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Series Editor’s Preface

The European origins of détente have long been a key research area for those
historians who believe that the Cold War was more than just a superpower
conflict. By attempting to find the reasons why European leaders developed their
own concepts of the need for confidence-building and stability between the
military blocs roughly in parallel with those that emerged in the United States
and the Soviet Union, European Cold War historians want to stress both the
autonomy and the inter-relationship between continental and superpower causes
in the new 1960s direction in international politics. This re-evaluation is a
significant project, because it promises a new and better understanding of what
was perhaps the crucial turning point in Cold War history.

The present volume concentrates on explaining why, in many different West
European countries, the period from the mid-1950s to the mid-1960s saw
attempts at improving relations across the Iron Curtain. Most of these attempts may
have been sporadic and contradictory, and there are only a few cases where the
policies left a lasting legacy. But the beginning of a reconsideration of the
methods that could be used in inter-bloc diplomacy signalled a willingness—on
the side of some European policymakers—to move beyond the hardline Cold
War confrontation of the Stalin era.

Many of the means by which a reduction of tension could be achieved were—
in the minds of key leaders—economic rather than political. By the mid-1950s
the long-awaited West European post-war economic recovery had started, and it
was thought that the new economic potential of the West had something to offer
to the Soviet-controlled states in Eastern Europe. Perhaps even more
importantly, economic progress increased the self-confidence of West European
leaders, in the sense that they not only seemed to win the confrontation with
Communism in their own countries, but also that their systems would be able to
out-produce and out-compete the socialist economies of the East (something that
had been in no way given in the first post-war decade).

Second, there were the new Soviet European policies that emerged
immediately after Stalin’s death in 1953. In Moscow, everyone in the new
leadership agreed that the Soviet Union needed to decrease the tension with
Western Europe, in part in order to get European assistance in their attempts at
an even more significant détente with the United States, but also because of long-
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term hopes of detaching key West European countries from the Atlantic alliance.
Generally, the Soviet overtures were seen as much more significant by European
leaders than by the US administration of Dwight D.Eisenhower, and—as this
volume shows—even the 1956 Soviet invasion of Hungary did not significantly
reduce the hopes for an improved East—West relationship.

Third, during the second Cold War decade some of the key countries of
Western Europe had started finding their own voice in international affairs. As
the immediate impact of the last war receded, a number of leaders on both sides
of the bourgeois-socialist divide began sensing that avoiding a new war in
Europe was as much their responsibility as that of the superpowers. To many, the
attempts at forging large-scale plans for European economic cooperation were
steps in that direction, by pointing to how Germany and Italy—former enemy
countries—could become integrated peacefully into a larger European economic
context that also had political dimensions. Then, under Charles de Gaulle, there
was the re-emergence of a self-consciously independent French foreign policy,
which—as it slowly wound its way out from the disastrous attempts at keeping
its empire—became a forerunner for a greater independence for Europe both in
political and in defence matters.

Ironically, as this volume shows, the gradual recognition within Europe that the
transatlantic alliance was here to stay contributed significantly to the willingness
of West European leaders to engage in moves towards a European détente. As
long as the fear remained that Washington could disengage from a Europe that was
becoming increasingly more prosperous and therefore, seemingly, better
equipped to cover its own defence needs, leaders in Paris, Bonn and, for that
matter, in London, felt that engaging in any diplomacy with the East on their
own was an unnecessarily risky business. Dispelling the notion of an American
withdrawal was a slow process, and it could be argued that it was not complete
until the new Democratic administration of John F.Kennedy signalled a renewed
commitment to Europe in 1961-62.

In a book like this, where the main purpose is to seek the origins of something
that came into full bloom much later, especially with Willy Brandt’s Ostpolitik
during the late 1960s and early 1970s, there is always a danger of reading history
backwards. My sense is that the contributors have avoided that trap, especially
because so many of them are aiming at telling the story of why the early attempts
at détente failed. Still, for the reader it is probably useful to reflect for himself or
herself on the period presented here in terms of that later era, and to ask
questions about what had to change in order for Western Europe to play the
much more active role in determining the future of the continent that it filled in
the third decade of the Cold War.

0dd Arne Westad
Series Editor
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Introduction

This book is about the role of Europeans in the Cold War—the role of European
governments and of European societies. The thesis with which we begin is that
Europeans were not merely objects of the Cold War—not simply followers of the
United States or of the Soviet Union—but exercised real influence, and
oftentimes that influence was decisive. The contributions to this volume seek to
answer the question of what the Europeans’ role looked like in detail. Did they
aggravate the conflict, or did they contain it? Were they able to maintain their
independence and achieve security? Or did the Europeans become victims of the
Cold War after all?

In using the term ‘Europeans’, we are not only referring to Western Europeans,
as was long the case in the Western historiography of the Cold War. We have
considered the neutral countries as well as the countries of the Soviet bloc in
particular. We believe that the history of the Europeans in the Cold War can also
be read as the prehistory of the present, that is, as a contribution to the history of
overcoming the Cold War.

In this respect, the years from 1953 to 1965, which receive special
consideration in this volume, can be seen as a crucial period in the history of the
Cold War. Superficially, they can be regarded as the ‘Khrushchev Era’. Beyond
that, these years were particularly marked by the struggle for a regulated
coexistence in a world of blocs. An initial effort to find a temporary arrangement
failed due to German desires to overcome quickly the status quo on the German
question. When, however, the crises over Berlin and over Cuba demonstrated the
danger of an unintended nuclear war, then at least a tacit arrangement becomes
possible. Of course, it was based on a system dominated by a nuclear arms race,
a development which the actors of the late 1950s and early 1960s were unable to
avoid.

That in itself already indicates the central role of Konrad Adenauer. This
volume further elucidates that role in so far as it shows that the West German
chancellor played at high risk and for a short time was willing to agree to the
demilitarization of Central Europe (Wilfried Loth). However, he shied away from
the risk of nuclear war; therefore, he was at worst (but only at worst) willing to
agree to a Two-State-Arrangement on the German question and a United Nations
(UN) status for Berlin (Klaus Schwabe).
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This volume offers essential new information on the role of the European
communists. The Western communist parties’ strong financial and psychological
dependence on the Moscow centre (Marie-Pierre Rey) did not keep its leaders
from taking sides on controversial issues within the Soviet ruling circle. With
new finds made in Eastern European archives, Vojtech Mastny gives greater
emphasis to an impression earlier offered by Hope Harrison, namely, that Walter
Ulbricht was the driving force behind the second Berlin crisis. The stabilization
of the German Democratic Republic (GDR) thus has to be considered
Khrushchev’s real intention.

The observation that two Western European powers, the UK and France, in
fact made considerable efforts to establish a peaceful order in Europe but for the
most part failed is another important result of the studies presented in this
volume. Their lack of success was partially due to Khrushchev’s preference for
coming to agreements with the USA and also with West Germany (Antonio
Varsori, Georges-Henri Soutou). However, exaggerated notions of both UK and
French hegemony in Europe also had a negative tinge. Irvin Wall highlights the
late colonial notions of ‘Eurafrica’ that motivated France at the time of the
Algerian war. Maurice Vaisse shows that during the Berlin crisis, de Gaulle
argued against negotiations with the Soviet Union in an attempt to tie the West
Germans to France strongly and irrevocably.

The ‘neue Ostpolitik’ (new Eastern policy) of the Federal Republic appears
from this perspective to be the closing of a gap left by the overly ambitious
policy of the UK and especially of France. Gottfried Niedhart demonstrates that
Willy Brandt developed his concept even before the shock about Western
behaviour after the building of the Berlin Wall. Eckart Conze makes plain how
Brandt prepared the foundations with confidence-building measures. Torsten
Oppelland explains how Gerhard Schréder contributed to establishing the policy
despite all the limitations of his approach. If at the beginning of the years under
discussion the Germans had served as a stumbling bloc on the road to détente,
they now grew into a more productive role. It first took effect when the West
German government decided to sign the nuclear non-proliferation treaty
(Marilena Gala).

In the period under investigation, contacts reaching beyond the blocs hardly
played a part. The Finnish proposals for an understanding were highly productive
(Seppo Hentild), but little attention was paid to them. De Gaulle’s appeals were
mired in superficial rhetoric (Georges-Henri Soutou). It was the case that only
economic interests persistently worked for the rapprochement of East and West
over the long term. Until a later period, there would be no coordination of de-
escalation efforts among the leaders of the US, the USSR or Europe.

This book is part of a major international research project on ‘Europe, East
and West, in the Cold War, 1943—-1989’. It began in 1996 with an international
conference in Florence entitled ‘The Failure of Peace, 1943—-1953”, organized by
Antonio Varsori.! In the second phase, Georges-Henri Soutou chaired a
conference on ‘The Times of the Cold War, 1949—1953°, in Paris in 1998.2 The
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contributions to this volume, Furope, Cold War and Coexistence, 1953— 1965,
were initially discussed at a third conference which took place in October of
2001 in Essen. Further conferences to cover the Brezhnev era and the end of the
Cold War will follow.

The editor would like to thank all those who have contributed to the success of
this third phase of the enterprise. The Steering Committee, comprised of Vojtech
Mastny, Klaus Schwabe, Georges-Henri Soutou and Antonio Varsori, provided
valuable advice and important contributions. Jost Diilffer, Gustav Schmidt, Odd
Arne Westad, Kathryn Weathersby and Natalia Yegorova served as section
leaders and commentators and contributed to focusing the discussion. Christian
Miiller and Corinna Steinert supported me in the organization of the conference
in Essen. Michaela Bachem-Rehm, Robert F.Hogg and Henning Tiirk carried out
the copyediting of the contributions to this volume.

The conference in Essen was made possible by generous support from the
Volkswagen Foundation and the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft. Without
their assistance, the international cooperation of historians from both East and
West would not have been possible—and such cooperation is the prerequisite for
an objective understanding of the Cold War.

NOTES

1 The contributions were published in Antonio Varsori and Elena Calandri (eds), The
Failure of Peace in Europe, 1943—48, Basingstoke/New York: Palgrave, 2002.

2 The contributions were published in Saki Dockrill, Robert Frank, Georges-Henri
Soutou and Antonio Varson (eds), L ’Europe de I’Est et de I’Ouest dans la Guerre
froide, 1948— 1953, Paris: Presses de 1’Université de Paris-Sorbonne, 2003.



PARTI:

EUROPE IN THE ‘FIRST DETENTE’,
1953-58



1
Britain as a Bridge between East and West

Antonio Varsori

In late July of 1955, in the aftermath of the Geneva summit conference, British
Prime Minister Anthony Eden had a talk with Evelyn Shuckburgh, at that time a
senior Foreign Office official. The Conservative leader spoke about his
experience at Geneva, saying that in his opinion, ‘the Russians were looking
ahead, and saw in ten or twenty years a very strong China to the east of them and
perhaps a very strong Germany to the West, and were looking for someone to
hold their hands a little. They could not expect anything from the USA, and they
saw that the French were no use, so they were looking for us.”! This statement is
representative of the attitudes, feelings, hopes, and misperceptions which
characterized Britain’s policy toward the Eastern bloc and especially the Soviet
Union during the early détente period. Furthermore, it may be argued that Britain
played a leading part in favouring the end of the Cold War in Europe, although it
would be difficult to claim that British decision makers gained much for their
efforts.’

It would in fact be partially misleading to focus our attention only on the
period from 1953 to 1956, that is, the two-and-a-half years from the death of
Stalin to the crises over the Suez and Budapest. In order to understand the UK’s
policy during those crucial years, it would be of some help to go back to an
earlier period. In the immediate postwar years, the Labour Cabinet did its best to
create a new world order which could be based on some form of agreement not
only with the USA and France but also with the Soviet Union.? It was especially
on the European continent that the UK was confronted with a frightening power
vacuum which could easily be filled only by the Soviet Union, British decision
makers could not be sure of the USA’s intentions, and a return to the isolationist
tradition could not be excluded. In spite of Churchill’s efforts in the late stages
of the war, France was perceived as a defeated nation whose restoration as a great
power would be an almost impossible task. Only the UK could counter Soviet
ambitions to achieve hegemony over the whole European continent. At the same
time, British decision makers were well aware of their nation’s plight, which
weakened their power despite the fact that the UK was still the centre of a great
empire.* The Attlee government could not oppose both Soviet military strength
and Stalin’s political prestige, a consequence of the ‘great patriotic war’ and of



6 EUROPE, COLD WAR AND COEXISTENCE, 1953-65

the victory over Nazi Germany; from an ideological viewpoint, Labour’s
peaceful ‘revolution’ was no match for the almost religious appeal of the
communist faith with its millions of loyal militants. Last but not least, wide sectors
of British public opinion saw the Soviet Union as the gallant ally which had
greatly contributed to the final victory rather than as a powerful and unfriendly
competitor.’

