same points about China and the USSR 
that Kissinger had made in his May 18 meeting with Pompidou, but they also 
show how important the European question was in the eyes of Americans, 
and how important it was in their view to develop the US.-European rela- 
tionship in order to combat isolationist trends on both sides of the Atlantic. 
(One should note in this context that the U.S. administration was quite wor- 
ried about an amendment introduced by Senator Mansfield to reduce Amer- 
ican troop levels in Europe by 75,000 to 100,000 men). 

As the Americans saw it, the first step toward a formal restructuring of the 
US-European relationship would be the establishment of an informal high- 
level group composed of representatives from the United States, Great 
Britain, France, and West Germany, which would tackle all the major politi- 
cal and economic problems that the Western world faced. After his May 18 
meeting with Pompidou, Kissinger thought that the French president-with 
the March elections behind him, with a new government composed of men 
loyal to him, and no longer so dependent on Gaullists of the orthodox 
school-was someone he could do business with. Pompidou might be a 
tough negotiator, but he was basically a pragmatist, and he would be willing 
to cooperate with the sort of policy the Americans had in mind, provided it 
was consistent with France’s autonomy and would not prevent the emer- 
gence of a “European personality.” French support might be more easily 
gained if the United States offered greater assistance in weapons develop- 
ment and in the high technology area in general (especially with regard to 
aircraft engines). lo2 

Kissinger’s May 18 visit thus led to a certain easing of relations, at least at 
the Elyske, where Edouard Balladur had replaced Michel Jobert as secretary- 
general. The impending US.-Soviet agreement was still a source of concern, 
since it might make it easier for the USSR to maneuver below the threshold 
of war-that is, it might make it easier for the Soviets to use all sorts of indi- 
rect methods, methods that took advantage of local Communist parties and 
revolutionary movements. But that agreement was no longer considered an 
expression of an American will to power; in fact, it did not seem to be in line 
with America’s own interests. As for the “Year of Europe” and the “new At- 
lantic Charter,” it was important to take care to avoid being pulled back into 
the integrated NATO system through such channels, but the French had no 
objection to the “declaration of principles” that Kissinger had proposed on 
April 23.1°3 

The French foreign ministry-the Quai dOrsay-specially when Michel 
Jobert was in charge there, seems to have taken a much harder line. And a 
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certain segment of the press, and Gaullist elements who saw the evolution 
of U.S. policy as confirming standard Gaullist arguments about “American 
imperialism,” also tended to take a relatively hard line on these questions.104 
So from the spring of 1973 on, Pompidou was getting rather contradictory 
advice about what attitude to adopt toward the Americans. People at the 
time felt quite strongly about all of these issues, so Pompidou had to be quite 
careful in expressing his own views; thus, it is hard at times to know for sure 
what his position really was, a problem complicated by the fact that he was 
very ill. 

But the president seems to have been quite intrigued by what Kissinger 
had told him. He met with British Prime Minister Edward Heath on May 21; 
in that meeting, he appeared to want an agreement with the Americans, and 
he thought such an agreement was possible. Having heard what Kissinger 
had had to say, he was clearly not as pessimistic as some of his advisors. The 
key thing in his view was that America not allow itself to disengage from Eu- 
rope, but there were limits to what he would agree to. Pompidou and Heath 
recognized that the US. contribution to the defense of Europe was indis- 
pensable, and they did not think that Mansfield’s views would prevail. But 
still they did consider the possibility of cooperating on the next generation 
of their strategic nuclear systems, due to be deployed around 1985.1°5 Porn- 
pidou, however, was very cautious on this issue. He did not take Anglo- 
French cooperation in this area as a given; he viewed it instead as a possi- 
bility that could be explored more carefully when the time came to decide 
on the next generation of weapons.lo6 

