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| ntroduction

The years leading up to 1973 were turbulent yéardAmerican and West German
foreign policy. The relations with China were impireg thanks to the efforts of National
Security Advisor Kissinger and President Nixon d&hnel Cold War had reached a period of
détente, combined with the SALT | agreements. Thvesee great achievements in foreign
policy. However, the war in Vietnam was still irogress, exhausting most of the resources of
the State Department. A year later the internalasibn had vastly shifted. The Watergate
scandal had started to unfold, leaving Nixon ocedwith internal affairs. Henry Kissinger
managed most of the foreign affairs, even thouglwae not yet Secretary of State, but only
the National Security Advisor. In West Germany WiBrandt and his social-democratic
government were overhauling West German foreigicpobpting for renewed relations with
the communist countries and their other half, tleen@n Democratic Republic. This was a
massive shift from the Hallstein doctrine of theri€ian-democratic governments that
preceded them, which had forbidden the recogntiidBast Germany.

Subsequently there was an American plan to mak& 1Be Year of Europe. The
initiative was publicly announced by Kissinger opriA 231 The original Atlantic Charter
was a document drafted during World War 1l by thaited States and the United Kingdom,
and later approved by the other Allied nations. ©hginal document sketched out ideas for
after World War I, such as self-determination ghabal cooperation on economic and social
issues. These were not detailed plans, but onlghrautlines for the post-war worfdThe
new Atlantic Charter was supposed to be its s@irismccessor, which reaffirmed the values
that the original Charter proposed. The name wdaldr be changed to ‘Declaration of
Principles’ because of German opposition to thentétlantic Charter, as they had not been
part of the Allies.

The European countries involved, the nine coustfieat formed the European
Economic Community (EEC), nicknamed ‘the Nine’, didt initially take too well to this

initiative. Willy Brandt and Walter Scheel, who haldeady planned a trip to meet with Nixon

! Henry KissingerYears of UpheavgBoston, 1982), 152.
2 John Lewis Gaddigihe Cold War, A New HistofNew York, 2005) 20 — 22.



and Kissinger in the White House in May, were tingt ivho were able to discuss the Year of

Europe in person.

The primary reason for the Year of Europe projeas whe rebuilding of relations with
Western Europe. Although the ties with China anddRaihad been renewed in the previous
years, the alliances with European countries hat beglected by the United Statdsurope
on the other hand had been a growing continergy aficovering from World War 1l. The
European Economic Community had been founded ansl grawing, having admitted
Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom at the tweigig of 1973. One of the key nations
of the EEC was the Federal Republic of Germany.uhathe country had suffered during
World War 1l, by 1973 it had wholly recuperated,vimy experienced a so called
“Wirtschaftswunder”, an economic revival, in the508. This would not have been possible
without the American Marshall PlanNext to the economic assistance, the United States
provided Germany and Western Europe with militesgistance. This came in multiple ways,
for example, by having troops in the area, but &lgdaving a nuclear guarantee, neither of
which Germany had. This cooperation and assistance were all combimednultiple
organizations and agreements that had been sdteupNorld War 1l. The Marshall Plan (or
the European Recovery Plan) was organized in 1847elp Europe recover by providing
them with money and materials. On the military ¢émel North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) was established in 1949, an organizatiorumnite Western Europe, the USA and
Canada against attacks from the communist worldlated on especially the Warsaw Pact.
Within Europe there were developments between casnsuch as the European Coal and
Steel Community, European Atomic Energy Communityd ahe European Economic
Community. These were designed, respectively,@atera common market for coal and steel
so Europe would be a more united front, to creaEugpean organization and market for
nuclear power, and to integrate Europe economically

% Daniel Méckli, “Asserting Europe’s Distinct Idetyi The EC Nine and Kissinger’s Year of Europe” 19900,
in The Strained Alliance, U.S.-European Relations fidison to Carter ed. Matthias Schulz and Thomas A.
Schwarz. (Cambridge, 2010).

*J. Robert Schaetzdélhe Unhinged Alliance: America and the European @omity (New York, 1975)

® Hans-Jurgen Schroder, “USA und westdeutscher \éedistieg (1945-1952)” iDeutschland und die USA im
20. Jahrhundert, Geschichte der politische BezigeaiDarmstadt, 1997), 95 — 118.

® Germany had neither, no nuclear stockpile norangtmilitary, only founding the Bundeswehr in 19&er

the dissolving of the Wehrmacht in 1945. Geir Lwstdd, The United States and Western Europe since 1945,
From "Empire” by Invitation to Transatlantic DriffOxford, 2003), 69 — 72.

" LundestadThe United States and Western Europe since 1945 86.



Though West Germany had relied on the United Stéde assistance during these
early years, by 1973, almost thirty years afterehd of World War I, their relationship was
in a recessiofl When Willy Brandt was elected in West Germany 969, he started working
on a newOstpolitik through which he sought to better the relatioith the communist world,
in particular East Germany and the Soviet Uni@stpolitik in short was the active
engagement with the communist countries and then&eiDemocratic Republic, and will be
explained in more detail later in this thesis. TWiss extraordinary, because up to 1970 the
West German government in Bonn had not recognihedBast German capital in Berlin
under the Hallstein doctrieDuring the Nixon years West Germany was mostlyoigd
from the American side, as their focus was elseedfdfor the United States, cooperation
between the Soviet Union and West Germany or evenifeed Germany was not a positive
scenario, because a strong — potentially unifie@ermany, allied with the Soviet Union,

could spell a lot of difficulties for them.

But in 1973 West Germany still relied on the Udif&tates to guarantee them that they
did not have to fear the Soviet Union. During theaX of Europe, which overlapped into 1974,
attempts were made to rekindle the bond with Eur@pextain people played an important
role in this year: Henry Kissinger, the Americantibaal Security Advisor, the German
Chancellor Willy Brandt, the Vice Chancellor andr&gn Minister of Germany Walter
Scheel and the German ambassador in WashingtomdBgon Staden, amongst others.
President Nixon was not an important participanttteé Year, having most of his time
occupied by the Watergate Scandal at home, thoaglichleave a mark on it, because of his

absence.

This thesis focuses on how the relations betwieeruUnited States and West Germany
changed in 1973 and 1974. The main question is: thew did the United States — West
German relations change in 1973 and 1974 durinydee of Europe? Subsequent questions
are: were the United States — West German relataffested by the Year of Europe as
proposed in the speech by Henry Kissinger? HowWdakst Germany react to this, as they
needed the United States as an ally? And how dist\@ermany react through the European

Economic Community and NATO?

8 SchaetzelThe Unhinged Alliange37 — 47.

® Carole Fink and Bernd Schaefe@stpolitikand the World, 1969-1974: Introduction” @stpolitik 1969 —
1974, European and Global Responsah Carole Fink and Bernd Schaefer (Cambridge9pd — 14.

19 SchaetzelThe Unhinged Allianges2.



A lot has been written about the relation betwdgenUnited States and Germany, but
this part of history seems to not yet be fully doemted. Works have been written on both
the Netherlands and France during the Year of Eyrbpt Germany is left out. This is odd
because secondary literature certainly indicated there were communications between
Germany, the United States, and European courtaaserning the Year of Europe, after
Kissinger had given his speethSecondly, as stated before, Germany had becortebke s
power on the European stage in 1973. The countsybd@ssoming again, economically and
politically, thirty years after World War 1. Thewere also part of the EEC, which was a
growing organization. But on their eastern bordeytcould still be threatened by the Soviet
Union and the Warsaw Pact, despite the politicsiéente andstpolitik'? However, the
principal indication that the Year of Europe hadirapact in Germany can be derived from a
speech by chancellor Brandt in the Bundestag irt19When provoked by the opposition in
the Bundestag, mostly comprised of the Christiamatzatic parties CDU/CSU, in the
meeting of 28 March 1974, he replied viciously. iBiaasserted that, contradictory to what
his predecessors in the debate said, there had eo&€ast German reaction to Kissinger's
speech, and not just one that was drafted shditly the speech and quickly done with, but a
project that by then had been in the attentionhef German government constantly. Since
Scheel and he had visited the White House, notekwead passed where the Year of Europe
had not been treated, and it was supported by &einitiatives and proposals. Yet this was
not just be a West German — United States affait, dl the EEC countries should be
involved® It will become clear in this thesis that Branddtzavalid point and that the Year of

Europe was taken seriously in West Germany.

When it concerns the Year of Europe much has be#ten, both during and shortly
after the project, but also later in secondaryditgre. For exampld;he Strained Allianclas
a number of essays that specifically deal withYear of Europe and were written with the
year itself as a subject, both in relation to Gerynas to Europe, such Asserting Europe’s
Distinct Identity: The EC Nine and Kissinger’s YeadrEurope Kissinger's Year of Europe,
Britain’s Year of ChoiceandWest Germany’s Long Year of Europe: Bonn betweenpeu
and the United Statéd Especially the last chapter of these three aboestVGermany by

1 Marloes C. Beers, “European Unity and the Traaséitt Gulf in 1973” inAtlantic, Euratlantic or Europe-
America? ed. Giles Scott-Smith and Valérie Aubourg (P&l 1). KissingerYears of Upheavall52 — 183.
12 \Walther Kiep,A New Challenge for Western Europe, A View fromrBdlew York, 1974), 64 — 65.

13 Deutscher Bundestag — 7. Wahlperiode — 91. SitzZBogn, Donnerstag den 28. Marz 1974.

14 Daniel Méckli, “Asserting Europe’s Distinct Idetyti The EC Nine and Kissinger’s Year of Europe” 195
220; Alastair Noble, “Kissinger’s Year of EuropeitBin’s Year of Choice”, 221 — 236; Fabian Hilfnic'West
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Fabian Hilfrich tells a lot about the German apptoto the Year of Europe. He argues that
West Germany played a key role in the power-stripgtween the Western countries and for
a great part decided the outcome of this struggténg as a mediator between France and the
United States, Bonn was willing to estrange thewesefrom Washington, so Europe had a
greater chance to integrate in 1973. This made theanget for the scorn of both the United
States and FranceDaniel Mockli has written about the initiative ioth the bundle above
and in his own book. He summarized the proje&unopean Foreign Policy During the Cold
War: Heath, Brandt, Pompidou and the Dream of Rait Unity and focused on the actions
individual countries undertook. For Germany he dbed their attitudes toward the Year of
Europe at the beginning of the project, taking Btanvisit to the White House as a focal
point. Next to this Mockli focuses on France andtddn, and especially West Germany’s
interactions with them. However, he is reluctantémcentrate on West German — American
communications and puts the end of the Year of jiia October 197% The chapters by
Mockli and Hilfrich and Mockli’'s book are certainiyaluable additions to understanding how
the Year of Europe played out in West Germany. tfieir position is not the commonly
accepted view of the Year of Europe. It also laaksofound explanation of how the German
officials took to the project. The PhD dissertatidime Year of Europe: 1973/74, A Study in
Alliance Diplomacy”by Richard Moon is also a very valuable asset witjards to the Year
of Europe, but regrettably concentrates mostly le Erench and British opposition to the
project. However, because of this it does open rmdaw to the German handling of the
drafting of a declaration, mostly as a counterpafErench opposition to involvement of the
United States in EuropéAnother work that focuses on the Year of Europea aeparate
entity is Kissinger’s autobiographical wolears of UpheavalWwhere a part of the book is
dedicated to the initiative and what happened dyitiis year, as experienced by Kissinger. In
this chapter Kissinger described how he worked withvarious European parties, explaining
the diplomatic process and the difficulties thaneawith the Year of Europe proje&tA New
Challenge for Western Eurofiy Walther Kiep elaborates on the relations betw@&ermany

and the United States during the Nixon adminisiregiand the Year of Europe, but this is one

Germany'’s Long Year of Europe: Bonn between Eupthe United States”, 237 — 257, Time Strained
Alliance

15 Hilfrich, “West Germany’s Long Year of Europe”, 23 238.

16 Daniel Méckli, European Foreign Policy During the Cold War: HeaBrandt, Pompidou and the Dream of
Political Unity (London, 2009), 153 — 183.