So diplomacy and compromise were the tools through which London tried to
create a lasting peace—especially on the European continent—which would
safeguard Britain’s imperial interests and allow the Labour Party to achieve its
domestic goals.® In fact, the British leaders desperately needed time to
implement the Labour social and political programme, to prompt the nation’s
economic recovery, and to reform the Empire; a stable settlement on the
European scene would offer such a chance. In this regard, Britain tried to deal
with the Soviet Union on the basis of traditional power politics—in Whitehall, it
was hoped that the war had transformed the USSR into Russia and Stalin into a
sort of Red Tsar.” Very early, however, British leaders realized that it would be
quite difficult to achieve a lasting settlement with the Soviet Union. They thought
that Stalin’s policy was largely shaped by ideological bias which led Moscow
toward an aggressive strategy, that is, toward conflict with the West. This
interpretation was nothing new but rather the rediscovery of deeply rooted fears
and beliefs which had their origins in the 1920s.® But only the USA had the
power and means to counter effectively Stalin’s imperial ambitions, and in 1947
the British Foreign Office and its head, Ernest Bevin, did their best in order to
pave the way for the USA’s involvement on the European scene.” On the other
hand, the Truman administration were already working out a ‘revolution’ of the
USA’s international role, dramatically marked by developments such as the
Truman Doctrine’, the Marshall Plan, and later the creation of the North Atlantic
Alliance.! Britain played a significant role in this process: the Truman Doctrine’
was prompted by London’s appeal concerning the deteriorating situation in
Greece'!!; the British favoured the launching of the Marshall Plan, and the UK
was the most important recipient of that ERP (European Recovery Programme)
aid.'” Bevin also launched the plan for a Western Union and concurred in
shaping the main characteristics of the Atlantic alliance.'* That was the
beginning of the ‘special relationship’. In 1948, Churchill, although at that time
in the opposition, skilfully sketched out the priorities of the UK’s foreign policy
when he spoke of the three interlocking ‘circles’ (that is, the ‘special relationship’,
the Commonwealth and Western Europe).'* The ‘special relationship’ and the
Cold War were in fact closely linked, and both elements became almost vital
factors of Britain’s foreign policy, as the Cold War was at the root of the ‘special
relationship’, and the Anglo-American alliance, supported by the
Commonwealth, gave new life to London’s role as a great power with worldwide
responsibilities and interests. In late 1949, the USA and Britain appeared to be the

two pillars of a powerful transatlantic partnership, of an ‘Atlantic community’.'
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But Britain’s ‘special’ position rapidly eroded. The Korean War marked a
turning point in the Cold War, as the USA on the one hand were directly
involved in the Far East and on the other they were very mindful of the
communist threat to Central Europe, that is, to West Germany. In the latter case,
the Truman administration singled out as their main goals West Germany’s
rearmament and closer economic, political and military integration among the
nations of Western Europe. French fears and ambitions led the Fourth Republic’s
decision-makers to support Jean Monnet’s ‘functionalist’ projects, and the
French government launched both the Schuman Plan and the Pleven Plan.'® So
from the middle of 1950, West Germany’s role became the main concern of the
Truman administration, and France became the most important factor in US
policy on Western Europe.'” For their part, British leaders rejected London’s
involvement in both the Schuman Plan and the Pleven Plan, not only as a
consequence of their dislike of vague ‘federalist’ projects but also on the ground
that such a commitment would jeopardize Britain’s world role.'® That may be
partially true, but for some time the creation of an effective Western European
system appeared to be in the hands of French and West German decision makers
as well as the US administration.

In the Far East, the British supported the political and military initiatives
developed by Washington, but by late 1950, the Labour Cabinet began to be
worried about General McArthur’s aggressive strategy which could lead to a
major nuclear war.!® Furthermore, they could not forget the ‘Commonwealth
circle’ and, in this regard, it was often difficult to reconcile the Anglo-American
‘special relationship’ with the close ties developed with some Asian members of
the Commonwealth, especially Nehru’s India, which had serious doubts about
the USA’s tough policy toward Communist China.?® Last but not least, a serious
illness led to Bevin’s resignation; his substitute, Herbert Morrison, lacked
experience, making the Foreign Office appear less effective.

In the autumn of 1951, the Conservatives won the general elections: Churchill
was appointed prime minister and Eden was once again his foreign secretary.?!
Churchill was obviously interested in foreign policy, but his relationship with
Eden was less smooth than in the war years, as the former was becoming an old
man who clung to power and the latter was not happy at his being the prime
minister’s ‘heir apparent’, an heir who was waiting for a position which that old
man had no intention of giving up.?? In spite of those personal difficulties, both
Churchill and Eden had a common goal: the confirmation of Britain as a world
power which could stand with both the USA and the USSR. They were aware of
their nation’s weaknesses, but they still hoped to have some chance of achieving
such an ambitious goal. In fact, Churchill and Eden developed different
strategies. The prime minister seemed to nurture a sort of dream: to be
remembered by posterity as a man of peace through his ending of the Cold War;
dialogue with Moscow was the main goal of his ‘last campaign’.2* In case of a
successful outcome of his strategy, Britain would impose itself at the centre of
the international stage. He hoped that he could win Washington’s support for his
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policy. Eden did not share Churchill’s enthusiasms and was more concerned
about the numerous problems which London had to face in various areas, from
the Middle East, where Britain’s relations with Egypt were more and more
strained, to South East Asia, where the British were facing a communist guerrilla
movement in Malaya. Additionally, the Foreign Office’s evaluations confirmed
the widespread opinion that Stalin was not interested in starting any dialogue
with the West, and it is not surprising that the famous Stalin Note of March 1952
was rejected by Whitehall as a mere propaganda move.”* On the other hand,
creation of an effective Western European defence system was still perceived as
the only instrument for constructing a strong bulwark against Moscow’s
aggressive policies. So, at least for the time being, Whitehall decided to be
faithful to the close alliance with the USA and to cooperate with Washington on
the European scene. The British cabinet gave growing support to the project for a
European Defence Community (EDC), but the launching of the so-called Eden
Plan for the revival of the Council of Europe, although doomed to failure,
showed that the foreign secretary did not consider the ‘functionalist’ approach
the only way toward European cooperation and that Britain wished to play some
role in any future Western European political structure.?

In fact, the Republican victory at the US presidential elections in late 1952 and
the death of Stalin in early 1953 prompted a dramatic development in Britain’s
policy toward the Eastern bloc. At first, Churchill hoped that it would be possible
to renew close contacts with Eisenhower and to influence the new US
administration’s position toward the USSR, but he quickly discovered that the
Republican administration was committed to a militant anti-communist policy
which openly clashed with the prime minister’s aspirations.?® In Washington’s
opinion, the Western European allies had to show a more forthcoming attitude in
their support of the ‘Cold War’ strategy under the firm leadership of the USA.?’
But the death of Stalin and the early statements by the new Soviet leaders
seemed to mark a significant change in Moscow’s position; it was the
opportunity that the prime minister had been waiting for, and he focused his
attention and hopes more and more on starting a dialogue with the Soviet
Union.”® As Eden was seriously ill and out of office, Churchill felt himself free
to launch an ambitious foreign policy initiative. In May of 1953, he gave an
important speech in the House of Commons in which he put forward the
suggestion for a summit conference on the model of the wartime big three
meetings in order to resolve the major international problems of the time. The
Cabinet had doubts about the wisdom of the prime minister’s proposal and
Eden’s reaction was negative as he thought that the project was premature and
ill-conceived.?® On the other hand, the US administration disagreed with
Churchill’s position as both Eisenhower and John Foster Dulles argued that the
long-term goal of the new Soviet leadership was still the communist domination
of the world and that the Kremlin had only changed its tactics.’® Nevertheless,
Western European public opinion warmly welcomed Churchill’s move, which
had raised great expectations. The prime minister’s initiative did not, however,



BRITAIN AS A BRIDGE BETWEEN EAST AND WEST 9

have any immediate consequences: the USA stated that before starting any talks
with Moscow, the Western powers would have to work out a common policy.
France wanted to be involved in any future Western initiative; Churchill’s and
Eisenhower’s illnesses led to a delay in the Western decision-making process.
Also, everyone in Washington, London and Paris thought it better to wait for the
outcome of West Germany’s elections, due to be held in September 1953, which
would influence the fate of the EDC treaty.

During the second half of 1953, there appeared to be a rapprochement between
Churchill and Eden: ‘détente’ with Moscow was not a goal ‘per se’, at least in
Eden’s opinion; it was nevertheless a fundamental step in a wider strategy, the
vital aim of which was the defence of Britain’s role as a world power. Beyond
Churchill’s belief in the almost thaumaturgical role of a summit conference,
numerous factors seemed to confirm the British viewpoint. In Whitehall, it was
hoped that Soviet leaders would be more interested in devoloping contacts with
the British Cabinet rather than with a US administration, which was still
committed to the ‘New Look’ and appeared to be influenced by the right wing of
the Republican Party.3! On the basis of a realistic approach, however, the British
thought that any future negotiation with the Soviet Union would be a hard
bargain and, as a sort of prerequisite, the Western powers had to achieve a
‘position of strength’, which meant the implementation of an effective Western
European defence system.>? In 1953, such a goal was closely tied to the
ratification of the EDC treaty, although most British decision-makers were more
interested in West Germany’s rearmament and in the expansion of North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) than in the creation of a European army, not to
speak of a European Political Community.*? Although not a very clear-cut aspect
of British foreign policy in 1953, Eden and the Foreign Office did realize that the
West had to make some concessions to the Soviets, but it was thought that the
recognition of the Soviet Union as a decent international actor could be enough.
Numerous Western decision makers opined that the new Soviet leadership was
weak in comparison to Stalin and that it was also in Moscow’s interest to ease
international tensions. In Whitehall’s view, the Kremlin was mainly concerned
about Europe, especially Germany. Some form of joint agreement about
Germany’s future could be the major subject of talks between the USSR and the
three Western powers, and some sort of European security system would be the
almost obvious consequence of a rapprochement between East and West. Last but
not least, if there were a successful outcome of Britain’s policy, London would
have more resources at its disposal in order to solve the numerous problems it
was facing outside Europe in the ‘imperial’ context. Such a ‘realistic’ approach
was based on the assumption that Moscow’s foreign policy would be shaped less
by ideology and more by ‘realpolitik’. In light of that, it may be of some interest
to stress the cautious British reaction to the Soviet supression of the uprising in
East Berlin in June of 1953; on this occasion, Churchill’s words seemed to show
his understanding of the Soviet Union’s ‘responsibilities’ as an occupying power

and the need to maintain ‘law and order’.3
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Until the middle of 1954, in fact, the Soviets’ achievement of a position of
strength was regarded as an unavoidable prerequisite, and it was still very difficult
to understand what would be the outcome of the struggle for power taking place
in Moscow. At the Bermuda three-power conference in December of 1953,
Churchill and Eden put strong pressure on Laniel and Bidault in order to get
France to ratify the EDC treaty. The British leaders’ position did not differ very
much from Eisenhower’s and Dulles’ attitude.?® At the Berlin foreign ministers’
conference on the German question (January-February 1954), Eden consistently
stuck to the plan which had been worked out by the three Western powers; this was
based on the hypothesis of free elections in the whole German territory and was
rejected by the Soviet delegation.’® In that same period, however, it was decided
that in a few months a conference would be convened on the Korean and
Indochina crises. That meeting opened in April 1954 in Geneva, and all the
parties involved in both questions—including the major communist powers, the
USSR and Communist China—took part in the conference. Discussions on the
Korean question almost immediately ended in failure, but it must not be
forgotten that in 1953, despite the ‘New Look’ rhetoric, an armistice had been
agreed with the consent of the United States. So the attention of the conference
was focused on the Indochina crisis; for their part, the French had hoped that the
meeting would offer them the chance for a diplomatic solution to an endless war
which was becoming more and more unpopular and burdensome. Military
developments, that is, the siege of the French garrison at Dien Bien Phu,
highlighted the weakness of France’s position, however. The Laniel government
put strong pressure on the Eisenhower administration for US military
intervention to relieve the besieged garrison. But US officials had no intention of
becoming directly involved in the Indochina crisis, and they asked the British for
political and military support, while warning the French that they could not give
up their military responsibilities in South East Asia. Furthermore, the US
delegation’s position at the Geneva conference hardened due to fears that the
French would accept a diplomatic solution, which would threaten the Western
position in Asia to the advantage of both the Soviet Union and Communist
China.’” Both Churchill and Eden were irritated by the US attitude; the British
thought that Western military intervention in Indochina would be a mistake, but,
in their opinion, the Eisenhower administration’s rigid position at Geneva was
useless and only diplomacy could offer a way out for the West.’® It was
especially the case that Eden, who was playing a leading part in the negotiations,
hoped that the outcome of the conference could be successful: a lessening of the
tensions in the Far East would have positive consequences for Britain’s position
in those areas where it still had significant interests, from Hong Kong
to Singapore to Malaya, not to speak of the still important partnership with India.*”