The Reykjavik summit itself is generally presented as a failure, but that 
judgment seems rather one-sided; it in fact deserves a more nuanced assess- 
ment. To be sure, the two sides exchanged views on a whole range of inter- 
national issues, and the discussion at Reykjavik went around in circles a bit. 
There was certainly no progress on monetary issues. Pompidou tried to re- 
open that question the following month. In a June 25 letter to Nixon, he in- 
sisted on the importance of the struggle against inflation and on the need to 
defend the new exchange rates set in March 1973. He thought it was essen- 
tial that short-term capital movements be controlled. With regard to the gold 
problem, Pompidou thought the deadlock could be ended by allowing the 
central banks to buy or sell gold on the free market, which would have put 
an end once and for all to what had become the purely theoretical gold price 
of thirty-five dollars an ounce. (It should be noted at this point that from 1968 
on, a two-tiered gold market had been in place; there was the open market, 
where gold was bought and sold at a price set by supply and demand, and 
a system limited to the central banks, who exchanged gold at the official rate 
of thirty-five dollars an ounce.) But implicit in Pompidou’s proposal was the 
idea that gold would still play a special role in the international monetary 
system. To give gold a special role would benefit countries llke France, who 
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had large gold reserves, and gold producers like South Africa and the Soviet 
Union, but it would hurt those European countries who had kept their re- 
serves in dollars. And there was no chance at all that Washington would ac- 
cept such a plan: Nixon, in his August 6 reply, simply avoided the issue.lo7 
One should also note that Pompidou was now taking a somewhat harder 
line than he had taken at the Azores meeting, where the gold question had 
not been raised. Indeed, he was less flexible now than the French had pre- 
viously been: in the 1967-1969 period, they had been willing to contemplate 
an international monetary system not based on gold, as long as that system 
had some real structure to it-as long as it provided for a certain degree of 
monetary discipline, as long as the dollar’s role was brought into balance 
with the rest of the system.’Os This shlft again marked a certain return to a 
harder version of Gaullism; we shall see further examples of this later on. 

With regard to the proposal for a new Atlantic Charter, the way this issue 
was dealt with at Reykjavik should not be counted as either a success or a 
failure. Pompidou was much more reserved than he had been on May 18. In 
particular, he rejected the US. proposal for a four-power preparatory meet- 
ing.lo9 He insisted in effect that the preparatory work be done initially in bi- 
lateral meetings, and not in a multilateral group that was too closely linked 
in his mind with NATO. But discussions did take place between Kissinger 
(who had become secretary of state in August) and Jobert; the French had 
thus not opted for a simple policy of obstructionism. It is also important to 
bear in mind in this connection that Pompidou had to keep the majority 
coalition together within France. To that end, he had to pursue a policy that 
was balanced in domestic political terms-and in particular had to take hard- 
line Gaullist views into account to a greater degree that Kissinger had sup- 
posed. 

On the other hand, with regard to the military issues, the summit was a 
real success. Pompidou stated to the press following the meetings that he 
favored a continuing American troop presence in Europe. This corre- 
sponded to a deep conviction on his part, but a public pronouncement of 
this sort was quite new for the Fifth Republic! Even more important was a 
highly secret agreement relating to nuclear weapons technology that was 
reached at the third meeting at Reykjavik, a meeting specifically devoted to 
military issues.lI0 (One should note in passing that the fact that the agree- 
ment was kept secret no doubt contributed to the impression that the sum- 
mit was a failure.) Pompidou and Nixon at that session agreed that the talks 
would be extended to include nuclear weapons technology as such. The 
Franco-American discussions up to that point had been limited to what 
were, in the final analysis, secondary issues, such as missile technology and 
Soviet ABM capabilities. But now cooperation would be extended to the 
holy of holies, the most fundamental area, the design of the nuclear war- 
heads themselves. “I am happy to agree,” Pompidou declared, “that our ex- 
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perts will go to Washington and that the exchanges will be speeded up.” On 
the American side, Kissinger would be in charge of those talks. 

It is quite clear that for the Americans, the offer they made in this area was 
designed in part to facilitate the acceptance by Paris of America’s whole Eu- 
ropean program. And indeed that program had a number of features that 
were rather attractive from the French point of view. France, in the great 
Euro-Atlantic system Nixon and Kissinger envisioned, would enjoy the same 
special position as Britain.”’ And the Americans were also willing to guar- 
antee that West Germany would not acquire nuclear weapons, a subject that 
worried Georges Pompidou a great deal. All of this, the French president un- 
derstood, was of considerable value, but he was sure that the Americans 
would ask for something in return. The central question was what that price 
would be. “Naturally,” he said, “given the progress we are making in the area 
of defense, our principle is to not sell our soul for a bowl of porridge, no 
matter how good it is.”’12 