" Richard Moon, “The Year of Europe: 1973/74, A Stird Alliance Diplomacy” (PhD diss., London Schadl
Economics and Political Science, 1994).

18 Kissinger,Years of Upheavall28 — 194.



of the only German autobiographical ones that doeS Most works that have been written
about these years focus on the Nixon years, 198973, and touch upon the Year of Europe
in a couple of pages, or a chapter at most. Prixaenples aré Tangled Weby Ted Bundy,
The Unhinged Allianceby John Robert Schaetzel ariche Flawed Architectoy Jussi
Hanhim&ki?® While they are great books on American foreignigyoland transatlantic
relations, they only dedicate a few words to tharYa Europe, often regarding Europe as a
single region, without considering the regional andtual relations the European countries
had. This makes them of less use for the main aggtsrof this thesis, but they do provide a

copious amount of background information regardiregevents that also developed in 1973.

Overall the Year of Europe in West Germany recengabgnition, but not everything
concerning the relation between West Germany aedJthited States in this year has been
researched and explained yet. Because of this thero consensus on what effect it had on
West Germany and its relations with the United éafThough many works have been
written, they generally concern literature writttom an American point of view. West
German secondary sources are rare, yet Kiep’s adkhe chapters ifihe Strained Alliance
provide some insight into the German perceptiothefYear of Europe and West German —
American relations. To summarize, the commonly pExview is that the Year of Europe in
general did not meet the expected results anddatithave a lot of influence on foreign policy
decisions and the West German side is mostly negleeven by German writers. However,
the objective of this thesis is not to refute thready existing theories concerning the Year of
Europe or to devaluate the research scholars have loefore. The goal is to contribute to an
understanding of West Germany’s role during ther,y&a adjust the opinion that prevails

concerning West Germany and its relations withUhéed States.

The research done in this thesis is based on tigpes of sources. The first are those
of the German Foreign Ministry’s archives, base@armlin, and the documents of the Office
of the Historian during the Nixon-Ford administagis. This concerns documents that were
written during the Year of Europe and subsequeptlplished and made available in the
archives. These documents uncover a solid ideawf ®erman politicians approached and
acted in relation to Kissinger’s initiative. Thechive of the German Foreign Ministrgas
Politische Archiv des Auswartiges Armas ample documents regarding West German foreign

¥ Kiep, A New Challenge for Western Eurosé.
2 william Bundy, A Tangled Web, The Making of Foreign Policy inNieon PresidencyNew York, 1998):
Jussi HanhimakiThe Flawed Architect, Henry Kissinger and Ameri€ameign Policy(Oxford, 2004).



policy, both with the United States and Europe.t&ini sources have been kept from 1973,
including those that concern the Year of Europe,rtéw Atlantic Charter, the Declaration of
Principles and the European identity. This rangesfinterviews and conversations to letters
and telegrams, from people and committees all tiirahe government. Secondly, there are
the sources from the American side, which are alkbglonline, such as telegrams and other
correspondence with governments and embassiedy laagbbiographical and other works
published by people such as Kissinger and Brandthbw the perspective of the people who
participated in the Year of Europe. This thesid al$o be grounded in secondary literature,
which is necessary to explain the relations betwtbenUnited States, West Germany, the
European Economic Community and other parties envtbar of Europe, and to explain how
the positions of the various actors came to bedin31 Concerning the primary sources, it is
important to distinguish documents that descrilkegutar’ foreign politics and documents that
focus on the Year of Europe, the Atlantic Charted @ahe Declaration on Principles. The
sources that have been used are those that prébatrtbe subject is the Year of Europe and
not sources describing ‘business as usual’. Thelwewment of West Germany in the Year of
Europe can be seen in primary sources througheuyelar. From April through March the
following year, there were always letters and tedets being sent, meetings summarized and
interviews being given. From both the West Germda and the American side various notes
can be found as to how both sides viewed a cemaeting or visit. This is quite practical as
it grants a more insightful view into the opiniaofsthe two nations, both towards the project

and each other.

The general outline and topics this thesis willctowpon are the following: An
introduction to American — German relations prior973. Though the described period
ranges from 1945 to 1972, the emphasis will lighenlast couple of years from 1969 to 1972,
the Nixon/Brandt years. This will be continued witke Year of Europe, during which the
focus is on the position of Germany in Europe dreEuropean Economic Community and
the American stance toward Europe. Furthermosgillibe examined how and if American —
German relations changed during and because ofe¢he of Europe initiative. This will be
finished with an explanation of how the Year of &ue fitted in American — German relations.
At the end of this there will be a clear view of Ancan — German relations from 1945 to
1973, to clear up how Germany handled the Yearunbjge with regard to the United States
and Europe and how the Year of Europe fitted intoaefican — German relations overall.



Chapter 1. From foes to friends? Ger man-American relations from 1945 to

1972.
World War Il had left Germany in ruins, but thetbeg of the conflict did not yield

the same sort of consequences that World War | Tiad.Treaty of Versailles had brought
with it, amongst others, enormous compensatiorma fBermany, the ceding of territory such
as the Alsace-Lorraine, which the Germans had edifor their own, and the stab-in-the-

back legend, which contributed to Hitler's riseptmwer?*

Keeping this in mind, World War 1l was worked outitg differently, which started
with the implementation of the Marshall Plan in 894NVhereas Germany was severely
punished after World War |, leaving the Weimar Ramubankrupt and doomed to fail, this
time there was an incentive to rebuild first, aatiWest Germany and other countries that
received Marshall Aid repay their debts to the BaiStates afterwards. Another goal of the
United States was to bind Western Europe to themsehrough the Marshall Plan and keep

the Russians and communism at bay.

The Marshall Plan led to a rapid rebuilding of Wieatopean industry, including West
Germany, all of which profited greatly from thetiative. Even though the country and Berlin
were officially divided into four zones of occupati with the help of the Americans an
independent West Germany was founded in 1949, ¢uerél Republic of Germany. Aided
by the United States it could rebuild its econonmd astart recruiting an army, the
Bundeswehr, though this was only meant for seledsé. The support given by the United
States was not only based on economic/monetarybaidalso on military assistance. Even
after the Allied Control Council, a military goveng body tasked with governing Germany
after the Third Reich had fallen, stopped functngpiAllied troops remained within the
German borders. Most of these were American trédphough initially posted as a force to
ensure the power changes in Germany would go aiogptd plan, they later stayed to give
assurance against the Warsaw Pact. This was cothliite a nuclear guarantee from the
United States against the Soviet Union.

Economy-wise, the Marshall Plan contributed to sleecalled ‘Wirtschaftswunder’,
the economic miracle that ensued in West Germamlgarel, who was the Minister of
Economics under the Adenauer administration, wotkednplement the new currency, the

Deutschmark, abolished rationing and fixed pri@es] cut tax rates. This way, the German

L Gaddis LewisThe Cold War16; 89 — 90.
2 LundestadThe United States and Western Europe since 18815,72.



free market was opened for the first time in yemrd it proved to be a huge success. From
1948 to 1958 industrial production had increasadafédd and was three times as high per

capita as it was beforg.

Konrad Adenauer played a huge role in the postvearsy working together with
Presidents Truman, Eisenhower and Kennedy. He tascellor of Germany from 1949 to
1963, oriented on Western Europe, an anti-commuarsi he sought good relations with
NATO and the United States to oppose East Germadytize Warsaw Paét.The United
States were not only dealing with West Europe aferld War Il. Their relation with the
Soviet Union and communism worsened rapidly. Tagstb an international position that the
United States did not have nor wanted before, Hey still saw communism as a threat to the
international community to which they had to regphoActing according to the Truman
Doctrine, the United States initiated a policy ofiely containing communism, starting with

Greece and Turkey.

During the first years of the Cold War, the resuti contain communism were also
more important than the way in which they were Ineg@ic This made the United States willing
to cooperate with social democrats in Eurdp@fficials from the United States were not
especially keen to do this, but valued the goataftaining communism above working
together with social democrats. Geir Lundestadresseat Germany was a necessity in the
NATO for the same reasorf& Though they were not included in the Treaty of Wiagton in
1949, they joined in 1955.Having West Germany join them was necessary becthes
United States and NATO needed the German forcassageguard in Central Europe. Next to
that, they could not have West Germany as an inmkpd power in the middle of Europe,
which could have made them vulnerable to Sovierimntion?® In the middle of the 1950s
the founding of NATO was a reinvigoration of thelakitic community, designed to contain
Western Europe from falling into the hands of commuRussia. The Atlantic community
was de factoled by the United States, who supplied the Supréitied Commander for

Europe and a great number of troops and materiel.

% Kiep, A New Challenge for Western Eurgdd1 — 123.
# Klaus Larres, “Eisenhower, Dulles und Adenaueautschland und die USA im 20. Jahrhung&9 — 150.
25 H
Ibidem, 103.
% LundestadThe United States and Western Europe since 18815 65.
2" The North Atlantic Treaty, Washington D.C., Aptil 1949.
% LundestadThe United States and Western Europe since 18815 65.
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According to Lundestad, there were multiple reastmsntegrate Germany into
Europe. To the United States it was important tepkhe democratic capitalist governments
that already existed in Western Europe in that fard to prevent them from slipping into
authoritarianism, or communism. They also wantetbf® to be more efficient, as to relieve
their own burden concerning military expenses. Tas of course in the best interests of the
United States, because they could benefit from faciemt Europe that could take care of
itself. Next to these economic interests they wanteintegrate Western Europe because the
Soviet Union needed to be contained. Communismneaso be given a chance, certainly not
in Western Europe. If Europe could fall for commamj the United States might be
vulnerable too. Lastly, Germany needed to be coathiln the past, they had shown they
were able to start international conflicts on sackscale, that they could only be stopped
through intervention by a strong international @aai. That is why (West) Germany was not
contained through punishment and sanctions, buaithyand rebuilding of the countfy It
was possible to achieve the aforementioned pott®nly because the United States wanted
to implement this, but also because Adenauer asdydwernment were very pro-American,
up until the end of the 1950s. The goals pointedbgu_undestad are similar to the objectives
that Kissinger would set in 1973, highly valuingoperation as opposed to an adversary

relationship.

Despite the fact that the United States was onteftrongest nations in the world,
certainly in the Western Hemisphere, they were owinipotent. They still needed the
assistance and cooperation of other countries ¢z their agend8.Part of this can be
attributed to the ideological way in which the WnitStates wanted to propagate and execute
their targets. Contrary to the authoritarian Sowktion and China, they adhered to an
ideology in which free choice was of the utmost amiance, though the choices other nations
made were preferably to their advantdjéo make these decisions they were dependent on
Konrad Adenauer. Though West Germany was experignan economic resurgence, they
were not on par with the international superpoweesther economically nor militarily. This
did not make Adenauer the lap dog of the UnitedeStebecause they were not able to force
their policies upon him and West Germany, and hedaaccording to a role that was to be
expected in a junior-senior relationship. The lokshe cooperation with this pro-American

chancellor could have led to a Germany that sot@hbnnect with Russia, the resurgence of

29 LundestadThe United States and Europe Since 1865 91.
% |bidem, 99 — 102.
% bidem, 103 — 106.
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a nationalistic Germany, or the loss of a goodtaryi association with West Germany. These

were not scenarios that the United States wantedppert?