The fall of Dien Bien Phu led to Laniel’s resignation and to the appointment
of Pierre Mendés France, whose first task was resolution of both the Indochina
crisis and the ‘querelle de la CED’. A ‘peace with honour’ was quickly achieved
in Indochina, but the Geneva agreements were perceived in Washigton as
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‘treason’. Dulles suspected that Mendes France had agreed to a’global trade-off’
with both the Soviet Union and Communist China in the form of Moscow’s and
Peking’s forthcoming attitude on the Indochina question and France’s
abandonment of its commitment to ratifying the EDC. In London, however, the
Geneva agreements were regarded as a positive compromise solution; Eden was
proud of his diplomatic skill, which enhanced both his domestic and
international position. In his opinion, the Soviet delegation had behaved
sensibly; moreover, Britain and the Soviet Union would be the co-guarantors of
the implementation of the Geneva agreements. Although there were some
suspicions about the French leader’s entourage, the British thought that the new
French government’s attitude could have positive consequences for Britain’s
international interests. Mendes France favoured the setting-up of close ties with
London, and he had scant confidence in functionalist integration. In Whitehall, it
was also thought that Britain and France as imperial powers shared some
common interests—from the Middle East to the Far East—which, in their
opinion, did not coincide with those pursued by the US administration.*’ So both
nations were interested in promoting détente; such a development would confirm
the two powers’ independent role in the Western alliance, and they could move
their scant resources from the European scene to the ‘colonial” world. Those
hopes were based on the assumptions that (a) Moscow was still focusing its
attention on Europe, (b) the new Soviet leadership was weaker than Stalin had
been, (c) a multi-polar international system where the USA would not be the
only Western power would be in the Kremlin’s interest. In two years’ time, all
those assumptions would be proven wrong.

Nevertheless, in late August 1954, when the French National Assembly
rejected the EDC treaty—thus creating the worst crisis in the Western alliance
before de Gaulle’s decision to leave NATO—British leaders and especially Eden
felt that this could become a precious opportunity for Britain and that Whitehall
could play a leading role in shaping the Western system.*! At first, the foreign
secretary convinced Dulles to refrain from any retaliatory action against France.
Then he launched a project based on West Germany’s re-armament through
Bonn’s involvement in NATO and the creation of the Western European Union
(WEU), which would include both the Federal Republic and Italy. Eden’s plan was
successful, and in late October 1954, the Paris agreement sealed West
Germany’s rearmament, the restoration of its sovereignty as well, its membership
in both NATO and the WEU. The United States could be happy with the creation
of an effective Western defence system; Germany had recovered the status of an
independent nation; and France had saved its ‘armée’. Moreover, because
Adenauer’s government had stated that it would give up its right to produce
nuclear weapons, Paris could hope to maintain some form of military superiority
over Germany. But Britain was the real winner. Whitehall had achieved all its
goals: (a) the USA would maintain their commitment to Europe’s defence, but
Britain had confirmed its special role as a bridge between Washington and its
European allies; (b) West Germany would be rearmed but with no independent
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nuclear weapons and would be under the double control of NATO and the WEU;
(c) the functionalist ‘approach’ to European integration which isolated Britain
from Western Europe had been defeated; (d) a close Anglo-French ‘entente
cordiale’ had been restored. In this same period, Britain and Egypt had also
signed a treaty which seemed to solve the Suez Canal question, and Eden played
a role in the resolution of the Trieste problem, thus confirming both his
international prestige and growing role in the Tory government.*? In the British
cabinet’s opinion, the next step would be the exploitation of the ‘position of
strength’ achieved in Europe as well as Britain’s diplomatic prestige in order to
start a dialogue with Moscow and create a stable European settlement acceptable
to the Soviets. All those goals were obviously tied to the ratification of the Paris
agreements, and it is not surprising that until the final decision by the French
parliament in the spring of 1955, London’s attitude was a cautious one; when in
early 1955, Mendé¢s France put pressure on the USA and Britain in order to
launch an initiative toward the USSR, both Churchill and Eden disagreed with
the French prime minister’s move, regarding it as premature.*’

But it was the Soviet Union which seized the initiative in March 1955: The
Soviet government summoned to Moscow the Austrian leaders in order to find a
solution to the problem of Austria. The Soviets were now eager to accept an end
to the four-power occupation, but Austria would become a neutral state, a
compromise which was also in Austria’s interest. The Kremlin’s move led to
four-power negotations whose outcome was the signature of the Austrian state
treaty by the four foreign ministers, which took place in Vienna in mid May.** In
the meantime, Churchill had at last decided to resign. Eden became prime
minister in April, and his position was then strengthened by a general election
which confirmed his leadership.*> In Eden’s view, Moscow’s political activism,
which was further demonstrated by Khrushchev’s visit to Belgrade, meant that
the Soviet interest in détente was not only a propaganda move; furthermore,
Whitehall thought that as a consequence of Malenkov’s resignation, Khrushchev
was emerging as the leading personality and that this development would give
more substance to Moscow’s foreign policy.*® So Eden proposed to the
Eisenhower administration and the French government that the Western powers
seize the initiative to convene the summit conference which Churchill had dreamt
of. Although the new French cabinet led by Edgar Faure obviously welcomed
Eden’s proposal, as Paris hoped that such an initiative could delay West
Germany’s rearmament, the US authorities showed scant enthusiasm, bowing to
the European allies” will only because they knew that Western public opinion
strongly hoped that a new peaceful era would dawn in East—West relations and
realized that the USA could not reject such an important initiative that could lead
to détente.*’

It is not possible here to examine in detail the diplomatic process which led to
the Geneva conference nor to explore its proceedings. As far as Britain is
concerned, Eden was the driving force in the Western camp.*® Of course, the
British would not act alone and instead carefully looked for a common Western
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position—more precisely, a common Anglo-American position—but they were
eager to shape the Western powers’ strategy. In Whitehall’s opinion, the summit
could deal with all the major international problems, but the British were
convinced that Soviet leaders would focus their interest on Europe and, to that
end, Britain worked out a plan which, if accepted by the Soviets, could lead to
Germany’s reunification. The project was based on free elections on the whole
German territory as well as on the creation of a demilitarized belt in Central
Europe, comprising former East Germany as well as some parts of Czechoslovakia
and Poland. To this could be added some guarantees about the stationing of
NATO troops in Europe, as well as recognition of Soviet interests.* We may
wonder whether Eden really believed that the Soviet leaders could comply with a
project which would end Soviet control over East Germany. Perhaps Eden was
influenced by some West German intelligence estimates that stressed alleged
Soviet economic and political weakness. Morevover, it is likely that the British
prime minister overrated the Kremlin’s interest in achieving détente with the
West at all costs. It was also the case that some British diplomats such as the
ambassador in Moscow, Sir Willian Hayter, had a far less optimist view of Soviet
aims.’9 Nevertheless, most British decision makers seemed to believe that the
Soviet leaders were interested in starting serious talks with the West, especially
as far as Europe was concerned; Whitehall thought that Moscow wanted to be
recognized as a reliable international partner and that Soviet leaders were eager
to achieve a stable European settlement. Consequences of this evaluation
included not only the Eden Plan but also British willingness to recognize a role
for the USSR on the European continent and, in the long term, negotiate a
European security system which would include the Soviet Union.

As is well known, the summit conference—despite the so-called ‘Geneva
spirit’—Ied to no practical consequences. Furthermore, the Soviet Union showed
no interest in the Eden Plan, and on their coming back to Moscow, Khrushchev
and Bulganin paid a visit to East Berlin, where they openly stated the Kremlin’s
support for the German Democratic Republic, a confirmation of how Germany’s
division suited Soviet interests.’! This was underscored on the occasion of
Adenauer’s visit to Moscow in September of 1955. Eden was only partially
disappointed by the political outcome of the Geneva conference, but he did
appear to resent the reaction of Western public opinion, which had singled out
the USA and the USSR as the two main actors. On the contrary, Eden still hoped
that the USSR needed Britain and that a fruitful bilateral relationship could be
worked out. He based this on the talks he had had with both Khrushchev and
Bulganin.>?> The British cabinet invited the Soviet leaders to pay an official visit
to Britain in early 1956. Khrushchev and Bulganin welcomed Eden’s invitation,
and, in London, it was often stressed that this would be the first visit by Soviet
leaders to a great Western power. This decision appeared to confirm in British
eyes the Soviet interest in Britain’s international role.

Some episodes dampened Eden’s optimism, however. In the autumn of 1955,
Khrushchev and Bulganin paid a successful and much-publicized visit to Asia,
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during which their speeches harshly criticized British imperalism; furthermore,
they voiced Moscow’s support for the process of decolonization.>> A few months
earlier, in late April, numerous Asian and African leaders had met in Bandung
and had given birth to the movement of the non-aligned countries. A communist
leader, Chou En-lai, had played a significant role at the Bandung Conference,
stressing that the communist bloc regarded the ‘Third World’ countries, although
ruled mostly by ‘bourgeois’ leaders, as reliable and valuable allies. Last but not
least, ‘non-alignment’ and the fight against colonialism were becoming two
important goals for Yugoslavia, with which the Conservative government had
hoped to renew close ties.>*

Some Foreign Office officials began to realise that Soviet foreign policy was
radically changing: in the eyes of the Kremlin’s leaders, the achievement of
‘détente’ in Europe was an instrument which gave them more room for
manoeuvre in the ‘Third World’, where Khrushchev was eager to develop close
alliances with newly independent nations. The Soviets showed a confident
attitude that ‘peaceful coexistence’ would favour Soviet goals. Worse still, they
appeared to single out the colonial role of Britain and France as the weak link in
the Western chain, and, to that end, they thought it useful to exploit the
nationalist, anti-colonialist feelings which were shaping the attitudes of Asian
and African peoples.’> Britain’s reaction was slow and largely ineffective. Some
diplomats warned Eden about the dangerous developments in Soviet foreign
policy, and someone in Whitehall thought it perhaps better to cancel
Khrushchev’s visit to Britain, but this idea was quickly shelved.>® For his part,
Eden thought it possible to have a frank conversation with Khrushchev. It is of
some interest to note that the outcome of the twentieth congress of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) and Khrushchev’s ‘secret report’
appeared to have a minor impact on Britain’s decision-making.’” The British
cabinet now focused their attention on the Soviet attitude toward the ‘Third
World’, especially the growing interest Moscow showed in the Middle East, where
London’s position was becoming weaker as a consequence of a rising tide of
Arab nationalism, whose main standard-bearer was Nasser’s Egypt. Soviet
leaders openly criticized the Baghdad Pact, which London had joined in 1955.