POMPIDOU REJECTS THE “BOWL OF PORRIDGE”: 
THE COLLAPSE OF THE MILITARY TALKS 

Robert Galley, the minister of defense, and Jean Blancard, in accordance 
with the Reykjavik agreement, went to the United States in late July and late 
August 1973 to discuss military cooperation.”’ Up to that point (as noted 
above), the talks had dealt only with existing French missiles and Soviet 
ABM defenses. Now the French proposed that the talks also deal with the 
missile systems still being developed and with the design of the nuclear war- 
heads themselves. While recognizing that previous exchanges had provided 
the French with very valuable information-it helped them improve the re- 
liability of their existing missiles and understand the vulnerability of their ex- 
isting nuclear force to Soviet defenses-the French now wanted help with 
the development of a new generation of weapons: missiles with multiple in- 
dependently targeted reentry vehicles (or MIRVs, as they were called), hard- 
ened thermonuclear warheads, and “clean” tactical nuclear weapons. “Many 
solutions are possible,” Galley pointed out, “but finding them will take up 
endless amounts of time and money. It would be very valuable if French sci- 
entists and technical people could learn the best ways to develop strategic 
weapons and clean tactical weapons.” 

The Americans were reluctant to go along with these rather far-reaching 
requests. They were not willing for the time being to talk about advanced 
programs like the M4 missile that was planned for the 1980s. (This was an 
MIRVed missile carrying six hardened thermonuclear warheads.) They 
would discuss only the systems currently deployed and those due to be de- 
ployed in the near future (that is, in the 1970s). They questioned whether 
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France needed MIRVed weapons that could attack several widely dispersed 
targets, and thought simple MRVed missiles (that is, missiles with multiple 
warheads, but which could not be independently targeted) should suffice. 
Indeed, they did not hide the fact that they did not want at that point to com- 
plicate the SALT negotiations with Moscow: the assumption was that if it 
were revealed that America was helping France develop these very destabi- 
lizing weapons, the SALT talks would be affected. They insisted, moreover, 
that the French (like the British) conduct their testing at the Nevada test site. 
And they emphasized the need for an effective warning system: given the 
prospect that the Soviets would have an MIRVed force by the end of the 
1970s, in the absence of such a system, the USSR might be able to destroy the 
entire French nuclear force in a single strike. But the only effective warning 
system in place at that time was the American system, so that point, along 
with the point about the Nevada test site, implied-unambiguously in the 
French view-that the Americans, in exchange for their technical assistance, 
and despite everything, really wanted to establish a certain control over the 
French nuclear force. And the assumption was that that policy had been 
framed with the SALT talks in mind. 

Hence the military talks simply ended, at least for the period of Pompi- 
dou’s presidency. On December 20, 1973, Kissinger proposed resumption 
to Pompidou, but the French president ignored the suggestion.114 At the 
same time, the talks between the French armed forces chief of staff (now 
General Maurin) and the U.S. commander in Europe (General Goodpaster) 
moved into very low gear. The two generals were supposed to work out 
arrangements that would allow French and other allied forces to fight to- 
gether in the event of a European war. The basic principle of conducting 
such talks had been approved by the French Defense Council, and arrange- 
ments of that sort had been very much in line with Pompidou’s original pol- 
icy. Yet on October 30, Pompidou decided to slow down those talks, at least 
until the situation brought on by the Yom Kippur War had become clearer. 
The negotiations would proceed at a very slow pace: first Maurin and Good- 
paster would get together just to exchange information; political discussions 
would follow; a discussion of military cooperation at a more detailed, tech- 
nical level might then “possibly” take place. The French were just as re- 
served when Admiral Moorer, chairman of the US.  Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
came to France in December.l15 

The Pompidou line in the military area had thus hardened since the sum- 
mer: there had been a certain return to “Gaullist orthodoxy.” As proof, let me 
cite a very important document, Pompidou’s “strategic testament.” The exis- 
tence of this document has long been known, but not its content. The text 
was written by Pompidou himself on February 1, 1974; copies went only to 
Prime Minister Pierre Messmer and to Minister of Defense Robert Galley.116 
To be sure, in this document certain extreme notions were dropped that had 
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been included in the last document of this sort a French president had 
drafted, namely de Gaulle’s “Instruction personnelle et secrkte” of 1967-for 
example, the idea of an “all azimuths” defense, and the related point about 
the need for intercontinental missiles. But the document as a whole had a 
rather pessimistic tone. The US.-Soviet conflict would continue, Pompidou 
thought, but at the same time Washington and Moscow would deal with each 
other on a purely bilateral basis; the Europeans would not be involved. The 
Americans, he believed, might be impetuous and unpredictable, or Ameri- 
can actions might be highly calculated; in either case, one was struck by the 
“imperious” character of American policy. There was, moreover, a certain 
tendency on the Americans’ part to reduce their commitment to the defense 
of Europe. Then, of course, there was the monetary problem and the energy 
problem. All of that, taken together, made for “a permanent state of uncer- 
tainty and anxiety.” 