Schroder and Larres offer a German perspectivehisnsubject. From their chapters
concerning the Adenauer years can be distilledttitimood was pro-American until 1958,
with Adenauer even being called ‘Kanzler der Amaniér’, chancellor of the Americafs.
They also asserted that the United States wanteebtold the power of Germany, to build a
third power next to Russia and themselves. Klausesaargues that the United States did not
originally intend to bring West Germany under thsphere of influence, as long as they were
not communist, because the United States was utalebeert this much influence on another
country, nor implement a self-regulating systemEimope® And while the United States
called for a stronger military in Europe, Europ&eakness and a fear of communism made
the United States take matters into its own handskaep enough troops stationed in Europe.
Though West Germany was in a relatively good pasitand could influence the United
States, Konrad Adenauer was experienced enoughdw kot to overplay his hand: “Der
Kanzler war sich bewul3t, dall Westdeutschland nunegesam mit den Alliierten,
insbesondere den USA, und nicht in Opposition nefh allmahlich wieder die Souveranitat,
die Gleichberechtigung und internationales Vertnagewinnen konnte.” This “Blndnis des
Vertrauens”, a bond of trust, was employed by Adenain his years of dealing with
President Eisenhower and Secretary of State Dullegiether they sought to integrate
Germany into Europe again and while the UnitedeStatas the senior partner, they weren't
able to coerce Bonn into doing their bidding. Tinisst in Adenauer remained, even after he
set up diplomatic relations with the Soviet Unionl955. Regardless, Adenauer did not take
too kindly to the Soviet Union, as they recogniEast Germany. The visit to Moscow then
also led to the creation of the Hallstein doctrineder which West Germany did not
recognize East Germany, next to their goal of rfezation >

The relation between West Germany and the UnitedeStcountries only changed
after 1958, with the second Berlin Crisis and Ademataking on a more Gaullist stance,
oriented on Europe and a good Franco-German resdtip. Adenauer sought to do this
because he started to look for an alternative terecan hegemony. This was reinforced by
the Berlin Crisis of 1958 — 1961, which startedhwén ultimatum by Khrushchev, who

32 LundestadThe United States and Europe Since 134%.

3 Schroder, “USA und westdeutscher Wiederaufsti@g3 — 107.

% Larres, “Eisenhower, Dulles und Adenauer”, 121.

% Hans-Peter Schwaradenauer. Der Staatsmann: 1952 — 198futtgart, 1991), 207 — 222.
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demanded the retreat of allied troops from WestiBerhough Eisenhower and Kennedy
tried to discuss the issues with Khrushchev, theyewnot successful. The crisis eventually
led to the building of the Berlin Wall in 1961 aadstandoff with tanks in Berlin. This last
event only barely evaded escalation and luckilyrditllead to a bigger confliét.Aside from
this, Adenauer developed a strong bond of trudt @itarles de Gaulle, who was President of
France from 1959 to 1969, developed in these y&dbe. Gaulle executed a policy called
Gaullism. He wanted a strong French state in tradlaiof Europe and combined this with a
mistrust of the power that the United States wigldewas a kind of nationalism revised for
the late twentieth century, as it also incorporaerdng bonds with other countries such as
West Germany® This pull to France and Europe led to a depresisighe relation with the
United States, because West Germany was now mal@ogions on its own, instead of
strictly following the policies that the United $a wanted. As already explained by
Lundestad, the United States were quite wary &, theécause they wanted to keep Germany
in check. A Germany that was not dependent on thiget) States could spell trouble not only

for them, but for the international community.

Under Erhard, Adenauer’s successor, the relatidwdsn West Germany and the
United States recovered. Erhard was also a menil#etemauer's CDU/CSU and was able to
quickly reshape the bond with Johnson, both of wizame to office at almost the same time.
Already in the Autumn of 1963 the two men met ia thnited States and decided to continue
the American — West German dialogue. After Erhaache Kiesinger, who also tried to
continue a professional relationship with the Uittates. The chancellors did not deviate
from the Hallstein doctrine, nor did they executkeo policies that radically changed West
German foreign affairs. However, there were theessary disturbances and frictions during
these years, which can be attributed to the Vietwaan, which became an increasingly
sensitive issue for the Bonn government and Adeanameo became more anti-American
after his chancellorship. However, though thisgmatssure on the relationship, it was far from

a crisis or a break between the two countifes.
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1969 up to 1973, thefirst Brandt and Nixon gover nments

The years leading up to and including the YedEwfope can be singled out, because
Germany and the United States were both led bypoesident or chancellor, who both had
their own particular ideas regarding foreign paliathich differed from the governments that
preceded them. In the United States Richard Nixas waugurated and several months later
Germany followed, where Willy Brandt became chaloceafter the Sozialdemokratische
Partei Deutschlands (SPD) got the most votes irm@ey. These men were not closely

related through politics and Nixon disliked theikfGerman chancelldf.

The struggles between both countries stemmed ynfosth their respective positions
towards the communist bloc, Eastern Europe, theeBainion and China. While both were
starting to conduct policies that were designedom down the Cold War, they disagreed on
the implementation and details. The United Statd lbeen working on détente since the
middle of the 1960s. Détente was the Americaneggsathat was designed to relax tensions in
the Cold War. Though early signs of it can be saghe Johnson years, it was put into action
under the Nixon administration in 1969, who sougfproved relations with the communist
countries™ It was a strategy that was not specifically desigto roll back communism, but it
was used to drive a wedge between the communist ekplicitly between the Soviet Union
and Chind? By doing this, the United States stood to gainemiofluence in the countries,
lessen the risk of starting a conflict, and opee iy to a more peaceful relationship,
including better trade relations. These were algobiggest differences from the rollback and
containment policies the United States had exeduted the end of World War Il until now.
Under rollback they had tried to actively drive coomism back as far as possible. Though
his had been given up when they implemented caomii, which had meant that they would
not allow communism to spread further, they stédlich a hostile relationship with the

communist countries, barely communicating or trgdirth them??

In 1969 the Brandt government started implementsgpolitik which was also
intended to start working on better relations wilte German Democratic Republic and the
Soviet Union Ostpolitikwas the form of foreign policy that had been desijby Egon Bahr,
the Federal Minister for Special Affairs of Germany Brandt's cabinet. While only

“0 Oliver Bange “Scenes from a Marriage’: East-WRétente and its Impact on the Atlantic Communi§61
— 1977 inAtlantic, Euratlantic or Europe-America271.

*! Lewis GaddisThe Cold War180 — 184.

42 Jean-Francois Juneau, “The Limits of Linkage: Nion Administration and Willy Brandt's Ostpolitik,
1969-72", The International History Review83:2 (2011), 286 — 292.

3 Schulz and Schwartz, “The Superpower and the Uinithe Making” inThe Strained Alliance356 — 360.

14



implemented once Brandt and Bahr were seated iCk@ancellery, Ostpolitik could be seen
as long coming. In the early 1960s, when Brandt Miagor of Berlin, Bahr was the head of
the Press and Information Office for the regionttBmen witnessed the raising of the Berlin
Wall and the lack of a response from any of theigainvolved in the city to stop this. It was
also during Brandt's years as chancellor that thern@n Democratic Republic was
acknowledged by the Federal Republic and its albeshe first time** A foreign policy was
designed that led to a repeal of the Hallstein Bet under which West Germany did not
recognize their Eastern counterpart. The CDU/C3d, Christian Democratic coalition of
Konrad Adenaue®® that had governed from 1948 to 1966, and from 186069 in a ‘Grand
Coalition’” with the SPD, had always refrained frafoing so. Brandt and Bahr tried to
normalize the relation and to bring the two cowstiogether, as they had the opinion that this
was the only way to change something, instead efithpasse that had been omnipresent
during the CDU/CSU yeaf&.

Egon Bahr had developed a strategy of ‘Wandeldémenéherung’, change through
rapprochement. The goals of this n@stpolitik were to stabilize the relations with the
Kremlin, the Democratic Republic and the Sovietasrs other allies in Eastern Europe. But
Ostpolitikalso had a very important western part. BecausenBeared that the Soviets could
immediately take advantage of any discrepanciesdstOstpolitik and the Atlantic idea of
détente, practicingVestpolitikwith the Atlantic allies remained fundamental. dingh its
nature of being an idea that invoked change, it lieé promise of greatly reducing the
tensions that had existed for twenty years, but &dscause a great deal of upheaval in the

middle of Européd’

Ostpolitik had a place in the already existing ideology ofedt®, and was made
possible because of it. Hans Arnold, a German dipldfor Brandt’s government, explained it
as follows: since the United States and the Sadvigbn, the “Superpowers”, had already
entered a state of relaxation, only then couldwhest Germans impleme@tstpolitik without
fear of some kind of retaliation from either the sRians or the Americart§. Whereas

Ostpolitikcould be seen as a regional strategy, détentdetagen all the Cold War rivals. It
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was designed to ease tensions between the pdotieapt to secure an end to the Cold War.
One of the major differences was that this poligsved by the United States. This resulted
in friction between the two allies. While both sbugo improve the relations with the East,
there were crucial differences and details thadrnieebe understood. On a personal level,
Brandt and Bahr were not liked by Nixon and Kissingissinger was mistrustful of Bahr,
mostly because he thought Bahr was a German nasbndo did not want to seek the best
position for the Atlantic Alliance or the Uniteda$s, but only for Germany, by negotiating
with both sides and coming out with the best dealhimself. According to Kissinger, Bahr
was not as dedicated to Western unity as the gowanh that came before. In private
conversations he even called Bahr a ‘reptile’ antitde bastard’*® Regardless of these
personal issues, in 1969 Kissinger had alreadypet “backchannel” with Bahr, a secretive
communications channel, always wanting to know wiegtpened in Bonn, just as he had
with other allies® Nixon had other personal concerns however, featiag Brandt stole his
role as the icon of détente, even going so faroadigagree with the State Department’s

support ofOstpolitik because of a grudge.

Aside from these very personal feuds, there wénerassues that played during the
Nixon/Brandt administrations. The White House wasryvwary whenOstpolitik was
announced? Détente was designed to relax tensions and bhiegCbld War to a standstill,
but it was not a final resolution. Despite déteihere was still a rivalry between the United
States and the Soviet UnidhOstpolitik was designed on the basis of rapprochement. This
startled the United States, because though theg sesking better connections, they were not
willing to simply ‘make friends’ with the Soviet Win, nor to let West Germany walk into
the arms of the Russians. But if and when this ggsavould be started, the United States all
but demanded to be the ones who would lead it.itkges and Nixon were not keen on West
Germany taking the lead in negotiations with thengwnist world. They wanted to have
these communications take place in the framewok dhited States — Soviet Union — China
triangle. This did not leave a lot of space forestlsmaller, parties to interfere and to work

with the biggest actors on the international st4gehe White House also was not fond of the
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fact that West Germany took a differing role frortehte. Kissinger wanted it to be an
undivided strategy and in particular one where Wmited States took the absolute lead in
deciding the tone and pace. This was of course swdlwith the unrelenting fear that West

Germany could drift off into the hands of the Sowiaion if they were not carefdf.

Though the strategies showed similarities, theyewgrite discernable. As discussed
before, there were differences concerning the safalbe policies, regiondDstpolitik versus
global détente, the fact that détente was moreoeekasing tensions, instead of really
resolving differences, and the determination oflim¢ed States that they should be in charge
of a global détente, to whidBstpolitik should be subordinate. Apart from these differences
was the way in which the goals of détente @sdpolitik should be attained. Bonn wanted to
challenge the status quo, the uneasy standstillitad existed for years, and after that to
confer with the Soviet Union, of whom they thougldre ready to compromise and cooperate.
The United States feared this and wanted to mainle status quo, fearing that this might set
off events that they could not fully control andishnot regulate the speed of the procéss.
The incompatibilities between the two strategiegsed friction between the United States

and Germany’

However, apart from Nixon and Kissinger’s issuéh@stpolitik it was actually well
received at the State Department. The State DepattsawOstpolitik as a valuable addition
to détente. They too were cautious, but not asopaily involved as Nixon and Kissinger. As
Ray S. Cline wrote: “If our best efforts shouldlfaind the FRG should move nevertheless
towards limited security concessions or an evenenuwstly bargain with the Soviets, we
would have no alternative but to acquiesce. Howewer should participate to the extent
possible in any negotiations with the Soviets ttambmaximum advantage for the FRG and
the West.®

The Bonn government picked up the negative ambidhat Nixon and Kissinger
brought with them. Because of this, Horst Ehmkeniaister in Brandt's government, was
sent to Washington to discuss the United Statesitpf view. When he was at the White
House, Kissinger said that while there were ‘mipoints of difference’, there were ‘no major

quarrels’ with regard t®stpolitik Though not a blatant lie, it certainly was nossinger’s
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own opinion, who is also known to have said to astM&erman official: “If there is to be a

policy of détente, then we will do it and not yod.”