In late April 1956, Khrushchev and Bulganin paid their official visit to
Britain; in spite of a few minor incidents, the wvisit appeared to be
successful.’® There were numerous bi-lateral conversations, and Eden explained
Britain’s position frankly. He highlighted the positive aspects of Britain’s
colonial experience and stated that Middle East oil was vital for the British
economy, so much so that the British ‘were prepared to fight for it’. But
Khrushchev did not back down from his position and, as a Foreign Office
official wrote, ‘He was quick to reach agreement on matters which he did not
regard as important: but on “questions of principle”...he proved to be
intransigent’.>® It seemed to be the case that disruption of the British Empire was
one of those ‘questions of principle’. But Eden was under the illusion that he had
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convinced Khrushchev of Britain’s determination and capacity to defend its vital
interests.®

A few weeks later, Nasser made a speech announcing his decision to
nationalize the Suez Canal Company, a move which generated waves of popular
enthusiasm in the whole Arab world. As is well known, his decision was the
beginning of a crisis which would seal the end of Britain’s leading role in the
Middle East and would be a serious blow to London’s prestige as a world power.%!
It is not surprising that, as the British were too involved in the Suez crisis, they
appeared to show little interest in the Budapest uprising, which was perceived
mainly as a development that would favour the British and French intervention
against Nasser.®? Although the Soviet Union loudly supported Egypt’s position,
the main reason for Britain’s surrender to the will of the United Nations was the
negative reaction of the US administration. In spite of that, the relationship
between London and Moscow had radically changed. In late November, a
Foreign Office official had a talk with the Soviet ambassador in London, Malik,
who was critical of Britain’s decision to freeze cultural and trade relations with
the USSR in retaliation for the Soviet intervention against Hungary. The British
diplomat got the impression that Malik’s words could be easily translated into ‘we
are proud and we are strong; if you do not wish to have cultural exchanges or
trade with us, so much the worse for you’.%> Eden’s policy toward the Soviet
Union had ended in failure, and the new prime minister’s early goal was now the
restoration of the ‘special relationship’: détente was too serious a business to be
left in the hands of the British or the French and from 1956 on, the East—West
confrontation—and dialogue—appeared to be mainly a bi-polar affair.

In conclusion, it can be stated that between 1953 and 1956, Britain
consistently tried to develop an autonomous policy toward the Soviet Union, a
policy which, however, had its roots in previous experiences. If Churchill often
appeared to be influenced by personal motives and by a kind of dream, Eden’s
policy was more coherent and seemed to be based on rational factors. Both
leaders believed that their main goal was the confirmation of Britain’s role as a
great world power; this meant that London had to have a leading position in the
international arena, that is, in the East—West conflict. Yet in the opinion of
British decision makers, the Cold War, which in the late 1940s had strengthened
London’s international role, above all through the ‘special relationship’, was now
weakening that position, in particular because they felt that it was becoming less
and less easy to influence US authorities. In some areas of the world, moreover,
British interests and opinions began to differ from those of Washington. The
British leaders thought that once the Western system had been able to achieve a
position of strength (that is, via West Germany’s rearmament and the
strengthening of NATO), the Western powers could begin some form of dialogue
with the USSR. In London’s interpretation, the new Soviet leaders were eager to
establish some ‘modus vivendi’ with the West and to that end were focusing
their attention on the European scene. This development in the Kremlin’s attitude
was perceived as the consequence of a lessening of the ideological characters
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which had shaped Stalin’s foreign policy. It is difficult to know whether Whitehall
had a clearcut view of the main features of the agreement which could be
achieved; the hope for Germany’s reunification quickly vanished in the summer
of 1955 in the face of the Kremlin’s lack of interest; also, the hypothesis of a
European security system was always very vague. It may be stated, however,
that the British plans implied the Western recognition of Moscow’s continued
rule over most of East-Central Europe, as well as the existence of definite Soviet
interests on the European continent. In fact, London’s evaluation of Moscow’s
position was partly right—détente in Europe was in the Soviet leaders’ interest,
but, especially from 1955 onwards, Khrushchev hoped that a stable European
settlement would offer him more room for manoeuvre in the Third World’.
Furthermore, Soviet leaders were now convinced that their position had become
stronger and that the real enemy—with which, however, it would be possible to
negotiate—was the US administration, while Britain and France were only minor
actors experiencing an unavoidable decline.

If Britain’s aspiration to become a bridge between East and West—that is, to
confirm its role as an autonomous international actor—was doomed to failure,
and London reverted to the more modest role of significant pillar in the Western
alliance, Britain’s belief in its being able to develop some autonomous contact
with the USSR did survive for a long while. As evidence of this, we may cite
Macmillan’s visit to Moscow, Harold Wilson’s initiatives on finding a
diplomatic solution to the Vietnam War through contacts with the Moscow
leadership, and, last but not least, Thatcher’s early interest in Gorbachev’s policy.
We may wonder, however, whether, from the mid-1950s, Moscow regarded
Britain as a partner of any relevance.
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Adenauer’s Final Western Choice, 195558

Wilfried Loth

The tendency toward an understanding on the basis of mutual respect between
the blocs, as seen in the ‘spirit of Geneva’, was opposed above all by Konrad
Adenauer. This is understandable given that such a modus vivendi between East
and West implied that the division of Germany would continue for an indefinite
period, provided that one did not support the neutralization of Germany or believe
that the Soviet system would be liberalized. That in itself was unacceptable to
Adenauer because his policy of Western integration could be increasingly called
into question. He therefore had to use every means at his disposal to prevent
official recognition of the German Democratic Republic (GDR) and avoid
having interest in reunification retreat into the shadows in favour of tendencies
toward de-escalation.'

1

By demonstrating Western strength and promoting internal difficulties for the
Soviets, Adenauer’s policies for Germany aimed at convincing the Soviet
leadership to retreat from German affairs and to dispense with repressive methods
in pursuing its interests in general. As he explained in March 1952, ‘when the
West is stronger than Soviet Russia, then the day for negotiation with Soviet
Russia has come’. And ‘then we have to make Soviet Russia understand that it
cannot possibly keep half of Europe in slavery, and that by means of a
confrontation the conditions in East Europe have to be rearranged’.? Four years
later, he insisted ‘we [can] only secure peace if we contribute to [making] the
peace-loving part of the world stronger than the Soviet Union, not in order to
suppress it, but actually to come to promising negotiations this way’.? In order to
get there, he did everything in his power to strengthen the solidarity of the West
and its military power; it is an oft-neglected fact that he also rejected all Soviet
initiatives to intensify trade relations, which could have helped the Soviet Union
in dealing with its economic difficulties.

Adenauer did not consider for one minute that such policies of strength might
also be counterproductive, meaning that they might further harden the Soviet
position. He also did not have a precise definition of how to measure Western
superiority; it did not matter to him that this superiority had long since been



22 EUROPE, COLD WAR AND COEXISTENCE, 1953-65

achieved in the economic arena and still obtained in nuclear affairs as well.
Furthermore, he did not dwell on the question of whether strength alone would
suffice to convince the Soviet leadership to give in. Occasional thoughts about
having to pay a price for giving up the GDR were regularly overruled by the fear
that a withdrawal of American troops from the Federal Republic would lead to
the expansion of Soviet hegemony on the European continent. Thus, he did not
dare accept more than a NATO disclaimer regarding the GDR’s territory; and
even this concession he himself did not offer to the Soviet Union. In practice, his
Eastern policies were limited to keeping some sort of connection with Moscow
in order to forestall an understanding between the USA and the Soviet Union
based on the recognition of the status quo.

The sterility and problematic internal nature of Adenauer’s reunification
policy led many opponents to accuse him of not really wanting the reunification
of Germany—particularly dramatic examples are the Bundestag speeches of
Thomas Dehler and Gustav Heinemann on 23 and 24 January 1958. Such claims,
however, are not accurate, especially when we consider Adenauer’s belief that in
order to keep the Germans with the West permanently, he needed to show
successes on questions of reunification. ‘If the question of reunification is not
resolved in an appropriate period of time’, he instructed his NATO ambassador
Herbert Blankenhorn in February 1958, ‘we will be running the risk that the
unscrupulous agitation of our opposition will lead the majority of the people
gradually to become muddled...and that the question of loosening the ties to the
West and the neutralisation of Germany will become a serious question, which it
isn’t yet.”* Further, his insistence on the Federal Republic’s claim that it alone
represented the German people, his opposition to widespread hopes for détente,
his aim of putting strong pressure on the Soviet Union and, finally, his hard-line
stance against the growing resistance within his own ranks clearly speak for
themselves. However, with the claim to sole representation, Adenauer not only
stubbornly opposed any establishment of the status quo in questions of policies
for Germany, but he also prevented as long as he possibly could all attempts to
foster a détente, which would rest on a reciprocal balance of Eastern and Western
interests.”

17

In advocating his policies for reunification, Adenauer found himself from the
very beginning on the defensive, although it might not have seemed so at first. In
the run-up to the Geneva Summit of 18-23 July 1955, he managed to get the
Western powers set to make Soviet concessions on the German question a
prerequisite for movement on disarmament and détente in general. Khrushchev’s
demand for the recognition of the GDR was denied; Adenauer was also
successful in getting the Western powers to modify the plan for a zone of limited
armament and reciprocal inspection of arms production on both sides of the line
of demarcation in Germany, which Anthony Eden presented in Geneva. This
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plan was now to provide for the reduction of troops in Central Europe after the
reunification of Germany, and rather than focusing on the Elbe-Werra line it now
was to focus on the Oder-Neisse line. This form of the plan aimed at the
elimination of Soviet influence in Germany and in the eastern part of Central
Europe without any concession in return. Of course, it did not meet with any
approval on the Soviet side; accordingly, the Geneva Conference of Foreign
Ministers, which debated the modified Eden Plan in late October and early
November of 1955, ended in failure.

The worry of being disadvantaged by the looming Soviet-US dialogue—and
even more so the fear of not demonstrating enough initiative on the German
question to his own public—led Adenauer as early as September 1955 to disavow
his claim of sole representation. When in early June of that year, the Soviet
leadership invited him to visit Moscow to begin talks on taking up regular
diplomatic relations between the Soviet Union and the Federal Republic, he
likely foresaw that this would involve efforts to gain indirect recognition of the
GDR. In the process of replacing its occupational authority, the Soviet Union had
gradually developed diplomatic relations with East Germany; the establishment
of diplomatic relations between West Germany and the Soviet Union therefore
threatened to become equated with an implicit recognition of East Germany.
Adenauer was well aware of this danger and soon came to see the invitation to
Moscow as quite a problematic gift.

Nevertheless, in order to avoid accusations of doing nothing for German unity,
he did accept the invitation. As he and a large delegation negotiated with the
Soviets in Moscow from 9 to 13 September, he also recognized that he could no
longer content himself with merely establishing a bilateral negotiating
commission as his foreign-policy experts had advised him. Adenauer had already
ordered aircraft to be readied for an early departure from Moscow when
Bulganin and Khrushchev promised him the release of the last ten thousand
German POWs (prisoners of war) condemned to forced labour in Soviet camps.
This made an agreement to establish diplomatic relations unavoidable but also
tolerable: if he were to persist in his position, he would run the risk of being held
responsible for the continued lot of the prisoners, whereas conceding in the
question of recognition could be portrayed as the necessary price for a great
humanitarian success.

The damage that Adenauer did to his conception by his inconsistency was in
fact significant. Hardly had the West German delegation left for Bonn when a
delegation from East Berlin arrived in Moscow. The Soviets and East Germans
signed a Treaty on Relations between the GDR and the USSR’ in September
1955. This document declared East Germany to be sovereign (except in regard to
controlling Allied travel to West Berlin) and established the continued presence
of Soviet troops on East German soil on the basis of an agreement between
states. The way was now clear to end the secrecy surrounding the armament of
the GDR in the form of barracked units of People’s Police: On 18 January 1956,
the Volkskammer approved a law on the formation of the ‘National People’s



24 EUROPE, COLD WAR AND COEXISTENCE, 1953-65

Army’ (NPA). Ten days later, the political committee of the Warsaw Pact states
approved the incorporation of the NPA into the armed forces of the alliance.
Militarily, the GDR was now fully integrated into the Eastern bloc.

The US ambassador in Moscow, Charles E.Bohlen, was furious. Adenauer’s
staff members Heinrich von Brentano and Foreign Office State Secretary Walter
Hallstein had earnestly warned the chancellor not to take such a step. In order to
preserve as much as possible of the Federal Republic’s claim that it alone
represented all Germans, Wilhelm Grewe, head of the political department of the
foreign office, drafted a policy during the return flight from Moscow. In 1956,
this became known in the press as the Hallstein Doctrine after Grewe’s superior.
This policy explained away the Soviet Union’s diplomatic relations with the
GDR by reference to the Soviets’ special status as victorious power and
occupier. In contrast, the Federal Republic would not establish diplomatic
relations with any other state that recognized the GDR, that is, with the other
Eastern bloc states. Any state that sought to establish diplomatic relations with
the GDR was threatened with ‘serious consequences’ up to and including the
severing of ties with the Federal Republic.