If that was the problem, what then was the solution? There could be no re- 
turn to Atlantic integration: France’s freedom of action had to be preserved, 
even if it was likely that in the event of war it would fight side-by-side with 
its NATO allies, all the more so given that the German attitude in case of cri- 
sis was quite uncertain. An Anglo-French nuclear force was no solution ei- 
ther, because Britain had no freedom of action vis-g-vis the United States, 
and because both Germany and the USSR would react negatively to an 
arrangement of that sort. The only remaining solution was to build up 
France’s own deterrent force: six nuclear ballistic missile launching sub- 
marines should be produced, instead of the five that were planned. The 
stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons should also be built up: this was es- 
sential if France’s deterrent threat was to be credible. (This corresponded to 
the doctrine of the “final warning” laid out in the 1972 Defense White Paper, 
providing for a tactical nuclear strike as a last warning before a strategic 
strike.) More generally, France’s armed forces in Europe would have to be 
strengthened: the French combat corps would most likely be part of the al- 
liance’s reserve force, but when it was committed to battle, it had to be pro- 
vided with nuclear support, the French having ruled out the idea of a purely 
conventional war in Europe. Once again, it is important to note that NATO 
had a different doctrine for the use of tactical nuclear weapons; military co- 
ordination in this area was quite difficult for that reason alone. 

The document’s conclusion reflected its basic Gaullist spirit-although 
again this was a kind of rationalized Gaullism. It also reflected the fact that 
talks with the Americans had ground to a halt-or at least that the brake had 
been pulled down hard on the policy those talks had come to represent. “We 
must pursue this effort alone and without compromises,” Pompidou wrote, 
“untd we are forced to deal with the problem of the alert [meaning the neces- 
sity of acquiring means to get a timely warning of an impending Soviet attack]. 
Although the allies and especially the Americans tend to inflate the importance 
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of this problem for reasons that can be imagined, there must be no informa- 
tion given about our plans, and there must be no negotiations with anyone at 
all without my personal authorization.” 