However, numerous significant diplomatic goals waohieved througtOstpolitik
The most important and tangible were the Treatylo$cow, the Treaty of Warsaw, the Four
Power Agreement on Berlin and the Basic Treaty. Theaty of Moscow resulted in a
compact document aimed to create a formal peacelgspgstem and relations based on the
principles as stated in the United Nations Charfidre treaty also accounted for the
recognition of European borders as they were ir0#89The Treaty of Warsaw was set up in
the same spirit, but featured an introduction giegssed the fact that World War 1l had been
over for 25 years and that now, a durable reladbiewveen West Germany and Poland had to
be established, in the best interest of a new géinarthat had not known war. Just like the
treaty of Moscow it was an agreement to maintaiacp&l relationships, but even more
important for Poland, it also approved the OdersNeiline as the official border between
Germany and Polarfd At the same day as signing the treaty in Warsanan@ visited and
knelt at the monument to the Warsaw Ghetto Uprisifugther showing humility and
willingness to seek closer relations with Easteumoe® With regards to German oriented
issues, the Four Power Agreement on Berlin andd®c Treaty were even more important.
Though the Four Power Agreement was not an officedty, it was an important document
that reaffirmed the division of Berlin and the ¢iig borders and barrief. The Basic
Treaty, drafted a year later, used this reaffiroratio let the two German states formally
recognize each other, letting go of the Hallstedetdne that had been in place for ye¥rs.
Considering that the Brandt administration struclkrfvery important deals in four years,
including these first steps toward reconciliatioihwhe German Democratic Republic, it can

be said thaDstpolitikwas promising to be a success.

A number of things should be taken into considemtgle discussingdstpolitik and
détente. While West Germany was opening to the, Hasf were also organizing in the West,

being part of the growing EEC. Thou@stpolitik played a major role in German foreign
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policy, they were also busy integrating into thet i&f Western Europ&® Yet while Ostpolitik
was crucial for West Germany, to the United Sté¥est Germany was only a minor player in
their global foreign policy strated.Nonetheless, after his inauguration in 1969, Nisaiu
he had plans to revitalize NATO, but he was noedbldeliver on this promi€é From the
start of the administration through 1972, they waastly dealing with Vietnam, China and
Russia, hoping to end the war and seek closeriaetatwith the communist countries,
favoring détente over Europe and West Ger@atpolitik®®

To summarize: during the almost thirty years aftrld War Il the relations between
the United States and West Germany went througbusphases. These were the tenures of
the pro-American Adenauer, who later switched tmmare Gaullist and Europe centered
stance. After fourteen years as chancellor Adenaves succeeded by Erhard and then
Kiesinger, who both aimed to uphold a good conoectvith the United States, but of which
certainly the latter was troubled by the Unitedt&ainvolvement in Vietnam. Lastly there
was Brandt's government, which had an internatidoalis and tried to maintain a good
relationship with the United States, but which dmt succeed, partially because of personal
struggles between the president and chancellor.r@la¢ionship was never hostile, but did
change based on the priority both countries gaeeamother. Easy examples are the boom in
the 1950s, which was quite contrary to the late0$98hen the focus of the United States was
with Vietnam, the Soviet Union and communist Chimgtead of West Europe, let alone West
Germany. In 1972 and 1973 the problems of the drf@&tes got worse, because Nixon was
unable to perform a number of his duties due toutlraveling of the Watergate scandal. At
the same time, West Germany was busy normalizieg telations with the East German
state and setting up the European Community. Evesm sapart from the transatlantic
community in general, it is obvious that the relatbetween the two countries was not at a

peak.

On a purely political level it was also caused Wy apparently similar approaches to
dealing with communist countries. The United Statewed out détente and West Germany
under Brandt had employe@stpolitik Both theories were based on the improvement of

bonds with other countries. This occurred with ¢benmunist countries. The usually smooth
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connection between the two countries had hit a bimghe road, not only because of
professional differing opinions on foreign polidyt also due to personal issues between their

top officials.

Chapter 2: The Year of Europein Germany

As explained in the previous chapter, German-Ana@ricelations had its ups and
downs during the almost thirty years since the enworld War Il. The same was true for
European-American relations, though this had besnpticated due to the European nations
moving through a multitude of organizations and dad generally speak or act as a single
entity. At the same time, Western Europe did neehthe Nixon administration its attention.
This had resulted in a severe degradation of tlaioa between the two parties. At the same
time, Kissinger and Nixon had been working to restthe bonds with two of their sworn
rivals, the Soviet Union and the People’s RepublicChina, the two biggest communist
nations. They were also trying to put an end to\tletnam conflict, which is very clear in
Kissinger’s biographies and memoires, but of coalse in the corpus of material that has
been written about it during the past fifty ye&t3his chapter will first provide an overview
of the Year of Europe and then provide an analysder the heading ‘Breakdown of the

project’.

April through September
On April 23, 1973 Kissinger gave a speech durimgegting with the Associated Press

at the Waldorf-Astoria hotel in New York. He staftby declaring that this year was not
supposed to be the Year of Europe, because Eurlmpbdden less important in the previous
years and that an important alliance between theetistates and Europe had existed since
the end of the war. However, that alliance was waalg because of various reasons. Europe
had had a revival and was unifying economicallye Blrategic military balance had shifted
from American power to near equality, so internagiosecurity had to be rethought. Neither
the speech nor Kissinger's memoirs make it cleaatvle meant exactly. Japan had to be part
of the new alliance and the term “Atlantic’ hadlie expanded as to include them in the
community. Kissinger did not explain this in theesph, only in his memoirs. Japan had
become an important region and for “Atlantic” saduas to be viable it had to be included.

Due to détente, an opportunity was created for s@s of nationalism to rise internationally.
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This, in combination with a multitude of other issuthat had not been foreseen a generation
ago, had given Kissinger an impulse to start tharXt¢ Europe. He foresaw a challenge for
the Atlantic Community that had to be faced togetrel in cooperation, so that the Atlantic
alliance would not be destroyed. For this to beieadd President Nixon himself would be
involved in the project, with Kissinger all but pnesing a trip of Nixon to Europe in 1973.
This was bound to the condition that toward the @nithe year, a new Atlantic Charter had to
have been designed. The new Atlantic Charter shdalda blueprint for the Atlantic
Community that: “Builds on the past without becogits prisoner. Deals with the problems
our success had created. Creates for the Atlaatioms a new relationship is whose progress
Japan can share. We ask our friends in Europe,daaerad ultimately Japan to join us in this
effort. This is what we mean by the Year of Eurbpe.

Kissinger proceeded to elaborate on the issueaweansthe Atlantic alliance, pointing
out economic relations with the European Communityljective defense, in which the
European nations and the United States were orgamizNATO, and diplomacy, which did
not usually happen multilaterally, but bilateralssconomically the European nations had a
regional character, while the United States hadctoon a larger international scale and in a
bigger monetary system. Diplomatically the Europew®iions were also functioning as
traditional nation states, working on a regionalscThis did not overlap with the United
States, but was not immediately a cause for prahléithat Kissinger emphasized was that
the European nations in all their affairs had reglanterests and the United States had global
interests. If the Atlantic nations were to be monéited these problems had to be confrorfed.

He wanted to do this by having the European nativas up the aforementioned new
Atlantic Charter. Just like the original Atlantich@rter this new initiative did not have goals
that were set in stone, but were only outlinesvibat the United States wanted to achieve
together with its European allies. The nations veengposed to work together, moving jointly
instead of by themselves or by only communicatinty ¢he United States regarding the Year
of Europe. European cooperation had the possilidityeriously alleviate Kissinger’s job, if
he only had to work with one diplomat (or a specgroup) that was able to speak and debate
for the various European nations. Next to makingpsier for Kissinger or other diplomats to
debate with Europe, this would have made Europeesneffiective in international politics.

"L Address by the President’s Assistant for Nati@edurity Affairs (Kissinger), April 23, 1978oreign
Relations of the United States 1969 — 1976, VolXéVIll, Part 1, Foundations of Foreign Policy, 137976
doc. 8.

21



However, just like withOstpolitikand détente, Kissinger did not like other actongrigatoo

much influence or disturbing his plans.

The speech came quite unexpected and contrarygidaretexts only a couple of
countries had received the speech beforehand. \@estmany was not one of these
countries’? Almost immediately a reaction was asked from thbut, they did not know yet
how to exactly formulate their answérsThis also had to do with the fact that an offigiesit
by Willy Brandt and Walter Scheel had already bpkamned for the first week of May, just a
week after Kissinger's speech. In another convensdietween Brandt and Hillenbrand, the
American ambassador in Bonn, Brandt was quitecatitabout the project and worried about
the time provided to draft a new declaration. Hibleand responded by reminding Brandt that
the United States did not want to wait ten yearairador a result, as had happened with
Kennedy’s proposal for an Atlantic partnersfifThe chancellor was critical, but believed the
United States and West Germany still had the samaésgin forming a strong connection in
which they could trust one another. On the evewinthat day, April 26, Berndt von Staden,
the West German ambassador in Washington, seittea e Bonn outlining the speech and
interpretation thereof by the German embassy. Atingrto von Staden the American
officials were not able to explain the speech, ls® Germans made their own first draft
analysis for the government in Bonn. In a summany analysis, von Staden clarified what
the German embassy thought Kissinger meant witrspleech and how this related to West

Germany.

The ambassador was critical about the speech, kérgathat it gave more questions
than answers. The main goal was to improve théioelbetween the US and Europe, though
Europe had to fill in how to engage in this projedext to this von Staden mentioned a
couple of things specifically, apart from the gehesummary. He spotted rhetoric in
Kissinger's speech, especially contradictions réigar the progress and expectations the
United States, a nostalgic longing to the decades 1950 to 1970, when the United States
was the hegemon of the Western world. Von Stades pesitive about the initiative, not

willing to go against the United States, but noekiks he was confused and surprised by
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Kissinger's speecft On the other hand, the United States sent a tetedo its European
embassies, explaining that the gist of the speexh tev be that the United States wanted to
write a new Atlantic Charter in 1973 with its Eueam allies. It was supposed to be a joint
effort outlining a set of objectives and principteshelp guide them in the future, that ideally
would be written before the president visited EetfiBecause it was such a speech that was
open for interpretation, it is logical that Westr@any did not know how to position itself.
Kissinger had given a speech in which Japan waggydrdhinto the Atlantic Community and in
which he asserted a certain military equality withexplaining why he thought this. This

caused the need for a telegram from the UniteceStatclarify the speech.

In the following days, Brandt was interviewed irtiaipation to his visit to the White
House. During this interview, he elaborated on@seman-American relations in general, the
East — West issues and the West Ger@atpolitik but when the new Atlantic Charter came
into question he tried to evade the subject. Qaeston the Charter and Kissinger’'s speech
were withheld an answer as Brandt did not yet sabla to answer them. Reiterating this
stance, Brandt wrote in thidew York Timeghat the United States should already regard
Europe as a single partner and urged for a betieperation between the two fronts,
proposing a multilateral summit on top of the l@lal summits that already existed. Any

mention of the Atlantic Charter and the Year of &e however were omitted.

When Brandt and Scheel visited the United Statéday, it became clear that Nixon
did not want to be associated too much with therYaEurope. Nixon already had other
matters to deal with, with Watergate being the masue. He also stated that the Year of
Europe should not be the only way to improve refetj but should be one of the many ties
between the United States and Europe. The visiyidid one valuable document: a draft of a
Common German-American Declarati6hThis declaration was meant to establish a new
official platform to improve the relations betwetle two countries. The president, chancellor,
and both foreign ministers intended to sign anement to support each other with regards to
foreign policy, defense politics and East-Westtretes, but also opened the way to discussing
a new declaration as they opposed the concept lahtit Charter. However, there is no

evidence that it has been signed and put into teffdter the conversations with Kissinger
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and Nixon, Brandt sent two letters to Prime Mimdteath of Great Britain and to President
Pompidou of France. These were letters explairmegnheetings Brandt had had. He urged
both statesmen to meet with Nixon individually a@odsteer unto a ‘constructive dialogue’

with Europe, as Brandt did not want to disturb thkation with the United States. He also

stated to both heads of state that West Germany ooi work with the term Atlantic Charter.