These principles were strengthened at a conference of ambassadors in late
1955 and were presented to the Bundestag by Foreign Minister Heinrich von
Brentano in mid-1956. This Hallstein Doctrine did actually help the Federal
Republic keep the GDR isolated from the international community for a long time.
It also made the West Germans somewhat vulnerable to extortion and above all
prevented them from becoming active in the Eastern European nations and
thereby contributing to the loosening of the Eastern bloc. When in October 1957
Josef Tito recognized the GDR as part of his compromise with the Moscow
leadership, Adenauer decided to sever relations with the Yugoslav state. Also,
the doctrine halted the Federal Republic’s cautious approach to Poland after that
nation’s transition to the reform communist regime of Vladyslav Gomulka in
October 1956.

Vi

Moreover, the Hallstein Doctrine could not prevent the Western powers from
becoming less and less eager to prioritize West German desires for unification
over a process of de-escalation. In the spring of 1956, the new French
government under the Socialist Guy Mollet demanded that disarmament be given
priority and, as part of this, that German armaments be drastically restricted.
George Kennan produced a memo that built on his earlier neutrality conceptions
by calling for the incorporation of a reunified Germany into a belt of neutral
states running through Central Europe. Harold Stassen, Eisenhower’s
representative for disarmament and negotiator on the UN Disarmament
Commission, sounded out Moscow on the disarmament question without taking
into account the package deal involving disarmament and reunification as
established by Dulles and Adenauer. The British government came out in favour
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of the plan to limit conventional weapons which the Soviets had presented in
May of 1955.

In so far as these activities were still aiming at reunification through
neutralization, Adenauer was able to mobilize the Western containment
syndrome successfully. After severe reproaches from France’s allies, Mollet saw
himself compelled to reject any intention of neutralizing Germany. The joint
document presented to the Disarmament Commission by the three Western powers
and Canada in early May 1956 called only for the establishment of a control
system in an initial phase, and postponed substantial steps on disarmament until
an agreement had been reached on reunification.® The theme of disarmament
remained on the agenda and even became more urgent when the Soviet Union
announced on 14 May that it would unilaterally reduce its conventional forces by
1.2 million men.

On 13 July 1956, the New York Times reported that Arthur W.Radford, chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, wanted to reduce US forces in Europe by 800,000 by
1960 as part of implementing the ‘New Look’ policy. This was all the more
disquieting for Western Europeans and especially for the Adenauer government
as the signs were multiplying that the two superpowers would come to an
understanding at the cost of the European NATO members. When the revolt
broke out in Hungary on 23 October, Dulles hurried to assure the world that the
USA did not regard Soviet satellite states ‘as potential military allies’.” When
Soviet troops began to put down the revolt on 1 November by very violent
means, the Eisenhower administration contented itself with protest resolutions
before the UN General Assembly. The US president urged Britain and France
not to intervene militarily in the conflict over the Suez Canal, which Egypt’s
president Nasser had declared national property in July. When the two powers
did so anyway after an Israeli attack against Egyptian positions on the Sinai
Peninsula on 29 October, the US government was able to push through an
armistice on 6 November by means of UN votes as well as currency and trade
sanctions. Despite the tragedy in Hungary, the US found itself in agreement with
the Soviets, who had on the previous day made at least indirect threats to the two
colonial powers that they would use nuclear weapons if the attack on Egypt were
not halted.

In light of continued rumours about US plans for disengagement and the
visible difficulties the Soviets were having in maintaining control over Eastern
Europe, Adenauer in late 1956 and early 1957 considered whether he should take
the bull by the horns—by taking the initiative to present a peace plan himself
that would combine reunification with the withdrawal of all foreign troops from
European nations. In accordance with conceptions developed by his press
secretary Felix von Eckardt in the fall of 1956, Adenauer envisioned that US
land forces would leave the Federal Republic by 1959 while Soviet troops would
pull back from all Eastern European nations; the size of Eastern European armies
and the West German Bundeswehr would be limited, and compliance would be
monitored by a UN commission. In a second phase, elections to a German national
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assembly would then be held while the Soviet air force was withdrawn to the
USSR and NATO air forces to the Western European periphery. Dissolution of
the two alliance systems was not foreseen for the time being, but those nations on
the Continent out of which superpower troops had been withdrawn were not to
possess nuclear weapons.®

Adenauer’s plan, which was contained in the draft of a letter to Eisenhower in
early January 1957, notably put the West German chancellor on the same track
as British opposition leader Hugh Gaitskell, who at the time was publicly calling
for withdrawal of all foreign troops from both parts of Germany, Poland,
Hungary and Czechoslovakia, and proposing that those areas be put under
international oversight Polish Foreign Minister Adam Rapacki was thinking
along the same lines in that he envisioned the arms limits for Central Europe
suggested by Eden at the Geneva summit extending to the East Central European
states as well. There was even agreement from Ulbricht in so far as his proposal
for a ‘confederation’ of the two German states officially proclaimed by the party
in late January 1957 implied the withdrawal of all occupation forces from
German soil. Given the fact that this plan confined itself to Germany and also
required that Germany withdraw from both alliance systems as a first step, it did
stand more clearly in the tradition of the neutralization proposals which Adenauer
had always rejected. Nevertheless, there was some common ground for serious
negotiations.

On the other side, Adenauer hesitated for some weeks to send the letter to
Eisenhower out of concern for the destabilizing effect that support for the
withdrawal of US troops could have. And since the Americans took into
consideration the danger of losing the confidence of their European allies, the
Eisenhower administration limited itself merely to thinning out its forces on the
Continent; this meant that there was no longer any necessity to give up the
existing structure of NATO. From the end of January 1957 onward, Adenauer
instead began to plan for the Bundeswehr to be equipped with miniature
battlefield nuclear weapons, a measure which Eisenhower envisioned as
compensating for the reduction of US manpower in Europe.

1w

Adenauer saw the equipping of the Bundeswehr with ‘tactical’ nuclear weapons
as a necessity if only because other important NATO allies including Britain,
France, the Netherlands and Turkey also wanted them. In his view, there should
not be any discrimination that could serve to draw an Eastern bloc attack on to
those NATO forces not equipped with nuclear weapons. In the long term, all the
larger NATO partners—including the British, French and also the West Germans
—sought their own nuclear weapons. These would possibly be placed under the
control of a European consortium in order to reduce costs and to escape from
one-sided dependency on the US nuclear umbrella. As an optimal goal, he
envisioned the power to use German-owned nuclear weapons. Only these could
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guarantee the Federal Republic’s equality of rank within the Western alliance
and compensate for the weakening of the US guarantee. He hoped that the
European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM) would help him bypass the
renunciation of atomic, biological and chemical weapons agreed upon in the
Treaty for Germany.’

As long as this goal could not be realized, however, he did not mind having
the Bundeswehr equipped with nuclear weapons whose right of deployment
rested with the Americans: this at least would avoid a scenario in which the
German forces, being the only ones without nuclear arms, would be slaughtered
as cannon fodder. And now, he also regarded it as indispensable that US forces
in the Federal Republic be equipped with nuclear weapons. Since this obviously
was the prerequisite for them to remain, he needed to push through approval in
the Federal Republic. According to this view, US nuclear weapons should be
supplied ‘as low as the division level’,'? at the very least for the sake of treating
all NATO troops equally in the framework of the ‘New Look’, which due to the
then-growing nuclear retaliatory potential of the Soviet Union envisaged
dispersing the threat of deterrence as well as arming troops for the limited use of
such weapons in combat.

Although the public reception of a transition to nuclear armament remained
somewhat unclear at first, it caused many worried critics to voice their concerns.
A British announcement in early April 1957 that they too would begin nuclear
armament forced Adenauer to allow his change of position on nuclear questions
to be released to the public. This unleashed a storm of indignation. On 12 April,
18 renowned German physicists including Carl Friedrich von Weizsicker as well
as the Nobel Prize winners Max von Laue, Otto Hahn, Werner Heisenberg and
Max Born presented the Géottinger Erkldrung, in which they warned of the
devastating effect of even so-called ‘tactical atomic weapons’ and stated that a
‘small country like the Federal Republic...today can best protect itself and is
most likely to advance world peace, if it explicitly and voluntarily renounces the
possession of nuclear weapons in all forms’.!" Albert Schweitzer followed with
an appeal to abolish all nuclear tests. The Social Democratic opposition was able
to initiate a broad movement called ‘Kampf dem Atomtod’ (‘Fight against
Nuclear Death’) that subordinated reunification to rapid and comprehensive
disarmament. Various ‘disengagement’ plans strengthened this movement: the
British opposition leader Hugh Gaitskell pleaded for the withdrawal of all
foreign troops from the Federal Republic, the GDR, Poland, Czechoslovakia and
Hungary, and called for an international system of control for the Central
European region. The Polish Foreign Minister Adam Rapacki suggested
grouping the Federal Republic, Poland and Czechoslovakia in a nuclear-free
zone while maintaining these countries’ memberships in their respective
alliances. In the Reith Lectures on British radio in December 1957, Kennan also
came to consider the creation of a nuclear-free zone the most urgent goal of
Western peace policy.
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Adenauer, who had just decided upon strengthening the Western alliance by
means of nuclear weapons, could only see the Rapacki Plan as ‘a Russian trap’.
It was not only that this would imply more or less open recognition of the GDR
and would relegate the Federal Republic to a subordinate rank in the defence of
the West but also that it would endanger the carefully preserved presence of US
troops in West Germany. After the Eisenhower administration had decided upon
reducing the manpower of its European divisions by equipping them with
nuclear arms, a ban on such weapons as envisioned in the Rapacki Plan could
provoke a further withdrawal of US forces. Adenauer warned that
implementation of the plan would ‘lead to the dissolution of NATO’.!?

Given that neither Dulles nor the French government wanted to endanger the
NATO compromise, the alliance initially stayed with its existing position. At the
NATO summit of 16-19 December 1957, it was decided that nuclear warheads
would be stockpiled in the European territory of the alliance subject to the
approval of the nations directly affected and that the commander of NATO’s
European forces would have medium-range missiles placed at his disposal. The
Federal Republic, the Netherlands, Greece and Turkey all agreed to accept
warheads on their territory. Only Italy and Turkey would take medium-range
missiles, whereas West Germany refused them due to fears of becoming a high-
priority target of a Soviet missile attack and of promoting disengagement from
the strategic nuclear umbrella of the USA—an argument that, by the way, was
used by the peace movement later during the Euromissile crisis.

Against this plan, the Soviets once again sought to mobilize public opinion. In
early January 1958, they proposed a general summit of members of both blocs as
well as neutral nations to discuss Rapacki’s plan. The West German government
received hints that it would be possible to withdraw all foreign troops from
Europe in stages. In mid-February, the Polish government supplemented this
suggestion to the effect that Czechoslovakia also be brought into this nuclear-
free zone. In order to allay Bonn’s concerns about recognition of the GDR, they
proposed that each state sign a separate treaty of entry into the nuclear-free zone,
documents that would not have the character of a multilateral treaty.

This intensified lobbying for the Rapacki Plan was not completely without
success. On 31 March 1958, the governments of the US, Britain and France
agreed in principle to a summit. Eisenhower perceived that he did not have much
more time before the end of his second term to reach an agreement
on disarmament. In June 1957, Khrushchev successfully repulsed a putsch
attempt by the ‘Anti-Party Group’ around Molotov and Malenkov.'? This made
it clear to the US president with whom he had to reach such an agreement if he
wanted it to be a lasting one.

Even Adenauer no longer offered any opposition to a disarmament summit.
Just the opposite was the case—he came out strongly in favour of such a meeting,
as Dulles learned with irritation. In order to keep issues involving the German
question as open as possible given the spreading pressure for de-escalation, the
chancellor raised the possibility of an ‘Austrian solution’” with Soviet
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Ambassador Andrei Smirnov on 19 March. How would it sound, he asked, if the
Soviet leadership would agree to free elections in the GDR and allow it a neutral
status patterned after the Austrian model? Under these circumstances the Federal
Republic (FRG) would be able to renounce the demand for reunification and thus
would pave the way for a settlement on disarmament.

Adenauer’s course change on the disarmament question certainly did not mean
that he was now prepared to let himself be won over by attempts for general
disengagement in Europe. Rather, he saw it as necessary to demonstrate an
openness to negotiation in order to win domestic approval for the nuclear
armament of the FRG (against the lure of the Rapacki Plan) by demanding
global negotiations on disarmament himself. He hoped that the Soviets would
reveal themselves to such a degree that he would be able to push through the
stationing of nuclear weapons in the Federal Republic. At the same time, he tried
to undermine the Soviet initiative by offering a temporary renunciation of the
demand for reunification. Mustering all rhetorical means, he managed to get a
Bundestag majority to agree to a resolution calling for equipping the West
German Army with the ‘most modern weapons’ should negotiations on
controlled disarmament fail.'# In great secrecy on 8 April, the defence ministers
of the Federal Republic, France and Italy signed an agreement on the joint
production of nuclear weapons.