THE FINAL PHASE: 
THE PERIOD FROM THE SUMMER OF 1973 O N  

The bilateral military relationship that had begun so promisingly had thus 
been brought to an end. The decision to do so had been made for reasons 
of general policy: Pompidou’s February 1, 1974, “testament” makes this quite 
clear. What had happened? It should be recalled, first of all, that the Soviets 
and the Americans had signed an “agreement on the prevention of nuclear 
war” during Brezhnev’s visit to the United States in June 1973. According to 
that agreement, the two signatories would not threaten one another or use 
force against one another, and they would consult with each other if there 
was a danger of nuclear war or if there was a risk that a conflict between two 
other powers might lead to nuclear war. It was this last point especially that 
caused concern in Paris. It is important to remember in this context that as 
late as September 15, 1972, Kissinger had assured Pompidou that the agree- 
ment proposed by Moscow would have only a very general scope; Wash- 
ington was, in fact, aware of the “condominium” overtones of the Soviet pro- 
posal. But as it turned out, the Soviets had held out for a more 
precisely-worded text, and during a meeting with Brezhnev in Moscow in 
early May 1973, the Americans gave way and agreed that the two countries 
would act in concert and do everything they could to prevent the risk of a 
nuclear war developing from a conflict between third parties.’17 The text 
went well beyond what the Americans had originally had in mind, and the 
French disliked what it seemed to imply: Pompidou, as he wrote to Nixon on 
July 13, saw the danger of a “kind of tutelage” being imposed on Europe.”* 
His suspicion that some sort of US.-Soviet condominium was taking shape, 
which had been partially allayed by his May 18 meeting with Kissinger, now 
welled up again. What gave particular force to that fear in Paris was the way 
all of these developments-the “prevention of nuclear war” agreement, the 
SALT talks and what they implied about the dilution of the American nuclear 
guarantee to Europe, the MBFR talks, which, it was feared, might end up giv- 
ing the USSR an important right of oversight over central Europe-all 
seemed to fall into a pattern. “Everything was happening,” the foreign min- 
ister wrote, “as though the Russians and Americans were in the process of 
defining the rules of a worldwide game in which they would be the only real 
players.” “In this framework,” he thought, “each superpower seems willing 
to grant the other the right to reorganize its own camp.”119 Certain distinc- 
tively Gaullist ways of looking at things had thus resurfaced in Paris. 
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But the developing U.S.-Soviet relationship was not the only problem 
here, and soon other issues were linked to it-especially the American plan 
for a “Common Declaration of Principles for the Atlantic Alliance.” On this is- 
sue, the Americans miscalculated. They thought that the French, ever since 
Reykjavik, accepted the US. plan in principle-that they wished only to 
make sure that this business did not appear to be tied to NATO, but was in- 
stead dealt with in a series of bilateral discussions. Kissinger, moreover, in 
general tended to think that the French government’s reserved attitude with 
regard to the June 22 agreement and to the proposed Atlantic Charter was for 
public consumption only, and did not reflect the actual thinking of the gov- 
ernment.lzO But in Paris, the real issue posed by the Atlantic Declaration, as 
Jean-Bernard Raimond stressed in a July 4, 1973, memorandum for the pres- 
ident, was substantive and not just a question of procedure. Kissinger’s draft 
declaration gave the United States the leading role in every area of policy. It 
implied a de fact0 return of France to NATO, and it would lead the EEC to 
give up any hope of “gradually establishing its own autonomy or of creating 
a political personality of its own vis-3-vis the United States.” Kissinger’s con- 
cern was to maintain American leadership in a period of profound change in 
international relations, but his planned declaration was not “acceptable.” 
The French response should not, however, Raimond thought, be purely neg- 
ative: “the maintenance of western solidarity is necessary for us.” The solu- 
tion might be for France to present a draft of its own as an alternative: the is- 
sue might well be negotiable. The State Department had in fact prepared 
another draft that was “quite reasonable,” not as “bad for France as 
Kissinger’s. Kissinger’s “excessive” text did not necessarily reflect a fixed 
American position.lZ1 

And on October 3, 1973, after meeting with Pompidou the previous day, 
Jobert did submit to the North Atlantic Council a French counterproposal for 
a Fifteen-Power Declaration. lZ2 The text reflected the French government’s 
basic thinking on all of the key issues of the day. The importance of Atlantic 
solidarity and the continuing need for an American troop presence in Europe 
were reaffirmed, and so was the continuing need for an effective nuclear de- 
terrent. (Here again the French were taking a stand against what they sus- 
pected was a tendency on the Americans’ part to move toward denu- 
clearization, something they feared the SALT talks especially might lead to.) 
The Jobert draft also called on America to not let Europe be exposed “to ex- 
ternal political or military pressure that might destroy its freedom.” This 
again reflected the French fear that the American commitment to the defense 
of Europe was weakening, and that the Americans were moving away from 
nuclear deterrence, a fear linked in the official mind at Paris with the June 22 
U.S.-Soviet agreement. The Jobert text, moreover, explicitly recognized the 
importance of the European contribution to the defense of Europe-their 
conventional contribution and, in two cases, their nuclear contribution as 
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well. Here the French had two goals. First they wanted to secure recognition 
of the value of their Force de Frappe-their nuclear strike force-for the al- 
liance as a whole. They also wanted to give formal expression to the possi- 
bility that an essentially European defense system-a system with a distinctly 
European political personality-might take shape at some point in the fu- 
ture, a possibility Jobert would also discuss in his famous November 21, 
1973, speech to the Western European Union. 

The French counterproposal was a major success, a point that was ob- 
scured at the time by the crises of autumn 1973 and winter 1973-1974, and 
by the much publicized rivalry between Kissinger and Jobert (which 
Kissinger, to my mind, also overemphasizes in his memoirs). The Americans 
were, of course, well aware of the basically very Gaullist sort of thinking that 
lay behind what the French were doing in this area, but they understood that 
the French text was the most they could hope for and that it had “the im- 
mense advantage of coming from the leading NATO dissident.” They de- 
cided at once to withdraw the Kissinger draft, which opened the way for 
Jobert’s draft.lZ3 