While the exchange of letters between heads o stas very normal, it is telling that these

letters so explicitly state the importance of bettdations between European countries and
the United States. France did not take too kindBtandt’'s suggestions and ruled out the
option of a multilateral summit as Brandt had swje@ in theNew York Timesin his

statement France saw an involvement of the UnitateS§in Europe that they did not wéht.

After this visit, other German officials started get involved with the project. Even
though the material shows that the Year of Europe mot a real priority, enough has been
written about it to show that it was not ignoredWest Germany. Walter Scheel and the
Foreign Minister of the United Kingdom, Alec Dousfelome, discussed the speech and the
Atlantic Charter, what was correct and what wasdah Kissinger’s speech and how it should
be approache® Brandt and Heath had a similar conversation, \Eitandt assuming that
Nixon did not fully support the plan proposed bys&inger. However, both were prepared to
work on a declaration, stating that it was moreantgmt to clarify the relations between the
European Community and the United States, thanotoisf on the problems that existed
between the United States and NAYQ\ few weeks later there was a conference of German
and American officials, one of which was the oflicspokesman of the German government,
Rudger von Wechmar. He gave an overview of Gerroegign policy, amongst other things
the speech of Kissinger and the importance of N&oisisit, which would be favorable
concerning German-American relations. Von Wechmiated quite clearly that West
Germany treasured the German-American dialoguetlzaidinstead of a Year of Europe, a
“Decade of Europe” would be need®drhis last part might be a bit overenthusiastid, the

meeting once again made it clear that the West @esndeeply valued the relationship and

" Willy Brandt, “The Old World, the New Strengtilew York TimesApril 29, 1973; Moon, “The Year of
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1973 bis 31. 3. 1974. Politisches Archiv, Zwischehay 105664, Geschéaftszeigen der abgegebenentRegrs
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did not want to see it deteriorate. However, theeting was before there was mention of a

declaration and refers to the position that Westaay wanted to keep nonetheless.

A small but significant change in presentation \&® made in June when Kissinger
started to refer to the new Atlantic Charter asexl8ration of Principles. This had been a
specific request of West Germany since Kissinget giaen his speech. Germany had not
been a part of the Atlantic Charter in 1941 as theye the enemy of the Allies, making up
the most important part of the Axis powers in Wovithr Il. This change would not have
happened if there had been no complaint or lobbgnfthe German side, as they were the
only ones who opposed this term because of its atation with World War Il. However,
Kissinger did not care much for superficialitiesdamas not interested in the name of the
document, but only found it necessary that a docuirakould be drafte?f.Contrary to the
West German engagement, France opposed the AmeYiean of Europe and Brandt's
willingness to respond to it. They did not want alltifateral approach to it, nor to

institutionalize the relations with the United &t

The speech was discussed by Brandt and Pompidiunigy, as they picked it apart and
conversed about an idea for the declaration. Thgyeal about the importance of the
European nations working together and that it waportant that the nine European
Community members spoke with one voieés Brandt conversed with Pompidou, Scheel
sat with Jobert, the French foreign minister. Ttaydiscussed the address, but focused more
on the importance of security and defense, and towould be improved through better
relations, both within Europe and with the Unitetht8s®® These conversations explicitly
state that shortly after the speech West Germaop fficials, contrary to the French, were
willing to start on the project initialized by Kisger. This was made clear through direct
conversations with the United States, in the camfee between officials of both countries,
but also through Europe, with letters being senbehalf of the chancellor to other Heads of
State, and meetings where Kissinger’'s speech vezsisBed and foreign policy was decided

upon.

In July Brandt officially asked Scheel to repres@fgst Germany in the negations on

the declaration, seeing the need for a good ndgotilaat worked for a more united Europe,

8 Willy Brandt, “The Old World, the New Strengthtlew York TimesApril 29, 1973; Moon, “The Year of
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but also for the relation with the United StatéShis was shortly after Scheel had met with
Hillenbrand to confer about the German-Americaratrehs and the goals that were set.
Political unity in Western Europa, solidifying tlo®operation with the United States and
Canada and setting up numerous East-West cont8cteel wanted to settle this in a
document, but he was uncertain whether this shibeldone pragmatically or systematically

and if there was enough time to do this before(tioé yet planned) trip of Nixon to Eurofe.

Later that month Scheel went to Washington agaidetoate the Atlantic cooperation
with Kissinger. Kissinger proposed that his speeupght have been a mistake, that the tone
had been incorrect, by appointing Europe a regiosialand by putting economic pressure on
the relations. But he did insist that it was impattfor both sides of the Atlantic that a
document was drafted. For this meeting Scheel h@&dy brought drafts for an Atlantic
declaration, which was called Teil Il (Gliederunmd Inhalt der Atlantick-Erklarungdy’
Kissinger replied to the document by saying it was of the most useful texts he had ever
seen, as it was in line with what the United Stdtad originally wanted for the declaration.
According to him it could be transformed into alytledged declaration in just two or three
weeks. But it could not end up in the NATO-machyntar then it would be “discussed to
death”. It was all still based on Nixon’s eventuiit to Europe however, which was the final
goal of the Year of Europe in the document thate®throposed® In his memoirs, Kissinger
confirmed that Scheel's proposal was a good onethadit was the document that most

corresponded with what the United States had ilyisaiggested”

During this month there was a lot of correspondeabeut the Year of Europe
between European officials too. This was for exanhle to Scheel’'s work, who discussed
with Douglas-Home how the British wanted to workwihe European Commission, but also
a letter from Ambassador von Hase in London, wha $@oken with his British colleague
Brimlow. Aside from discussing the project itséley emphasized that it was ‘five minutes
to twelve’, to make the Year of Europe a succddsad become an urgent matter to take the
momentum that had been gained by Scheel’s vighgdNhite House and not let it end up as
an endlessly dragged out project. The sights werers the Copenhagen summit, where the

possibility to make real progress existed. In thards of Walter Scheel “In Kopenhagen

87 Bundeskanzler Brandt an Bundesminister ScheeZeitHelsinki, July 4, 1973AAPD 1973, doc. 216.
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konnte ein Schritt nach vorne getan werd&mJntil the start of the summer recess of the
German Bundestag, there was certainly no lack mfeexce that West German officials were
not influenced by Kissinger’s speech. As Brandt ld@o on to say in March 1974, it seemed
that almost every week someone had been workingheninitiative, whether it was the

drafting of the working papers that had been preskio Kissinger and Nixon or meeting

with other European statesmen.

These were not low-level officials from the Ministiof Foreign Affairs, but
ambassadors and the West German Minister of For&ftairs. Scheel was continuously
involved in the project as the person primarilyp@ssible for the project. The West German
Secretary of Foreign Affairs reaffirmed this to Aasisador von Staden: “Unsererseits wird
die Bedeutung einer atlantische Erklarung nichersahatzt. Au3enminister Scheel hat sich
personlich im Neuner-Kreis in Kopenhagen energaafiir verwendet. Wir sehen darin eine
Maoglichkeit, die amerikanische Prasenz in Europarkstr zu verwurzeln. Eine solche
Erklarung wirde daher nach unserer Ansicht geradb an Interesse Europas liegen.” The
declaration was of such an importance that the dsiglGerman official on this subject
personally defended the necessity of drafting arfeant of his eight European colleagiés.

One month later, Kissinger and Scheel decidedithahs best to let the progress on
the declaration go on through both the European r@amity and the NATO. Scheel
explained this was because it was easier to asseifmbdlheads of government to talk about
defense policy in NATO and to discuss economicexttbjand European-American relations
without the heads of state being presém.plausible complementing theory is that the split
came through insistence by France, who did not whistkind of linkage with NATO®
Kissinger was no fan of this idea and found it abghat the heads of state would not discuss
anything apart from defense, and that they deletiaseto their ministers. He nevertheless
agreed to the plaif.Scheel asserted that they would think about whmatlgvbe the best way
to further the declaration, but also that West Geryrwould continue to work on proposals as
part of both the Nine and NATO. He stated that thielynot want a weak reprise of previous

texts or declarations, but one that was rich ineat repeating that better ties with the United

92 Botschafter von Hase, London, an das Auswartige, Aoy 20, 1973AAPD 1973, doc. 225; Bundesminister
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States were in the best interests of Europe. Wizt mgpeated was the question of when
President Nixon was planning to visit Eurdpdust as the Germans, so too the Americans
were becoming impatient, but for a different reasdocording to Secretary Frank they had
made a mistake by starting the project withoutBheopeans being involved from the start, as
he stated in a conversation with the British amé@dss Because of this they should wait for
the Copenhagen conference, when a statement sheuldady. Only if this went wrong it
would be time to start worrying. At the same tirtlegy argued that it had to be made clear to
Jobert that the Copenhagen summit had to be asuierel that the key to a successful year
was not in Washington, but in PaffsThe Year of Europe was not yet lost, but this did
depend on the participation of the parties involv@tle project was now three months
underway and had not yet delivered anything todyeebrk with yet. Though it did not make
Kissinger very happy, no real damage was done dor¢kations with Europe yet, nor the

relation with West Germany in particular.

NATO announced that the declaration had to be spbttwo parts in August. One for
NATO and one for the European Community, almostdilly cutting it into two pieces. For
the NATO declaration, only the first part was reqdi Included with the summary van Well
had written was a draft for a NATO declarationgalty split into two parts, “Political basis
and goal of the alliance” and “Defense policy”. \I¢hit was not a very shocking or
groundbreaking document according to Secretaryl-riirwas the only one that would be
able satisfy the Americans, because the Dutch dra$t deemed unsuitable and the British
design was too short and aimed too much at pledsiagce, so it would not live up to the
expectations of the United States. The documetedsthat the alliance that had been formed
had to guarantee freedom, peace and cooperatisre®etand for the countries involved. It
also provided for more unity in the European Comityusnd better communications between
them and the United States. The part that discusiefense policy was an official
reaffirmation of the NATO principles, that tried tmaintain peace and prohibit nuclear
warfare?® West Germany tried to draft a declaration that i@atisfy both the United States
and the Community. This would prove to be a weakenand they eventually accepted the
British proposal under pressure from Frad®The West German minister of finance

Schmidt evaluated the situation in an interviewhvitie General-Anzeiger, a paper in Bonn,
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by saying that though he thought that the UniteateSt had not started the Year of Europe
correctly, he was even less pleased with the featt the European Community had not yet
been able to offer a response. Not wanting to plangers, he nonetheless was upset by the
attempt of one or multiple nations that tried tocctotheir ‘favorite ideas of individual national
foreign policy’ on the common foreign policy of tEeiropean Communit}’* Amongst other

he must have meant France, who were trying to iegheir Euro-centric politics on the
declaration. However, by not explicitly condemnifgance, West Germany did not change

the problem as it already was.

The declaration for the EEC was presented at thea BEeiropean summit in
Copenhagen, where European cooperation was discbgshe foreign ministers of the nine
members of the EC. The main point of discussion tasvisit of President Nixon, still
expected in the autumn of 1973. The Nine felt thag met the prerequisites for a meeting
and they also had a design for a political dedlamat However, France steered the
Copenhagen meeting in their own way. They pushedptibposal that the Nine would not
support US changes to the declaration, only by @wiss. In Copenhagen, they also made
sure that the list of subjects that would be diseds could only be communicated with the
United States orall}® Yet again, they tried to make sure that the YdaEwurope would

progress on their terms and not those of the UrStates.

The draft on US-EEC relations, which contained eooic and diplomatic issues and
a draft on the European identity, which outlined tfeneral position of Europe towards the
United States, would be given to Kissinger andwlised by Andersen, the chairman of the
Council of Ministers, on September 24t would be followed by a discussion of the nine
political directors with their American countermart’®® This potentially created an
unprecedented situation in which Europe spoke tiivau single person instead of having to
discuss everything with each country one by ongr&tably for Kissinger, it did not unfold
this way. Instead of having one interlocutor, héyaot a presenter, who could state, but not

discuss on behalf of the other European countries.