The Soviets were in actuality unable to persuade the Western powers to put
negotiations over a peace treaty with Germany on the agenda of the summit. The
Soviets sought to increase public pressure on their negotiating partners by
breaking off preliminary diplomatic talks and releasing material from them that
was to demonstrate the West’s lack of will to negotiate. This move proved
counterproductive. Once again, it was the Soviet side that did not seem to be
ready for genuine disarmament, and the partisans of nuclear armament in the
West were able to strengthen their position. The summit project evaporated while
preparations for the deployment of the new weapons continued apace. The
conditions were set for the second Berlin crisis. As far as Adenauer was
concerned, he had won a battle, but this victory over détente paved the way for
serious new problems for German policy.

Vv

The ‘politics of strength’ was that particular variant of reunification policies
bearing the least risk for Western security. It was contradictory inasmuch as it
was supposed to maintain the Western status quo while revising that of the East.
The outcome was uncertain—first, because it was unclear how to compel the
Soviet Union to ‘give in’ and, second, because the Western powers’ engagement
for reunification had to decrease to the same degree to which the West Germans
made themselves at home within the West. Correspondingly, they ran a major
risk of reinforcing the building of blocs, which would be contrary to their
intentions. And indeed this is what happened after 1955: in a laborious fight
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against the recognition of the status quo in the policies on Germany, Adenauer
ruined all chances of evading the transition to reciprocal nuclear deterrence. The
alternative to accepting the disengagement plans—as the opposition demanded—
was, like the alternative of 1952, connected to greater risks for the immediate
security of the Federal Republic. By the same token, it opened up the perspective
of a real détente to a much greater degree, which would help the people in the
Soviet sphere of influence gain more freedom and would make peace in Europe
more secure overall. In the final analysis, it is due to the domination of a
pessimistic view of the world that this alternative was not given a chance: the
majority of the political forces in the Federal Republic once again did not want to
acknowledge that the expansion of the Western system presupposed a certain
willingness to take risks.
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Adenauer and Nuclear Deterrence

Klaus Schwabe

1

The so-called ‘Khrushchev Ultimatum’ of November 1958 triggering the second
Berlin crisis heralded one of the tensest phases of the Cold War in Europe. For
the first time, it raised the spectre of a nuclear showdown in which the West no
longer enjoyed an unquestioned superiority over the Soviet Union. This Soviet
challenge tested first of all the credibility of the policies the Western powers so
far had adhered to on the German and the Berlin questions. It tested the Cold
War policies of the West by confronting its governments with a number of
awkward questions: Were the three former Western occupation powers really
resolved to insist on their rights in Berlin? Were they prepared to defend the
political independence of the city’s population and its ties to the Federal
Republic? Were they determined to uphold West Berlin’s position as the decisive
gap in the Iron Curtain—an opening that permitted East Germans to flee to West
Germany—created a continuous brain drain that undermined the GDR and, as
the Bonn government claimed, thus preserved the chances of reunification? Were
the Western powers resolved to risk a military or even nuclear showdown in
order to defend all these various interests?

The military option was a problem which the West German Chancellor
Konrad Adenauer had to cope with as well. In reacting to the Berlin crisis, he
appears from hindsight to have been an extreme type of cold warrior because he
risked nuclear war rather than consider yielding an inch to Soviet pressure,
refusing to make any concessions whatsoever to ‘Russia’ by sticking to what he
called a ‘policy of strength’. This course alone, he predicted, would ultimately
lead to the collapse of the Soviet Union and would bring about realistic chances
of German unification. A closer look, however, reveals that Adenauer was not
quite the ‘iron chancellor’ that some admirers (and critics) wanted him to be. To
demonstrate this we will cite two examples: the way he reacted to the Berlin
crisis and, more generally, the attitude he adopted toward NATO’s nuclear
strategy in the Berlin crisis.
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In fact, the evidence is contradictory. On the one hand, Adenauer did indeed
take an unyielding position vis-a-vis the Soviet challenge, apparently accepting
the ultimate possibility of a military confrontation or even a nuclear one. On the
other hand, he disappointed his Western colleagues by trying to avoid having
West Germany share the military responsibilities, especially when he refused to
consider the ultimate necessity of using nuclear weapons. This ambivalence
touched on the fundamental problem as to how reliable Adenauer was as a
partner of the West. How can these contradictions be explained? Did Adenauer,
the wily ‘fox’ that he seemed to be, harbour ulterior motives? Was he dominated
by considerations of diplomatic tactics or domestic politics? Was he in the last
analysis not serious in the defence of his stand on the German and Berlin
questions? Did he for some reason distrust the United States, the most powerful
protector of the Federal Republic and Berlin?

In order to find an answer to these questions, it will be necessary to proceed in
two steps. First, we will need to examine Adenauer’s general attitude toward the
nuclear defence of the FRG and the West German role in it. Second and more
specifically, we will have to analyse his possibly changing positions on the
Berlin crisis and his ways to cope with it militarily. In our conclusion, it should
then be possible to appraise Adenauer’s nuclear policies in context, to see to what
extent they were logically consistent—or contradictory—and to pin down the
primary political and/or military motives guiding him.

17

In devising West Germany’s role in the nuclear defence of the West, Adenauer
had to take into account the limitations that had been imposed on the Federal
Republic in 1954, that is, at the moment when it had been granted so-called
‘sovereignty’ and had been permitted to join NATO. One of the prerequisites of
West Germany’s enhanced international status had been Adenauer’s pledge that
the Bonn Republic would abstain from acquiring bacteriological, chemical or
nuclear weapons. The Federal Republic thus remained totally dependent on the
US nuclear umbrella. What seemed acceptable or even desirable in 1954 became
questionable in West Germany when in the summer of 1956 news leaked out
about the so-called Radford Plan. In order to save money, the Pentagon was
reported to be considering withdrawal of a sizeable part of the US forces from
Western Europe and, in order to make up for this force reduction and to deter the
Soviet Union, to put more emphasis on strategic nuclear weapons, which were to
be employed immediately in the case that the Soviets used force against NATO.!

This plan for a ‘new look’ in the USA’s strategy created a crisis of confidence
in Bonn. Confronted with the Radford Plan, Adenauer and his military advisers
feared two situations: either that in reacting to a local conflict with the Red Army
—rperhaps around Berlin—the United States would resort to immediate ‘massive
retaliation’ and thus engulf all of Europe in a nuclear holocaust, or, as an
alternative, that the USA would totally refrain from meeting a Soviet local
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military challenge, so as not to trigger a Soviet nuclear counterstroke that would
hit the USA itself. Moreover, there were concerns that after the projected
withdrawal of American troops from Europe, the West would become too weak
to meet Soviet aggression. If abandoned by the USA, West Germany and
possibly even all of Western Europe would ultimately be lost to the Soviets. The
US defensive umbrella extending over Europe seemed, therefore, to have
become defective, and still worse, sharing the monopoly of nuclear power with
the USSR, the USA might even be tempted to strike a deal with Soviet Russia at
the expense of Western Europe and West Germany in particular. This was the
most intense fear that haunted the West German chancellor.?

Whether such suspicions were actually justified is of no concern in the context
of the present chapter. Suffice it to say that Adenauer arrived at three
conclusions. First, West Germany was entitled to acquire a measure of influence
on Western nuclear planning in light of the new US emphasis on strategic
nuclear defence. Second, the new West German army should at the very least be
supplied with launching systems (above all fighters) for carrying US-controlled
tactical nuclear weapons. If a war broke out it had to be able to resort to such
weapons in its own defence, as was the case with the US forces in Germany
which had been equipped with nuclear warheads since autumn 1953. Third, and
better still, West Germany itself would have to participate in the production of
nuclear hardware.> One way or another, the Federal Republic, he felt, should
become a power that participated in the nuclear defence of NATO. He tried out
two methods that promised to attain this aim without violating his pledge of
1954. First, he hoped that Euratom would become a European agency for the
development of nuclear weapons. As these hopes foundered, he attempted to
reach the same goal by way of Franco-German-Italian cooperation. The
Eisenhower administration was kept informed of the new approach and at least
did not veto this attempt at a European nuclear defence force, which was to be
established within the framework of NATO.*

To be sure, the chancellor was by no means trigger-happy. In hindsight, he
claimed that it was for moral reasons that he did not find it easy to opt for
participation of the Federal Republic in the nuclear defence and deterrence
framework of NATO.> He also dismissed the idea of a West German national
nuclear force as financially and politically unfeasible. In fact, he feared that any
European national nuclear force was likely to disrupt NATO.® He also refused to
envision an actual all-out nuclear war—an option he regarded as irresponsible.
But he saw no alternative to a nuclear strategy devised as an instrument of Western
Cold War policies—a strategy in which Bonn played a part.’

Adenauer aimed at creating a NATO-controlled European nuclear force for the
defence of Western Europe for three major compelling reasons. First, he hoped
that in conjunction with US nuclear defences, the European nuclear force would
attain credibility vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and thus would effectively help deter
the Soviets. Second, and equally important to Adenauer, there was the
expectation that in sharing the control over nuclear weapons with NATO, West
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Germany would acquire a voice in the fateful decision to use them in the event
of a military showdown.®

Having attained nuclear ‘Mitsprache’—that is, the position to co-determine
NATO nuclear strategy—in case of a crisis, Bonn could either try to slow down
a possible military escalation or, if a real military confrontation occurred, Bonn
could ensure that NATO would convincingly threaten nuclear retaliation and, in
the unlikely event that worst came to worst, would remain faithful to the concept
of forward defence.’

A third ulterior motive that guided Adenauer was his desire to be rid of the
status of inequality that the Federal Republic was forced into due to its virtual
exclusion from having a say in questions of nuclear defence. The chancellor
wanted instead to attain the status of equality for the Federal Republic as a great
power enjoying enough weight to commit the other Western powers to his
version of a policy of strength, that is, a policy of relying on the military
superiority of the West and using it to exercise political pressure to promote
German unification. Thus, an equal German voice on questions of nuclear
defence was in Adenauer’s eyes based on the same rationale as had been West
Germany’s rearmament. In the final analysis, he saw this as a political rationale.
The Bonn Republic needed a state-of-the-art military backbone including a part
in Western nuclear defence if it wanted to influence NATO’s political strategy
on questions of potentially vital importance to the German people—located as it
was in the heart of Europe and at the fulcrum of the Cold War.!”

West Germany’s future military status in Europe ranked highest among such
questions. It was threatened by plans such as the one proposed by Polish Foreign
Minister Adam Rapacki providing for a nuclear-free zone in and military
disengagement from Central Europe. If West Germany attained strategic nuclear
equality, Adenauer was sure that it could veto all discriminatory schemes of that
sort. And, despite his tactical agility, this was the point to which he in fact clung
with stubborn determination. He wanted by all means to avoid any form of
military discrimination against the Bonn Republic, discrimination that would
jeopardize West Germany’s international status and smacked of neutralization, if
not of Soviet-American hegemony, one that manoeuvred the Federal Republic
into a special position within (or outside) NATO and thus endangered
Germany’s ties with the West, not to mention European and NATO integration
and cohesion.!!

Before any plans defining West Germany’s nuclear status had come to fruition,
Adenauer’s concept suddenly was subjected to a severe test. [n November 1958,
the Soviet head of state and party chief Nikita Khrushchev unleashed the second
Berlin crisis by demanding that within a period of six months all Western troops
be withdrawn from West Berlin and that the control of access to the city be taken
over by officials of the German Democratic Republic (GDR), a task for which
the Soviets had been responsible up to that time. With this ultimatum,
Khrushchev wanted to see the Western occupation powers leave Berlin, the GDR
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internationally recognized as the second German state, and all West German
pretensions for reunification along Western lines thwarted once and for all.

How was the West to respond to this challenge? Was it advisable to enter into
negotiations in order to prevent a confrontation with the Soviet Union? Should
the West then offer any concessions? If so, what kind? How should the West
react if the Soviets did resort to military means in order to implement their new
German policy? In such a case, would the West respond politically or militarily,
would it ultimately threaten massive nuclear retaliation? And, most importantly
to Adenauer, what would be Bonn’s role in the impending political or military
showdown? For the first time Adenauer was thus confronted with NATO’s
contingency planning and the meaning of deterrence.