The Declaration on Atlantic Relations that was finally adopted after Pom- 
pidou’s death by the North Atlantic Council in Ottawa on June 19, 1974, was 
thus based essentially on a French text. Indeed, the first ten articles in that 
document were carried over almost verbatim from the Jobert draft. The 
French had managed the affair brilliantly. On the one hand, they had gotten 
rid of the objectionable Kissinger draft and at the same time they had used 
the occasion to get the alliance to formally accept some of their basic posi- 
tions on nuclear deterrence, on detente, and on the “condominium” issue. 
And finally-and this is less well-known-they had reaffirmed the solidarity 
of the alliance at what happened to be a crucial time: beginning in June 1973, 
the German government (or at least Chancellor Brandt and Foreign Minister 
Scheel) had been considering the possibility of establishing a new European 
security system, a system which, they hoped, might open the way to German 
reunification; in that context, they had suggested to the French that a purely 
European defense system might be set up outside of NATO.”* The Atlantic 
Declaration affair thus provides a very striking example of Georges Pompi- 
dou’s rationalized Gaullism: a tough defense of French independence, but a 
fundamental solidarity with the United States in dealing both with the Soviet 
threat and also with the risk of a German drift toward neutralism. 

The issue of a “new Atlantic Charter” had thus been resolved, but the same 
sort of problem soon cropped up in another area: the question of relations 
between the United States and the European Economic Community. During 
the summer of 1973, the Belgians and Germans, concerned about the At- 
lantic Charter negotiations (which at the time were being held up by the 
French), had proposed that another document be drafted at the same time, 
one dealing with relations between the United States and the EEC. Their 
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thinking was that there were certain problems in US.-European relations 
that were not covered by the Al1ian~e.l~~ The Americans liked the idea. They 
might have had to drop their own rather demanding text, but they might 
now be able to get what they wanted through the back door-that is, by hav- 
ing France’s Common Market partners put pressure on it in a purely Euro- 
pean framework. The U.S. authorities wanted this document in particular to 
reaffirm the “centrality of transAtlantic relationships”; the document should 
also call on the Europeans to consult with the United States before any eco- 
nomic decision was made by the EEC.’*(j 

The French agreed that a U.S.-EEC declaration could be drafted, but only 
if a text on “European identity” was worked out at the same time. The goal 
here was to keep that latter issue from being diluted by too strong a dose of 
At1anti~ism.l~’ In fact, in the autumn of 1973, a new effort to “build Europe” 
seemed in Paris to be the only way to deal effectively with the uncertainties 
of the international situation-the only way, above all, to deal with the Ger- 
man situation, with all of its ambiguities.lz8 At his September 27, 1973, press 
conference, Pompidou had proposed that the European heads of state and 
government meet on a regular basis to discuss the ways they might cooper- 
ate politically, probably adopting one of Jean Monnet’s ideas. On October 
31, following a council of ministers meeting devoted to that question, Pom- 
pidou sent Brandt a letter in which he laid out his thinking on this issue. The 
heads of state and government, he thought, should meet just by themselves, 
with no agenda, for very open discussions aimed at “harmonizing their views 
in the framework of political c~operat ion.”’~~ This French initiative led to the 
summit conference of the nine Common Market countries held in Copen- 
hagen on December 15-16, 1973, a meeting that was the forerunner of the 
European Council of Heads of State and Government. On that occasion, a 
“Declaration on European Identity” was adopted. The text affirmed “the 
close ties” between the Nine and the United States and called for that rela- 
tionship to become even closer. But at the same time, and in accordance 
with the French thesis, it also stated that the Nine formed a “distinct and orig- 
inal entity.” The document laid out the main lines of European policy on var- 
ious world problems, including detente, the Middle East, China, and under- 
development. The language was very general, but the point was made that 
Europe was not just a regional power. 