According to Kissinger, as said during a meetinthwhe Dutch ambassador, the EEC

Nine had a wrong approach concerning the Year obfis He stated that the project was not
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designed to distract from the Watergate scandal, that the United States needed the
declaration because of that. They just wanted tonty the erosion of NATO, restore

friendships and consolidate the base of Congregardang the relation with Europe, to

prevent the retreat of American troops from Europet Kissinger started to be more and
more reluctant regarding Nixon’s visit to Europenthnding a full declaration in October as a
prerequisite®® This came shortly after an official message frovm $tate Department, sent to
the European embassies, emphasizing that the Y&arope was still in progress, but that no

detailed assessment of Nixon'’s trip could be madé®

Regardless of this news, Brandt and Scheel wdtensthe middle of the process of
drafting a declaration. At the end of Septembey Wisited the United States again, meeting
with the president and Kissinger, who had been ptethto Secretary of State. Both Brandt
and Scheel emphasized the necessity of Nixon’'s iaskEurope in conversations with their
counterparts. During his meeting with the presidevitich Brandt started by stating that
“since May, real steps have been made regardingtlaatic dialogue”, Nixon seemed to be
optimistic about the Year of Europe as it was gaindar'®’ Though seemingly enthusiastic,
he did not reveal an intention of visiting Europdhe near future.

October through December, the Yom Kippur War and NATO summit of
December
In October 1973, the Yom Kippur War started in Meldle East, followed by an

energy crisis, fueled by the lack of oil from th®EC nations. In the Yom Kippur War Israel

was attacked by the Arab countries surroundinghibugh it was not assisted militarily by the

United States, they did supply Israel with the ssaey materiel to wage war. To do this, they
flew supplies to Israel from bases located in Gaynén a conversation with Hillenbrand, ten

days after the Yom Kippur War had started, Scheetlemned this airbridge to Israel. A hard

shift in priority and a dip in the tone at whichetbwo countries had communicated can be
perceived. Where the talks beforehand had focusegeace in Europe and the transatlantic
alliance, the discussions between the heads oé,stateign ministers and ambassadors
currently had a different charact8f.For the West Germans, it was of utmost importahae

the conflict was resolved as quickly as possibleofiversation between Egon Bahr, Heath,
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Douglas-Home and other officials from the Britisbr€ign Office revealed that the European
capacity to help ending the war was very limitedtimMo American officials in attendance,
the ministers discussed the changing roles of tmintries, the European continent, and the
position the United States occupied since World Wawhile Britain was a former global
power, their strength had declined, and Europegatter was weak militarily, though it had
built a solid economy. Therefore, the Americans tm@dmit that Europe was not able to
defend itself, so they had to help guard the Wastorld. Bahr concluded this part of the
conversation with a remark that the United Stataddcnot permit itself to retreat from the
alliance with Europé®® Bahr tried to have the British affirm the Europemgakness, luring
them into approving of a strong relationship witle tUnited States instead of France’s
European-centric worldview. This was difficult f@&ritain, who had only just entered the
European Community and also tried to prove thenesels Europeans. They were stuck
between deciding to side with the French, who fedd a Euro-centrist line, or to work
together with the United States, with whom they had a ‘special relationship’ since World
War 11.1°The fact that Heath, contrary to other Britishi@és, did not highly value this
‘special relationship’ only complicated the sitaat'* Britain did not choose between either

side in 1973, which did not help in making the YeBEurope a success.

The crisis in the Middle East was not picked upareign policy talks between West
Germany and other parties immediately, as talksh vBritain and France about the
transatlantic dialogue continued as they had imtbaths before. This would be to no avail,
the French primarily opposed the idea of workingetber with the United States and would
not take a different stance, regardless of persnasy their peers? While the near-East
conflict was paramount during the Yom Kippur Waegular foreign policy was still
discussed. Of course, this was not abnormal, asdhé#lict was fought outside of Europe,
with no active involvement of European troops, dady business continued. To Kissinger
the Yom Kippur War and the Energy Crisis were ofctmumore importance than what

happened in Europg?

In November, the Yom Kippur War had come to an #mdugh a ceasefire brokered

by the United Nations, with a lot of help from Kisger, who had shuttled between the
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different parties to intermediate between the diffié contenders:® The Energy Crisis also
contributed to the friction between the variousrdaes. They all tried to solve the crisis in
their own way: France and the United Kingdom workedund it and struck bilateral deals
with the Arab countries, West Germany wanted araésblution through the EEC and the
United States wanted to work together with all a@hsuming countries®® For the
Transatlantic discussion this was a significant thobecause of a new meeting in
Copenhagen for European political cooperation. &atlons of the Nine with the US,
Canada and Japan were discussed, which were pdsenEuropean declarations instead of
declarations drafted up by separate countritgfter months of bilateral and multilateral
discussions between the European countries, it agdike steps were made to remake the
Atlantic alliance, between a more unified and orgath Europe and the United States. It was
decided that Denmark would present the co-designed, proposal to the Americans, so it
could be discussed next to the NATO summit that \wksned a week later. More
importantly were the identity papers that had bdeafted and were presented this month.
These documents focused on the European identispmething separate from the United
States — European relations, whereas this hadeert of the general debate beforehdhd.
France continued to obstruct the Atlantic coalitegain in November. Pompidou made it
clear in a conversation with Brandt, where he eaxplh that France did not want to
institutionalize the relation between the Europgaommunity and the United States.
Formalizing the relations would have given the BdiStates an opportunity to influence the
relations and thus, Europe. Brandt tried to reasitn Pompidou and explained that he and
his government still wished to continue the prajeeeing the added value of-i.This was
already a repetition of what Brandt had done justeak before, when he went in front of the
European Parliament and stressed before his peest 8ermany’s commitment to both a
unified Europe and Europe’s relations with the BdiState$'® This can be seen as a breach

between France and West Germany again. France haidod influence in the EEC too,
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forcing West Germany to compromise. West Germanyocoot risk a real break with France

or the other European nations, even when it corecktime alliance with the United States.

The NATO summit in December was the last meetinfpogign ministers and other
officials in 1973. Before the summit, Kissinger, ugpas-Home, Jobert and Scheel had a
conversation in which Kissinger accused the Eumgeand Jobert and Douglas-Home in
particular, of working together against the Unittdtes. A good cooperation was needed, to
make sure no animosity developed in the relatiord while France and Britain gave priority
to Europe above the United States, Germany stipsted a strong bond with the US and
some sort of document to formally constitute this. Ambassador van Well remarked:.taf3
es fir die Bundesregierung von besonderer Bedewgeingvdhrend der Entwicklung auf eine
Identitdt der Neun hin das gute Verhaltnis mit déareinigten Staaten zu erhalten und zu
starken. In welch einer Art von Dokument diesesaiNiederschlag fande, bleibe noch zu
entscheiden. Wichtig sei auch, daf} die Neun immhverhaltnis zu den Vereinigten Staaten
die Entwicklung im Atlantischen Biindnis beriicksigtén. Der Offentlichkeit miisse der
Fortschritt der Beziehungen zwischen den Neun ueml dereinigten Staaten deutlich zu
Kenntnis gebracht werden® But this defense of the Year of Europe had beeritite, too
late. In a meeting just days later, the three posstthat Kissinger had taken during the
NATO meetings were discussed by van Well and Hiiand, as explained next. The
Secretary of State had given quite mixed signateerwhaving dinner on December 10 with
Jobert, Scheel and Douglas-Home he had said thdt/tited States was not interested in a
declaration of the Nine anymore and that the ptegersion was not sufficient. The day after
he told assembled officials at the NATO summit thath versions, the one of the EEC and
NATO, should be developed later. The nine ministefsthe EEC were told that the
declaration had to be completely redone. It was tmwlong, too legalistic, should be more
politically oriented and more inclusive insteaddofisive. Regardless of this setback the West
Germans still wanted to proceed with the plan, ediog to the summary that was written of
this conversatiort?* However, the various documents that should beteitafvere now
diffused into half-products that did not bear muesemblance to the new Atlantic charter
that Kissinger had originally proposed, just eighinths earlier. 1973 thus ended without a
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declaration and with relations between the variBuspean nations and the United States in

a recession.

Thelast canto. January through March 1974.
The first months of 1974 showed a reduced intareste project. Compared to 1973,

far fewer documents were dedicated to the Yearusbjge. In January, February and March
Kissinger and Scheel corresponded about the profextording to Scheel, work was still
being done on the West German declaration, buadt fow become exactly what Kissinger
had hoped to prevent, an endlessly dragged outgrayith no clear end in sight. Something
that should have taken just a couple of monthsstitk$n progress, almost a year latéf The
American Ambassador Bruce remarked that from an rioae point of view, the relations
with Europe and West Germany had become worse alubet Year of Europ&? Scheel
nonetheless tried to propose a declaration, thaldcoe discussed in March and signed in
April, when Nixon should have come to visif.Scheel’s attitude was also propagated by the
SPD’s spokesman, Grunewald. While the failure ef pinoject was already evident, he told
the Frankfurter Algemeine Zeitung that Bonn did wonhsider 1973 a failure concerning

American-European relations and hoped that 1974datming it to a fitting conclusiof®

However, there was opposition to the Year of Eurgpel the way the Brandt
government handled it in West Germany too. At thendiestag meeting of March 28, the
opposition parties strongly attacked Kissinger'sesih of the year before and the American
initiative, which they saw, like the French, as aywof the United States to gain more
influence. According to the CDU/CSU opposition tiedations with the United States were
now at its worst since World War Il. Both Scheetla®randt got time to respond. Scheel
defended the project and pointed out that it wagsomant that the cohesion between Europe
and the United States was retained. Brandt was ewea passionate in his defense, claiming
that the government had and continued to work dtebeelations with the United States and
Europe and that the project had been a mainst#yeajovernment since its announcement in

April. 12
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The defense of the project by Brandt and Scheelair@ady been in vain. A striking
end to the Year of Europe, that embodied the fatistn Kissinger had had with the project,
was the telegram he sent on March 27, 1974, alengsar after his original speech. In this he
wrote: “I have noted press statements to the effettwe are no longer interested in the Year
of Europe declarations?® The frustration was not strange, because whilé\kest Germans
were still maintaining the project, Jobert was thwag renewed consultations with the United
States, which the Nine and the European Commisgiere trying to revive at Castle
Gymnich*®® Though there was no official end to the Year ofdpe, and what the end date
should be is interpreted differently by historiatie date on which this telegram was sent is a
fitting moment to end the project. Kissinger hadafiy thrown in the towel, expecting no
viable proceeds from it. Until the last moment, W&ermany had tried, and failed, to
produce a usable document. Yet they were continudigsng opposed by France, who kept

focusing on excluding the United States.

Breakdown of the project
The German sources show that Bonn was actuallyngito cooperate with both the

United States and the European nations, but thatpitoved quite difficult. Because the
declaration had to be formed on behalf of all theogean nations, the West Germans could
not simply negotiate their own renewed alliancehwthe United States, but had to work
through the EEC and the NATO. Even though West @Gagnwas not immediately convinced
by the project, as could be seen through the mhget of Brandt and von Staden, they
engaged with it nevertheless. After a few monthSeaman declaration was developed and
shown to Kissinger and Nixon, who were pleasecetothat the West Germans put this effort
into the project. The documents that Scheel pregewere a declaration that could actually
have progressed the Year of Europe, showing furtber that West Germany wanted this
project to succeed. Kissinger asked the Germakgdp the documents to themselves, so it
would not get bogged down in the European bureayci@nly a few months later, exactly
this had happened. Kissinger’s request can bédated to a number of factors: for one, the
European way of discussing and compromising waspeatingly slow. Combined with the
practice of a single spokesman, who was not allaweatb anything but present the European
plans, this reduced working speed even more. Séctimelre was the way in which countries
had the power to block affairs of being executeith \w this particular case, the hesitance of
France to work with the United States. Though Wastmany did propose to work with the

127 Kissinger to NATO et al., Telegram P 272028Z MAR Karch 27, 1974, National Archives.
128 Hilfrich, “West Germany’s Long Year of Europe”, 24 250.
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United States and engage in the project, they didaatively stop France from stalling. They
wanted to make the Year of Europe a success, e aiame time they did not want to create

aversion from France, as good relations with Framee needed in the European Community.