I

As has already been mentioned, Adenauer’s reaction to contingency planning
had puzzled his Western partners soon after Khrushchev’s ultimatum had been
issued. On the one hand, the chancellor insisted on a strong Western stand in all
political questions raised by the Soviet ultimatum. Ostentatiously he resisted any
suggestion of even cosmetic concessions to the Soviets regarding the control of
access to West Berlin, not to speak of the continued presence of Western
garrisons in the city. Even less negotiable in his eyes were the military status of
the Federal Republic and its claim to an equal nuclear status.'> His unyielding
attitude impaired his friendship with US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles
and strained his relations first with President Eisenhower and even more so with
President Kennedy. It deeply troubled his relations with the British government
as well. This was one side of the coin.!3

The other side was that the chancellor, uninformed about allied contingency
planning, evidently hesitated to face the military and nuclear consequences to
which his unyielding stand might lead.'* During the memorable last meeting he
had with the fatally ill Dulles on 8 February 1959, Adenauer insisted that, in
defending Berlin, the USA avoid the use of nuclear weapons. Seeing US
contingency planning challenged, Dulles asked with irritation whether the
chancellor wanted to rely solely on conventional weapons and thus to conjure up
a devastating defeat for the West, as the Soviet Union enjoyed a clear superiority
over NATO in conventional forces. Adenauer thereupon retreated somewhat by
stating that he had only been arguing against the use of nuclear weapons in the
event that the GDR would make difficulties on its own.'> Patently disappointed
that the German leader did not favour a strong contingency policy, Dulles then
explained the USA’s tactics of a phased response which would lead to a nuclear
strike only as a last resort—if the Soviets remained unimpressed by the West’s
conventional military countermeasures, necessitating a strike which would force
the Soviets finally to retreat. Dulles urged Adenauer to acknowledge the need for
the West to show a unity of purpose including, if worse came to worst, the
willingness to share the risk of an all-out conventional or even nuclear war.
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The Chancellor endorsed the process delineated by Dulles including the
ultimate risk of war but still insisted somewhat evasively that such a war over
access to Berlin would not be understood by the public of any of the major
NATO members, including the USA, and that the unity of the three Western
powers was more important than nuclear weapons.'® In other words, he
advocated something similar to what was later called ‘flexible response’,
preferring political to military means and making the need for a final nuclear
strike less likely. In order to defuse an acute crisis over Berlin, he tentatively
proposed an interim solution for the former German capital. This would have to
be conditional on the USSR’s abandoning its ultimatum deadline and thus
helping avert the exodus of the West Berliners acting under Soviet pressure. '’

Despite Adenauer’s assurances, Dulles feared a head-on collision among the
Western powers over the Berlin crisis.'® Doubts as to the German government’s
real intentions persisted: in August 1959, Adenauer reiterated to Eisenhower that
the German problems were not ones over which a nuclear war could or should be
fought.!” Referring to what had not been so clear a year before, when Adenauer
had had that memorable discussion with Dulles, the Chancellor did assure
Eisenhower in March 1960 that the Federal Republic was prepared to do “all that
was necessary’ in order to resist Soviet force.?’ On the face of it, this implied the
promise to support US contingency planning up to the point when a nuclear war
had to be risked. But this promise was not explicit, and apparently this had been
intentional because, a week before his meeting with the president, Adenauer
confided to his party’s parliamentary floor leader Heinrich Krone that the US
ambassador had sounded him out as to how far the German government was
prepared to go in the military defence of Berlin, ‘Including the use of nuclear
weapons’. Krone noted, ‘the chancellor recognizes that this question was a ruse.
If he answered that he was not willing to consider the ultimate possibility, the
road would be open to a compromise over Berlin. If he answered in the
affirmative, one day the public would regard him as the warmonger responsible
for the outbreak of a Third World War. Whatever he would decide to do, some
indiscretion was sure to make it public.’>! Adenauer was aware of the balancing
act he was forced to engage in, combining rigidity in maintaining the Bonn
political position in the Berlin controversy with timidity in considering the need
to use nuclear weapons in defending that position militarily. He had to avoid the
impression that he was wavering in his support of US contingency planning and
still upholding his reservations against a military policy he would be unable to
control in an emergency.

To the Americans, Adenauer’s deliberate ambivalence must have seemed all
the more puzzling as he continued to press for the supply of the West German
army with launching facilities for tactical nuclear weapons and generally for a
German part in NATO nuclear strategy and, if necessary, nuclear warfare. In a
meeting with the US Ambassador Dowling in August 1960 at the end of the
Eisenhower administration, he explained what he saw as the serious problem:
NATO members depended exclusively on the US president’s decision to use
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nuclear weapons, although every European states-man had a particular
responsibility to his own people.?> Was Adenauer at that point doubting, at least
by implication, the US president’s resolution to resort to the ultimate weapon?
But had he not himself expressed his uneasiness on the matter? Regardless of the
answer, it was the case that when in September 1960 the NATO commander
General Norstad proposed a NATO-directed multinational nuclear force
equipped with medium-range submarine-based ballistic missiles—in other words,
the forerunner of the later Multilateral Nuclear Force (MLF)—the chancellor
grasped at this opportunity as a means of securing German participation in
NATO nuclear strategy.”>

1w

Such hopes were dashed when John F.Kennedy became president and discarded
the project of an MLF at least for the time being. Gradually, the new
administration turned toward an alternative to Eisenhower’s strategic doctrine of
massive retaliation. This was the doctrine of flexible response. This new strategic
concept, for the first time outlined in November 1960 by General Norstad and
officially promulgated in December 1961,%* had two purposes—first, to upgrade
conventional forces at the expense of nuclear ones in order to enable the West to
fend off a local Soviet attack by conventional means without being forced to
resort to an immediate nuclear counterstrike. Second, and more importantly, it
aimed at preserving the Anglo-American nuclear monopoly and avoiding the
creation of other national nuclear forces, especially in France and, of course, in
Germany as well.?> At first glance, one might expect that Adenauer would
welcome this new doctrine, to which he himself had originally subscribed (as he
had demonstrated by expressing misgivings about Eisenhower’s concept of
‘massive retaliation’) and for which he had opted by implication in his above-
mentioned discussions of nuclear contingency planning.

This was not the case. To him, the new doctrine proved what he had already
feared during the Eisenhower period, that is, that the USA would ultimately
retaliate with nuclear weapons only if the USA’s own existence were imperilled
and would not dare to use nuclear weapons at all to defend the European
continent and certainly not to endorse West German claims regarding German
unification. He believed that flexible response meant that the West would
disclose publicly and in advance that it would expose itself to the superior
conventional power of the Red Army. In case of war, he predicted, this Soviet
superiority would paralyse every effort to make a sustained conventional defence
of Western Europe—unless the USSR felt encouraged to carry out the first
nuclear strike, making any plans for a conventional defence of Berlin illusory. In
the final analysis, he feared that the West would altogether forgo the use of
nuclear weapons in order to meet a Soviet military challenge such as blocking
the access roads to West Berlin. In that case, the Western alliance had no other
choice but to give up the city.?® This is why he called the new doctrine
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‘childish’.?” His concerns were deepened as the new president repeatedly
underlined the need for unilateral US control of nuclear warheads and thus
seemed even to question the agreement to provide such weapons to German
troops in the event of hostilities with the Soviets.?

The beginnings of this divergence over strategy had a practical implication,
inasmuch as the new administration for the first time demanded that the FRG
commit German troops to participate in conventional military countermeasures
by the three Western powers in case of Soviet interferences with the status of
West Berlin. The question came up during Adenauer’s first meeting with
President Kennedy on 13 April 1961. The chancellor responded to this new
situation by repeating what he had said to Dulles two years before, that is, that
Germany was prepared ‘to do everything that appeared necessary in the interest
of this joint cause’. He refused, however, to commit German forces to initial
military steps taken by the Western allies, as West Germany’s legal position in
Berlin, which technically was still an Allied occupied territory, had to be
clarified beforehand. His ambassador added that German participation in any
‘probing action’ against the Soviets would trigger an East German uprising and
thus aggravate the situation. It was only a few weeks before the erection of the Wall
that Adenauer had expressed doubts as to whether the technical questions
connected with the Berlin problem (border control and so forth) would suffice to
make it clear to the US people that a nuclear war had to be risked. No wonder
that these rather evasive statements created not a little ‘puzzlement’ on the US
side.”

This was the second crisis of confidence afflicting Adenauer’s attitude toward
the USA in reaction to the new US strategy. The minimum US concession he
demanded was the admission of German deputies to Allied contingency
planning.?® The building of the Berlin Wall in August 1961, preceded as it was
by Kennedy’s restrictive interpretation of US vital interests solely to West
Berlin, made this latent crisis public. Carefully nurtured by de Gaulle,
Adenauer’s own doubts as to the reliability of the USA’s nuclear umbrella for
Germany and Berlin grew and gave force to his repeated demands for a NATO
nuclear ‘fire brigade’, one not exclusively US controlled. It would need to be
able to hit the Soviet homeland and, as Adenauer implied, even be able to launch
the first nuclear attack without the US president’s explicit order in case the latter
was disabled or beyond reach at the critical moment of a Soviet attack.?!

Relations between the young president and the elder statesman henceforth
were overshadowed by mutual suspicions. This despite the fact that on 21 July
1961 the Federal Republic was admitted to the ultra-secret discussions dealing
with US contingency planning and despite the fact that NATO commander
Norstad assured Adenauer four weeks after the building of the Berlin Wall that
the military defence of the city’s access to West Germany would not necessarily
be limited to conventional means.>?> Apparently, at least in part, in reaction to
these concessions and, of course, to the crisis following the building of the Berlin
Wall, the German ambassador to the USA, Wilhelm Grewe, ‘reaffirmed’ in
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October 1961 that the Federal Republic had formally abandoned all previous
reservations and that it was prepared ‘to go to war’ to defend the freedom of
Berlin.?? Still, the ambassador demanded that two conditions had to be met as a
prerequisite. First, that it should be agreed that conventional military
countermeasures against a Soviet attack should be followed by a ‘pre-emptive
nuclear strike’ if necessary, and that, in the case of war, the West German army
should be supplied with nuclear warheads, which in peacetime were to be kept in
US custody.** His remarks demonstrated that even then the dispute about the
strategy of flexible response had by no means subsided. Adenauer showed this
during his visit to Washington in November 1961 and afterwards by pointing out
that the only real element of Western strategic superiority vis-a-vis the Soviets
was nuclear weapons and that those weapons, therefore, had to be used at the
very beginning of a war with the Soviet Union.>> What he advocated was thus a
kind of ‘mitigated’ massive retaliation.>®

At the same time, Adenauer hectored the Kennedy administration ad nauseam
about the reliability of the USA’s military guarantee to defend the freedom of
West Berlin.?” To the chancellor, this guarantee was only valid if two conditions
were met: first, that the West committed itself to a ‘preventive nuclear strike’ in
case hostilities broke out with the Soviets—a strike that would have to hit the
Russian homeland—and,3® second, that the Soviets be aware of that
commitment.’

In light of these conditions, he regarded talk about a flexible response as liable
to undercut the efforts aimed at intimidating and deterring the Soviet
leadership.*? The chancellor himself saw to it that Moscow got the message about
the Western resolution to use nuclear weapons if the Soviets intervened militarily
against West Berlin.*!