The October 1973 Yom Kippur War and the oil crisis that followed, as is 
well known, had a major impact on Franco-American relations. The French 
disagreed with America’s Middle East policy and were against the American 
idea of organizing a group of oil-consuming countries. This issue cannot be 
dealt with in detail here, but it should be noted that for the French, Nixon’s 
January 9, 1974, call for a conference in Washington on energy problems 
was viewed as, among other things, a way of reviving Kissinger’s original 
plan for an Atlantic Declaration. For them, America’s underlying goal here 
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was to create “a United States/Europe/Japan community” under American 
control. But Pompidou’s advisers at the Elyske were divided as to how to re- 
spond. Some thought Jobert should not go to Washington, others thought 
that he could but should do nothing more there than simply discuss the is- 
sue; in no event should the meeting actually set up an organization of oil- 
consuming countries. In the end, at a February 6 Council of Ministers meet- 
ing, Pompidou took Edouard Balladur’s advice and opted for a relatively 
moderate course of action: Jobert would go to the Washington conference 
five days later, but only for a simple exchange of views. The government 
also announced, moreover, that its “decision should not be interpreted as 
implying that France agreed to the establishment, by a certain number of 
large industrialized countries, of an institutional framework for dealing with 
a whole range of political and economic is~ues.”’3~ It is true that, in the 
wake of the oil crisis, France was in a particularly weak position; on Janu- 
ary 19, Paris had to leave the European monetary “snake” that had been set 
up the previous year and announced that the franc would be allowed to 
float for six months.131 This was a major blow to France’s European policy- 
the only policy, it seemed, which might allow France to deal not just with 
the growing problem with Washington, but with Bonn and Moscow as well. 

In March 1974, the question of a US-EEC declaration returned to center 
stage. Washington was on the march again, and pressed for a text that would 
reflect certain American views. The Nine, the US. government thought, should 
consult with the United States before making any important decision, and the 
two sides should work out an “organic consultative arrangement.” Michel 
Jobert and the political director of the Quai dOrsay, Francois Puaux, thought 
that that basic idea needed to be firmly rejected. At most, a very limited ver- 
sion of that notion-ne that provided for consultation on a simple case-by- 
case bas&might be acceptable. They were prepared to take h s  line even if 
it led to a crisis. But at the ElysCe, Gabriel Robin thought that while safeguards 
were necessary, a less negative attitude was called for. And that, it soon be- 
came clear, was also Pompidou’s view: while France had to be “fmn,” he also 
could accept “the principle of con~ultation.”’~~ As it turned out, the plan for a 
US.-EEC declaration was put aside; it was decided that it was enough to in- 
clude the substance of what had been agreed on in Article 11 of the Ottawa of 
June 22, 1974. This article called for “close consultation” between America and 
Europe: in their dealings with each other, events taking place in other parts of 
the world, and the linkage between security questions and economic ques- 
tions, would each be taken into account. And that was all that remained of 
Kissinger’s ambitious plan for a fundamental restructuring of the Atlantic al- 
liance: in this toned down form, the idea was perfectly acceptable to Paris. In 
this area as well, final agreement was reached only after Pompidou’s death, 
but he had cleared the way for compromise by accepting the principle of trans- 
Atlantic consultation and by resisting the temptation to escalate the conflict. 
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Nevertheless, despite this solution to the problem of the U.S.-European 
declaration, Franco-American relations had clearly deteriorated since the 
summer of 1973. But at the same time, the E1ysi.e was growing increasingly 
concerned about the growth of Soviet power and influence. It was clear that 
relations with Moscow were deteriorating; Soviet pressure on France was 
growing; the fact was that the real partners of the USSR in the West were now 
the United States and West Germany.133 And yet, because Pompidou was 
worried about West Germany and unhappy with America, the sort of lan- 
guage he used with the Soviets remained rooted in the old Gaullist formulas 
about independence and equidistance between the blocs. But this very fact 
suggested that French policy had reached a certain impasse-that France 
was now somewhat isolated.’34 

On October 30, 1973, the State Department noted that Paris and Washing- 
ton had been moving apart; it was particularly critical of France’s attitude 
during the Middle East crisis. It listed for Kissinger a whole series of “possi- 
ble pressure points on France,” but made it clear that the United States 
needed to be very careful if it tried to put pressure on that country-if only 
because U.S. pressure might be used to justlfy the French policy of indepen- 
dence in the eyes of France’s European partners.135 In June 1974, after Pom- 
pidou’s death, the State Department reviewed the recent course of Franco- 
American relations. The way it summed up what had happened was by no 
means entirely off-base. It noted how relations had deteriorated since the be- 
ginning of 1973, how the French attitude had hardened, how neo-Gaullism 
was on the rise, and how French policy had come to have a stronger “Euro- 
pean” flavor. Pompidou, it noted, had evidently come to the conclusion that 
those more strident French goals “could be reached only by adopting a more 
distant and sometimes hostile stance toward the U.S.”136 

CONCLUSION 

When Georges Pompidou became president of France, he had a certain 
sense of what he wanted to accomplish. France, in his mind, was one point 
in a triangle; its relations with the other two points-Europe and America- 
were of fundamental importance, and each of those relationships was 
closely linked to the other. The goal was to carve out a special niche for 
France in that triangular structure-to allow France to play a central role, a 
pivotal role, in the Western world, and thus in the world as a whole. A sort 
of special relationship with the United States was thus of major importance, 
and Pompidou had sought to improve Franco-American relations. His goal, 
in fact, had been to put them on an entirely new footing. 