As the Yom Kippur War was fought, political pribes shifted with regard to
European-American relations. It also caused adyaiconflict between West Germany and
the United States, because Bonn did not approvkeohirbridge from Germany to Israel, as
they wished to remain impartial. The United Stateas complicated the situation by
supplying Israel from West Germany. With only Novwmn and December left, there were
two more occasions where European politics wereudsed face-to-face. These were the
meeting of the Political Committee and the NATO suitn Though the declaration was
debated, there was no more clear West German d#olarnor input. The officials dealing
with West Germany’s foreign affairs kept telling they had done all year, that Bonn put
great value in a strong connection with the Uni&tdtes. This was true for officials in the
United States, such as the ambassadors, but alselédions with the European countries,
especially the Nine. In no way did officials evarly speak out against the United States, nor
against a more united Europe. By trying to balabeéwveen these two blocs the West
Germans were not able to decisively put forwardapgsal in either NATO or the EEC. As
Kissinger also remarked in December, other Europsamtries, especially France, were
reluctant to tie themselves closer to the UniteateStthan West Germany was. Whereas the
European identity at first had been part of th&scdurse with the United States, this was torn
from the original designs of the declaration and hacome a stand-alone entity, putting the
interests of Europe before those of the transatlatiiance. West Germany also participated
in this, not wanting to do anything that would ggamst the grain of either party. The way in
which a design for a European identity disruptesl rislations between the United States and
Europe showed the limit to how much could be acdmhed at the moment. As the
European nations were being incorporated into tBE€ &s individual nations, it sparked an
internal struggle as to how they should interad¢hwie United States. In this debate, France
took a strong Euro-centric position and West Geymnamd Great Britain were not able to
change this to a moderate stance, which they seenaefer, dealing with both Europe and
the United States.

When the relation between Europe and the UniteteSt@ropped to a low point, the
West German relation with the United States waggid down with them. Throughout the
project West Germany kept attempting to draft gopsal that included both a stronger and
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more united Europe, and a stronger and more ufiitadsatlantic Alliance. The French did
not support this, because it would have given tintedd States more influence in Europe.
Throughout the year they stalled Kissinger’s ititi@ For example, in June, when the Nine
had already decided to draft a document for Septendlmbert remarked that they should not
feel pressured, stating that “there is plenty wieti This is a long term-matter, and in forming
its own identity Europe must act independently afekica. It is not necessary for the EEC to
rush ahead to break its own identity simply becatise going to have contacts with the
Americans.*® The June incident was only one of the many wayw/hich Jobert tried to
disrupt the project and to keep the United StatebEurope. France wanted to use the Year
of Europe for their own benefit and tried to stiifé project, so it could be used to strengthen
Europe itself, instead of the relation with the tgdiStated*

It is not strange then that Kissinger blamed Jopersonally for a great part of the
stress he experienced during the y&amhe pressure exerted by France and the UnitedsStat
led to a situation in which the West Germans tteethave their cake and eat it’, valuing both
parties as important and thus being unable to nilakepe move more towards the United
States or invest more in Europe. From the West @erside there was always the need to
balanceOstpolitik with a strongWestpolitik to make sure that they did not disrupt the
relations with their allies in Europe and the Uditgtates. The necessity for this of course
flowed from a multitude of reasons. They were $tidlated between superpowers and could
be the first to be attacked should the Soviet Umlooose to make a move. So they chose to
engage in communications with the Warsaw Pactjdlmehatically decrease the risk of such
an event. Secondly, they had to strengthen their p@sition within the EEC. For this they
needed to deal with eight other countries, with liggest partners being France and Great
Britain. It was in West Germany’s best interest tmtupset any of these parties, lest it
influence trade or diplomatic relations. Thirdligety had to stay in a coalition with the United
States, for economic, political and military reasohhis also coincides with the fourth reason
that required West Germany to engage in a sélastpolitik NATO, to which the United
States contributed the most. But as tl@stpolitik was working well, problems arose on the
other side. To strengthen the EEC they had to igite France, who focused on Europe and
rejected intervention by the United States. Buhtet the concerns of the United States, West

Germany now needed to have both a bilateral relslip with the United States, but also
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promote multilateral bonds, such as happened invder of Europe. This was complicated
even more because West Germany, Great Britain,nanterous other European countries,
but not France, were organized in NATO. This wagetber with the United States and this
organization required cooperation. Being pulledfrmm multiple sides caused the lack of a
hard decision from West Germany, who did not dedideveen choosing the European or
American side in the Year of Europe, which conti@outo the failure of the Year of Europe.
And this failure of the Year of Europe had led tetatiorated relations between West

Germany and the United States.

Fabian Hilfrich argues that West Germany took a kag in the Year of Europe,
functioning as a buffer between France and theddnBtates. The Federal Republic had
interests with both parties, to both keep the Wh¢ates as a strong ally, but also France was
needed to ensure more European integration. Haiespthis inThe Strained Alliangebut
comes short in his disquisition of the year, ceitain comparison to how it has been done in
this thesis=*? Because what is important to notice, is that #ation with the United States
actually became worse because Bonn did not mawagenizey the importance they put in the
relation with the United States to the other Euampaations, including France. Contrary to
what Hilfrich argues, Bonn was not able to fulfdll buffer-role. While they were situated
between the United States and France, they acteklyven behalf of either of those countries.
This led to angered American officials, who thoutjig West Germans did not put enough
effort in the Year of Europe. So while Walter Sdhaed Willy Brandt might have felt like
they were on the barricades, the other nations miitl notice this. Because they kept
compromising with France on a bilateral level, tlweyld not make it to a multilateral level
that could have been part of the Year of Europeamglobal politics. While the year could
have become a success if this had been accomplishsalv remains to be seen as a failed
attempt to change global politics.

Counterarguments
What is very important to notice, is how small gbat the Year of Europe played in

German politics. Apart from the meetings that Btaitheel and other politicians had, it is
hardly mentioned. This goes for both business s official visits, but also for the German
press, in which it is hardly mentioned, save fanemews coverage shortly after the speech
and during the year. Immediately after the spedwsd were positive cover stories, but

already two weeks later, after Brandt and Scheel hsited Washington, political

132 Hilfrich, “West Germany’s Long Year of Europe”, @4 242; 250 — 254.
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commentators added to the coverage of the prgtating that it would not be an easy task to
accomplish>® Afterwards it was only brought to attention a fewere times and did not play

an important role in the media.

Kissinger was also occupied with more issues dutivegYear of Europe, than just
focusing on this project. in Hanhiméaki's book thewf pages that focus on it are heavily
embedded in paragraphs about the peace talks wigtnam, visits to China, détente
discussions with Russia, shuttle diplomacy in thieldié East and meetings with foreign
officials in the United State's?

Concerning France and Great Britain it can alssdid that they were already too
much involved in the project of trying to bring Bpe together before the Year of Europe
started. France was already quite Eurocentric amct@ritain had joined the EEC in 1973,
with a Prime Minister who did not care as much tteg ‘special relationship’ between the
United States and Great Britain as Prime Minisb&f®re him had done. They also wanted to
prove that they were really committed to Europel aat to the United Staté®’ Because of
these pre-existing conditions the United State$dcoat get real solid footing with two of the
most important members of the European Communify9ir3, regardless of what they would

have done.

Only exceptionally was the Year of Europe discernatkide of foreign politics, for
example when Carsten Dubber, a member of the ElieabAcademy in Loccum, wrote to
the deputy head of the United States departmeiieatoreign Ministry, dr. Citron. Through
the Evangelical Academy he wanted to plan an evegarding the relations between the
European Community and the United States and waatatiite dr. Citron to be part of i£°
Though a very enthusiastic letter that showed ttiete were people who took interest to the
Year of Europe outside of the ministries, this isagty. The fact that there are very few of

these letters in the archives of the Foreign Migishows a lack of public engagement.
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Yet, Brandt’s statement from the Bundestag in 14 still true"*’ The discussion
about European — American relations was alwaysepteism West German foreign politics.
From primary sources it can easily be ascertaihatl they did indeed occupy themselves
with the Year of Europe on all fronts. Throughol tyear officials had busied themselves
with the project and tried to improve the relationsh the United States and Europe on the
basis of the speech by Kissinger. However, what thé, and how they tried to influence the
other nations into participating in this projectasvfar from enough to make the Year of

Europe a success.

Chapter 3: the Aftermath

Even during the Year of Europe it was already dekenéiled project. Not much had
come from it declaration-wise, nor was foreign pplimmediately affected by it. Instead of
bringing the United States closer to Europe, Eurtgsdf was becoming more united, needing
less help from the United States, apart from nmyfind nuclear guarantees.

Nixon, occupied by the Watergate scandal, did mot Europe for the Year of Europe,
contributing to the failure of the initiative. Thissit, initially planned in the latter half of the
year, should have been the culmination of the ptpjehere a declaration would be presented
and signed by the European leaders and Nixon. AmidewEuropean leaders visited
Washington, Brandt and Scheel even multiple timasng 1973, Nixon refused to come to

Europe.

For Willy Brandt, it had also been a personal f&luStating in his memoirs that he
had always been in favor of a good bond betweerttlrepean Community and the United
States, he was disappointed in the way Nixon asgiKger had set it up and in the quarrels it
had caused between the two regions. During the msafter the speech, he confirms to have
continuously urged his European colleagues to pnton to the remarks Kissinger made
and to adjust the European and American interesatt other as much as they could. In his
memoirs, he did not show if the relations with theited States changed drastically, but he

expressed his frustration with the European and riaae officials on a personal levef

137 See introduction, Deutscher Bundestag — 7. Waidlger 91. Sitzung. Bonn, Donnerstag den 28. Maz1
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Per sonal discord
In retrospect, it is clear how the Year of Euromedme a failure not only due to

irreconcilable differences between the various toes over priorities and other bilateral or
multilateral involvements, but also because a nunolbehe people involved did not take a
liking to one anothel*® When they were all replaced in the course of 1®igd successors

took on a more open position towards the transit/aslationship“*°

Piers Ludlow argues that the Year of Europe led tmeginning of changing attitudes
towards Transatlantic relations. From 1974 onwdnitiseral contacts between Washington
and the three biggest European capitals, Londams Bad Bonn, increased and became more
balanced when it concerned the European courffi@$us it can be argued that the Year of
Europe did affect German — American and Europe@merican relations, but certainly not
in the way Kissinger had originally intended it. eTi¥ear of Europe had dragged the

Transatlantic relations to such a low point, tihat only way it could go from there was up.

New faces
Ludlow also asserts that the years of the Ford adimation that succeeded Nixon

were of a bigger importance than the original YefaEurope. After the Year of Europe, a lot
changed on the stage of international politics. @fter another, the leading actors of the year
vanished from the stage. Willy Brandt resignedralfis secretary was exposed as an East
German spy, Pompidou had passed away, having beethi cancer, Heath lost the election
in England and Nixon resigned due to the Watergsdandal and his prospective
impeachment?? This gave space for new governments and entesprigarly on this meant
the passing of foreign policy resolutions that inatl been possible before. One of these was
the Schloss Gymnich resolution. It also reinstabtedcommunications between Great Britain
and the United States, which were on hold becatisedisagreement, to how they were in
July 1973, making bilateral contacts easféiThis had previously been blocked by Jobert, but
his successor Sauvagnargues was more open tmmslatith the United States. A similar
development was visible with West Germany. Conttarthe Brandt years, Kissinger could

get along quite good with Helmut Schmidt, the ndwarxellor. In August 1974, Kissinger
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said that the alliance stood a chance now Ford Sotunidt could work together and he
celebrated the change from Scheel and Brandt. Ee French President Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing and British Prime Minister Harold Wilsarere also easier to work with on Atlantic

issues, which overhauled the attitudes that hastexkia year earliéf?