In 1970-1971, a real Franco-American understanding of this sort-a far- 
reaching understanding on political, economic, and military issues-did not 



194 Chapter 7 

seem by any means out of the question. Nixon was in effect prepared to ac- 
cept the pragmatic Gaullism of his partner; he was willing to view France as 
an important link between the United States and Europe. But the attempt to 
reach such an understanding was to fail-the December 1971 Azores Con- 
ference was the key turning point here-and it failed for essentially struc- 
tural reasons. 

To be sure, problems like the nuclear question and the monetary question 
were inherently complex, and their very complexity made compromise dif- 
ficult. But the fundamental problem was political in nature. Pompidou was 
more “Gaullist” than was often thought at the time, and was not inclined to 
make the slightest concession when the principle of national independence 
was involved. Nor was he prepared to cooperate within the NATO frame- 
work except within very narrow limits, or to accept an international mone- 
tary agreement that gave America a privileged position but gave France noth- 
ing in return. As for Nixon and Kissinger, they certainly had a more positive 
attitude toward France than Kennedy and Johnson had had, but despite their 
proclaimed vision of a multipolar world in which Europe would play its role, 
they never in reality abandoned the notion of a U.S.-led Atlantic world. 

But there were also causes having to do with the changing international 
situation. The crises of the autumn of 1973 played a certain role. And there 
was the more basic fact that with the end of the Vietnam War, with the 
changes produced by the Nixon shocks of 1971, with the SALT talks and im- 
proved US.-Soviet relations, the United States had less need for French help. 
It could now pursue a more unilateral policy both in Europe and in the world 
as a whole, and could afford to be less accommodating toward France. From 
that point on, US. policy toward the Soviet Union and China was far more 
important than anything else; as the global system was recast, America’s al- 
lies had to be kept on a short leash; the political development of an eco- 
nomically powerful European Community also had to be kept under control. 
But Pompidou, at the same time, faced with the uncertainties of the interna- 
tional situation, and concerned in particular about Soviet, and German, pol- 
icy, was drawn back to a more purely Gaullist conception of what French 
foreign policy should be. 

But in spite of everything, Georges Pompidou never wanted a break with 
Washington. Even at the worst moments (the autumn of 1973 and the winter 
of 197519741, his instinct was to reach for compromise. In comparison with 
other French leaders-Michel Jobert, for instance-his inclination was 
to take a relatively moderate line. And his policy of rapprochement with 
Washington did bear fruit after his death. Nuclear cooperation was resumed 
by his successors; the Ottawa agreement was signed in June 1974; the 
Valentin-Ferber accords, the product of talks that had been going on since 
1972, were signed on July 3, 1974. Those accords, signed by the commander 
of the French armed forces in Europe and the NATO commander for central 
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Europe, extended the 1967 Ailleret-Lemnitzer agreement to the entire French 
force in Europe, which had applied only to French forces in Germany.137 Re- 
lations between France and NATO remained defined by these texts until the 
1980s. 

More generally speaking, one has the sense that the heart of Pompidou’s 
policy, the goal of bringing the various key elements of French foreign 
policy-policy toward Washington, toward Moscow, toward Bonn, toward 
the Alliance, and toward Europe-into balance with each other, was not in 
any fundamental way repudiated by his successors. His basic vision of a ra- 
tionalized Gaullism, but one that did not reject the idea of good relations 
with America on principle, one that sought to put that relationship on a bi- 
lateral, rather than on an “Atlantic,” basis, remained at the core of French for- 
eign policy for the rest of the Cold War period. Pompidou influenced even 
the style of French diplomacy in the 1970s and 1980s: his basic approach was 
carried over even into the sort of language that was typically used; it was em- 
bodied in the way French officials reflexively reacted to developments. His 
policy was nuanced; therefore, its impact might at times be hard to detect. 
But in fundamental terms, his influence was lasting. 
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