A Declaration in NATO
Another piece of legislation that only now founcbagh support was the Declaration

on Atlantic Relations. On June ,9NATO approved and published this declaration that
would be signed by the Heads of NATO GovernmentBmissels a week later. This
declaration can objectively be seen as a partefdhacy of Kissinger's Year of Europe. The
document reaffirmed the Atlantic Alliance, whichhgtd the ideas of a common defense
strategy, the pursuit of détente and harmony betwesions and other defense policies.
Because it was solely a NATO document it did nal @gth economic or political issues, safe
for proclaiming that NATO is aimed at a free, denatic world**° Neither the Year of
Europe, nor the new Atlantic Charter were mentiomedhe document, but this was the
document that the European members of NATO had@relrafted up in the autumn of
1973° This was only a minor achievement, because it mastly ceremonial and did not
live very long**’ Though the declaration was heavily influenced g Year of Europe, the
declaration itself was not an influential piece legislature, but Kissinger saw it as an
accomplishment in achieving one of the practicallgof the Year of Europé® For all it was,
this declaration did not radically alter foreignlipos. It only slightly contributed to the
renewal of the Atlantic Alliance, but not to the ¥¥eGerman — United States relation in

particular.

Different from other periods?
The Year of Europe stuck out from regular foreiglations because the United States

tried to turn the multilateral conversations wikte tEuropean countries into a single bilateral
one. While they had always communicated with ottmuntries one by one, they tried to
impose cooperation on the European countries, wd dnly begun organizing in the
European Community and were far from a EuropearmotJras it would be founded in
Maastricht in 1992. Indications for this were Kigger's speech, that was aimed at Europe,

instead of the separate countries, and the origiaal to draft one document for both the EEC
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and NATO together. The desire for an organized peinwas a logical one. Kissinger was a
diplomat who worked very diligently, keeping tals multiple cases at once, but who was
also continuously occupied by the Vietham conftictring his years as National Security
Advisor*° But especially for him it was of great importarioeunify Europe, because it was
much easier to deal with a single block than witterdifferent countries. This desire also led
to Kissinger’s biggest logical fallacy: becausealeady perceived the European countries as
small and regional, that could easily be formed isingle block, he hugely underestimated
the conflicts of interest that existed betweendbentries. West Germany seemed willing to
engage but other countries were more reluctantediasly France did not want a ‘tenth
member’ of the European community, in which the tehi States could very easily
communicate and possibly influence the European ineesi°

Conclusion

Returning to the research questions, this conatusidl summarize how the relations
between West Germany and the United States chang&€73, if these relations changed
because of and according to Kissinger’'s speech,t \@esmany’s own reaction and their
reaction through the EEC and NATO. The sub questaiii be treated first.

Were the relations affected by the Year of Europepeoposed in the speech by
Kissinger? In 1973 West Germany was still implermentOstpolitik when Kissinger
declared it the Year of Europe. From the primamyrses it can be concluded that the project
affected United States — West German relation®Vést Germany, the initiative, though not
embraced, was often present in foreign policy mestand papers. Throughout the year, they
kept a positive attitude towards the project arzhit be seen that they tried to develop a new
Atlantic Charter, or Declaration of Principles. $hactually went fairly good, with Scheel
presenting Nixon and Kissinger with an initial Gamproposal in July. The proposal was
very well received by the Americans, but it was yet a totally worked-out, nor a European
declaration. Shortly hereafter however, the devalemt of a declaration devolved into chaos.
Instead of one, two declarations were being drafteither of which the United States were
particularly keen on. This did not discourage thesiMGermans and they kept on drafting a
Declaration of Principles until 1974. Even thougles/ Germany tried to engage with the

project, they were unable to do this. The possybéikisted, certainly during the first part of
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the year, to change the relations with United Stated to improve them. However, West
Germany was not alone in the Year of Europe andrddgss of their efforts, they did not
succeed in revitalizing the relations between thedves, Europe, and the United States as

proposed by Kissinger.

How did West Germany react to the Year of Europaest? The West German
reaction to the Year of Europe cannot be seen dgpmart the already existing relationship
between West Germany and the United States. Aéieigldefeated and split up after the war,
West Germany developed a good connection with thi#ed States. This can partially be
attributed to the aid the United States provided,ibwas also thanks to the chancellors that
were in charge. For most of the time, this role wathe hands of Konrad Adenauer who,
certainly in his early years as chancellor, way y®@p-American. His successors Erhard and
Kiesinger retained a friendly bond with the Unitgttes too.

The same cannot be said for Brandt's governmest, tiever tried to thwart the
American administration, but did have conflictsioferest and personal differences. But in
public these differences seemed to be put asidandBrand Scheel met with Nixon and
Kissinger just a week after the speech, thoughwisis had been planned earlier. Regardless,
they still discussed the speech and seemed toittakeiously. West Germany then engaged
with the project in 1973 and this can be seen lot @f correspondence with United States
officials. In primary sources it can be seen tihat project was being worked on throughout
the year, with numerous proposals being drafteddisclissed. Scheel oversaw all of this and
throughout the year met up with his European cglies and Kissinger to discuss the
initiative. However, there was no big public Westr@an reaction. This also had to do with

the fact that it was a European project, and rgitjetween Germany and the United States.

In that case, how did West Germany react throughBBC and NATO? For this it is
important to see how the Year of Europe fits ifte thronology of the EEC and NATO. In
1973, the EEC was extended to nine members, imgdu@ireat Britain and France. France
was not a member of NATO at this moment. The EEG stdl in a nascent from and not
used to discussing international relations muéially. This led to a situation in which no
European nation wholeheartedly took it upon itselstart drafting a declaration, or even to
get all countries on the same page. France afor@gn minister, Jobert, in particular did not
want to acquiesce to the wishes of the United Statel executed a different policy, which
tried to ostracize the United States in favor afi@e united Europe. And because France was
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not part of NATO they did not want to link issuedated to safety, so two documents had to
be drafted. The EEC worked tediously slow and Feaslso tried to block the project. All
these issues did not stop West Germany from stitig to make a success out of the Year of
Europe, with Scheel even defending the fact thaptioject needed to be a success in NATO.
However, they needed to juggle both the relatioitk the European countries and the United
States. Therefore they were not able to act poWgidnd a strong reaction through NATO or
the EEC was not visible or transmitted. This la&rh open for criticism from both their own
countrymen and that of the United States. They agwlitically weak West Germany, that
was more interested in its ov@stpolitikthan a strong Atlantic alliance and détente. Thoag
NATO-declaration was signed in 1974 in the spifitttoe Year of Europe, it was not an

important one, nor did it have any actual influencéhe long run.

Arriving at the main question: how did the Unitetht8s — West German relations
change in 1973 and 1974 during the Year of Europeflially this can be seen as a
continuation of the relations as they were froma8p to 1973. Though there was no conflict,
the relation was not at an apex. Nonetheless, #8 Ehd 1974 the relations between West
Germany and the United States did worsen. This hegsiuse of the failure of the Year of
Europe and West Germany'’s failure to engage with @& way that the United States could
notice. West Germany did not manage to comfortUhéed States, because of their weak
position between the European nations and the ti@tates. Lacking the authority to force
France and other countries to engage with the @rapea way that Kissinger wanted and
unable to tell the United States that they couldniet their requirements, they found
themselves between a rock and a hard place. Tditola deterioration of the relation from

where it already was, combined with the factorsady described in this conclusion.

However, the blame cannot only be put on West Geym#@est Germany, together
with the other European nations, had from day atpested Nixon’s participation in the
project to make it a success. The reluctance witichwvthe president engaged, or rather failed
to engage, in making the plan a success can beraiodd in retrospect, because of the
Watergate scandal. Yet, by postponing his visitBorope instead of cancelling it, it
contributed to dragging out the project and itsnéwal failure. Instead of offering a different
solution, Nixon’s visit was promised until far ihet year, only agitating the other participants
when it was delayed yet again. This certainly coadé the relationship between the two
countries from the West German side. Next to tharXad Europe, the Yom Kippur War left

its mark on the relationship in 1973. Though the was fought in the Middle-East without
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European combatants, it put a lot of strain onBEhepean countries, who did not support the
war, nor the way in which the Israelis and Arab rdoes were supplied. For example, the
United States flew supply flights for the Israebst of West Germany, which was heavily
condemned by Scheel. Together with already exidtilegjons concerning the fighting of
wars, such as Vietnam, acts like this were judgaghtively by West Germany. An incidental
result of the Yom Kippur War was the Energy Crisifhile it did not hit West Germany very
hard, it still disturbed the country. These isstoesk the wind out of the sails of the Year of

Europe even more, as resources were needed tatesfsewheré>

Taking all of this into consideration, it can bencluded that the relationship between
the United States and West Germany got worse trelready was. The failure of the project,
together with West Germany’s seemingly weak engagein it, the involvement of the other
European countries and external factors like Watergnd the Yom Kippur War can all be

counted as reasons that this happened.

Concerning the subject of the Year of Europe in M&srmany, and in general, there
are still other important things to notice: the atbance of information far surpasses the
commonly held view of Germany’s role in the Yealfrope. Most authors put little value in
the role of the Bundesrepublik and scan over ther %€ Europe as just a ripple in the pond of
international politics. Either to Europe as a whaleo individual countries they only dedicate
a little attention in a few sentences, but this lesto an incomplete history. Though the
project itself was not a success, it did have dlnence in international politics, because of
when it was organized. 1973 ended up being a yetirei middle of global changes. The ties
with China and the Soviet Union had become betiemore united Europe was slowly
forming. Détente provided a climate in which thevas less tension between the nuclear
powerhouses, but still proxy-wars such as in Vietraad Israel were fought. But concerning
politics, the Year of Europe, the new Atlantic Gkarand the European Declaration of
Principles continuously played a role during distoiss, which were not ‘business as usual’,
but driven by the speech Kissinger had given amd th@ European countries had engaged it.
During 1973 and leading into 1974, the three keyapbs regarding the project, Year of
Europe, New Atlantic Charter and Declaration ofnBiples, were continuously present in
both West German and American sources. This is auitth a frequency that it cannot be

ignored. No written account yet summarizes the Wastman side of the Year of Europe
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month-by-month, which has led to the lack of anlysis of the entire year. What has been
written in this thesis has not yet been describedsuich and the relation between West
Germany, its connection to the Year of Europe, Wimited States and other geopolitical
developments was not yet entirely clear. Howevexkt mo the already utilized sources, there
is still a vast amount of sources that remain tctoelied. One reason for this is that some of
these sources have only recently been unsealedade @vailable to the greater public. For
instance, the diplomatic cables of the United Statmarding this period have only been
released in 2005 and tidten zur Auswartigen Politk der Bundesrepublik Seliand 1973
have only been made available in 2004, though wndertain libraries and archives. Because
of the speed at which these archives are beingckedh there is now more than ever the
possibility to do research on projects like the el Europe, next to subjects that have

already gotten a lot of attention, suchCatpolitikand the war in the Middle East.

It cannot be said with any certainty that the YefaEurope would have been a success
if it had not suffered from setbacks such as thddi# East-crisis or Nixon’s involvement in
Watergate. Even then it would still have been g Weugh issue to get the European countries
to cooperate without getting hung-up on technigajtor getting the Europeans together to
discuss the project, let alone reconcile theiredéhces about working together with the
United States. What is left to the reader’'s oweriptetation is an excerpt from Willy Brandt
regarding the year 1973: “Ilch mdchte hier meine ieg und die Meinung meiner
politischen Freunde zum Ausdruck bringen — ich segyen einer Paraphrase — Nach meiner
festen Uberzeugung warden Historiker des néachstairzéhnts oder der né&chsten
Generationen mit hochster Wahrscheinlichkeit dakr JEO73 als einen tiefgreifenden

Einschnitt in der Nachkriegsgeschichte, als eiséohische Zasur bewerteft?

152 Deutscher Bundestag — 7. Wahlperiode — 91. SitzZBogn, Donnerstag den 28. Marz 1974.
a7
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