Once again, he was not trigger-happy. He repeatedly urged that as a first step a
blockade be implemented rather than more severe military measures if the
Soviets interrupted the traffic between West Berlin and the Federal Republic. A
blockade, he explained, would do considerable damage to the Soviet Union and
would provide a cooling off period; it would make the Soviets think twice about
the dangers of a nuclear war; and, unlike actual hostilities, it could be called off
at will and could possibly initiate negotiations about an interim solution for
Berlin, which Adenauer had considered before.*> A blockade would allow the
West to avoid initiating an unpopular nuclear war over the complicated issue of
Allied rights in West Berlin.*3 Briefly put, Adenauer believed that as a reaction
to suspension of traffic to West Berlin by the Soviets or the threat of a Soviet
military attack, a blockade combined with the threat of immediate nuclear
retaliation would effectively deter the Soviets and thus preserve peace.**

The Kennedy administration did not accept this reasoning. It rightly surmised
that Adenauer had lent no more than a qualified endorsement to Western
contingency planning, and its spokesmen told the president that the German
pleadings for a blockade amounted to an attempt to replace nuclear deterrence by
economic measures. This demand, they stressed, seemed to reveal a lack of
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resolution on the German side to help defend the West and to assume
responsibility for an ultimate nuclear counterstrike. Adenauer’s politically
motivated hesitance to increase West Germany’s combat-ready conventional
forces in the wake of the building of the Wall heightened such suspicions.*> He
experienced difficulties in trying to dispel those suspicions even more when he
refused to consider any automatic military move to launch a nuclear war, but
insisted that the civil governments, including his own, make the ultimate decision
to use nuclear weapons. On this vital question of ultimate national control over
the use of nuclear weapons in a military crisis, he adopted the same view that
Great Britain and France had had all along.*®

Adenauer’s reticence to commit West Germany fully to the new US strategy
was rooted in a basic suspicion as to the new administration’s motives: why, he
asked, did it heighten the threshold that demanded resort to nuclear instead of
conventional weapons? Could one be sure that the US president would always be
available to order the use of nuclear weapons in an emergency when hours
counted?*” Why did the Americans insist on an increase in West Germany’s
conventional forces but hesitate to commit tactical nuclear weapons to be turned
over to the Germans in a critical military situation following a Soviet attack?
Why had they so long postponed a decision to deploy medium-range nuclear
missiles on the European continent? In the months between the building of the
Wall and the Cuban missile crisis, Adenauer associated these US ambivalences
with the pressure the Kennedy administration continued to exercise to elicit
German support for various propositions for an interim solution of the Berlin
problem—concessions that in Adenauer’s eyes jeopardized the freedom of West
Berlin and would demoralize the East German population. The anxious questions
arose: was the USA ready to reach an understanding with the Soviet Union at the
expense of Germany or was it truly committed to the pledge it had given in the
Paris treaty of 1954 to lend full support to German unification?*

It was only in the autumn of 1962, after the Kennedy administration had
demonstrated a tough stand against the Soviet Union during the Cuban
missile crisis and simultaneously had deferred all efforts to approach the Soviet
Union for a solution of the Berlin problem, that the chancellor dropped some of
his distrust and assured Kennedy that German troops would be the first to defend
Berlin. At the same time and despite Kennedy’s grave fears that crossing the
nuclear threshold even by using only tactical nuclear devices meant an all-out
nuclear war, Adenauer insisted that tactical nuclear weapons would have to be
employed at the outset of hostilities if there was to be a chance of prevailing
against a Soviet onslaught.** There thus remained a clear divergence as to the
military tactics to be chosen in an emergency.

The fundamental issue that underlay these controversies over contingency
planning was obviously the question of where the final authority to decide on
nuclear war would rest. The Nassau Agreement concluded between Great Britain
and the USA on 21 December 1962 assigned British submarine-based nuclear
warheads to NATO unless a supreme national interest was at stake—in other
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words, the ultimate British decision to participate in the operations of the NATO
nuclear force was left to the British government. To Adenauer, this arrangement,
and an expected similar agreement with France, discriminated against the
Germans, to whom Kennedy had failed to offer a similar opportunity. A three-
nation ‘club’ of nuclear powers seemed to have been established, from which
West Germany had been excluded. Apparently in deference to Soviet wishes,
Kennedy had relegated the FRG to the position of a third-rate power.>

As French President de Gaulle refused to participate in the US-sponsored
nuclear NATO force and at the same time seemed to draw the Federal Republic
away from NATO, the US government in mid-January 1963 formally proposed a
NATO-controlled, sea-based Multilateral Nuclear Force (MLF) to Adenauer.
This was a way to solve the problem of multinational control of nuclear strategy,
even though ultimate control over the decision to use nuclear weapons would
remain with the US president. Despite some doubts as to the MLF’s capability of
immediately responding to a Soviet nuclear attack from its positions at sea,
Adenauer promised German participation in principle, as the MLF guaranteed
that the US would decide to make use of nuclear weapons ‘at the correct moment
from the right place’. He did not fail, however, to point to the provision of the
Nassau Agreement that reserved ultimate control of the British nuclear arsenal to
Britain and thus undermined the principle of ultimate US control of the future
MLF ! In general, the US MLF proposal did not fully lay to rest the controversy
about the role of conventional versus nuclear weapons in a military emergency.

14

This is not the occasion to assess the validity of the arguments put forward by
Adenauer in discussing the pros and cons of NATO nuclear deterrence. Instead,
it is appropriate to ask what ultimate rationale, what ultimate motivation
underlay Adenauer’s shifting and seemingly contradictory positions on that
question. Where is it possible to make out a degree of consistency in the
chancellor’s equivocations? To repeat with some simplification what we stated
earlier, at a time when the USA espoused the doctrine of massive retaliation, the
chancellor came out for what in effect was a strategy of a flexible response.
When under Kennedy, the USA came around to this very doctrine, Adenauer
insisted on massive retaliation. In both cases, he took a rigid stand on the
German question—an attitude which, much to the dismay of the British and US
governments, seemed to make any arrangement with the Soviets less likely and
thus increased the danger of a military confrontation.

There are different answers to these questions.’> Wilhelm Grewe, Adenauer’s
own ambassador in Washington, criticized his boss for listening too much to his
military advisers.>> Furthermore, there can be no doubt that Adenauer himself
harboured ambivalent feelings about so technical and at the same time so deadly
an issue. There was certainly a tactical aspect that explains his shifting attitudes.
It appears that he was more inclined to consider both the employment of West
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German troops in a military showdown over Berlin as well as to accept the
ultimate use of nuclear weapons in a worst-case scenario once the Germans had
been admitted to the NATO group responsible for contingency plans in the
summer of 1961. The building of the Berlin Wall and the seemingly weak
Western reaction to it also contributed to convincing him of the need for an
effective Western nuclear deterrence strategy.> To some US critics, Kennedy
included, Adenauer’s ulterior motives amounted simply to bluffing in order to
avoid being blamed in Germany for concessions the West might have to offer
regarding Berlin during a severe crisis.>> There is more than a grain of truth in
this assertion, as Adenauer himself at least at one point admitted that some
bluffing was inevitable in the Berlin confrontation.>®

Still, these tactical aspects do not seem to reach to the real core of his political-
military strategic thinking. There can be no doubt that he wanted by all means to
avoid a nuclear war, not least because he was not sure whether it could be won
by the West.” He also loathed a war which once more would originate in
Germany.>® Adenauer did not want to rush to the use of nuclear weapons if West
Berlin alone was acutely threatened by the Soviets. Instead, as we have seen, he
wanted to defuse any crisis over Berlin by resorting to less belligerent means
such as a blockade.>’

In his eyes, however, the most effective way to prevent a supreme crisis and a
nuclear conflagration over Berlin consisted in a credible form of deterrence
accompanied by an ultimate degree of flexibility in negotiations with the
Soviets.®® Such credibility was assured only if the Soviets were convinced of the
Western resolution to resort to nuclear warfare rather than surrendering to Soviet
military pressure. To Adenauer, this was the tactical essential of the Western
contingency policy. As he saw it, public discussions regarding a nuclear
threshold to be observed in an extremely critical situation undermined the
credibility of Western deterrence. Still, nuclear credibility did not exclude the
possibility of concessions in an extreme emergency. According to Adenauer,
they would encompass the acceptance by Germany of the Oder-Neisse border,
and acquiescence in a continued division of Germany, provided political freedom
was granted to the GDR population; agreement on an interim solution for all of
Berlin that would include a preliminary recognition of the GDR, a
demilitarization of the city and an independent status granting democratic
freedoms to all Berliners and guaranteed by the United Nations (the so-called
Globke Plan of January 1959); and also discussions on a globally controlled
disarmament.®! Such sacrifices, however, would not encompass concessions at
the expense of what Adenauer regarded as fundamental West German interests:
the establishment of any regime of regional disarmament or regional détente in
Central Europe leading to a special military status for the Federal Republic
within NATO or its neutralization or to any permanent renunciation by West
Germany of nuclear weapons to be employed within the framework of NATO.
The essential work of Western contingency policy was, in Adenauer’s view, the
avoidance of such schemes.®?
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Under Cold War conditions, the doctrines of massive retaliation as well as
flexible response, the latter more than the former, were both open to mis-
interpretation and misuse as Adenauer saw it. Both could undermine the
credibility of Western deterrence. Both could lead to a renunciation of the USA’s
key responsibility for the nuclear defence of Europe—massive retaliation by
exclusively relying on a kind of suicidal nuclear warfare, flexible response by
substituting conventional warfare for nuclear deterrence. The results could be a
Soviet attack, defeat of the West, and the USA’s withdrawal from Europe.

In his politico-military thinking, Adenauer thus clearly revealed some of his
unchanging priorities. These revealed a certain rationale behind his seemingly
contradictory positions in reacting to the Berlin crisis and to contingency
planning. Not least in order to win the German public over for his security policy,
the chancellor insisted on a firm Western position backed up by a credible
deterrence posture vis-a-vis the Soviet Union in all controversial issues arising
from the Berlin crisis. When the chips were down, however, he was prepared for
some concessions but not any on the military or international status of the Federal
Republic within NATO. When that issue came up, he was determined to dig in
his heels, still banking on deterrence but ultimately risking war, even nuclear war
if it were unavoidable.®® The chancellor not only wanted to deter the Soviets, he
also wanted to deter the West from any plans that froze the Federal Republic into
the discriminated position of a third-rank power. Such plans would create the
impression that the USA as the military protector of West Germany was no
longer needed and therefore could afford to withdraw from Europe. This is why
he rejected all projects for a ‘disengagement’ from Central Europe or for
preventing nuclear proliferation in exchange for Soviet concessions on Berlin.®

Non-discrimination was in part a military question for him—German soldiers
should be as well armed as the troops of West Germany’s allies.®> But the whole
discussion about contingencies appeared to him to involve the issue of civil
control over the military, to involve above all a political question of supreme
importance. It consisted of four essentials:

* the security-related standing of the Federal Republic,

* its fundamental equality as a NATO ally,

* its participation in nuclear contingency planning and, if the contingency
actually occurred,

» German consent to the use of nuclear weapons in Germany.

In other words, West Germany’s unquestioned integration into NATO as an
equal partner and a great power on the one hand and the unquestioned cohesion
of the Western alliance on the other were more important to the chancellor than
the short-term Berlin problem or the long-term issue of German unification.®
There remains a big question mark: implicitly, Adenauer took it for granted
that this justification for committing NATO to nuclear deterrence would be more
convincing to the public in the West as a whole and in West Germany in
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particular than the defence of the specifically German interests in Berlin. It
remains highly doubtful whether this analysis was correct.
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France, NATO and the Algerian War

Irwin M. Wall

The historical literature dealing with US nuclear strategy, NATO and the
challenge of Gaullism from 1958 to 1962, with few exceptions, generally ignores
the Algerian War, in full swing during that time.! Similarly, the historical
treatments of the Algerian War tend to treat that subject in isolation, as if it were
a purely internal French affair. This is in one sense not surprising. The French
regarded Algeria as part of France proper; it was administered by the Ministry of
the Interior, early in the war as three, later as 13 departments of France. Maurice
Couve de Murville, in his memoir of his period as Minister of Foreign Affairs
for General de Gaulle, declines to consider Algeria altogether in his ‘Une
Politique étrangére’. Not his department, says Couve de Murville.?

But the conflict in Algeria could not fail to have the most profound effect on
French relations with NATO and the USA. How could it be otherwise with 500,
000 French troops engaged there? Two obvious things resulted from NATO’s
standpoint. First, Algeria was formally part of France and therefore covered by
the Alliance; the US National Security Council reluctantly recognized in October
1960 that from the moment documentary proof was provided of Russian
involvement on the side of the rebels, the USA through NATO would be
obligated to come to the assistance of France.> Second, the involvement of the
bulk of French forces in Algeria meant France was largely absent from its
designated role as part of NATO’s ‘shield’ in Germany. By the terms of the
Lisbon agreement of 1952, France was eventually to provide 12 divisions for the
defence of Western Europe. At no time in the history of the alliance in fact did
France provide more than four, and those were usually understrength.

The war, pitting France against Algeria and the Arab states who were
sympathetic to it, was an embarrassment to the USA and NATO, conscious of
the emerging African-Asian bloc in the United Nations and its growing
importance in world affairs. France had embarrassed NATO and the USA by
dragging Israel into its joint operation in 1956 with Great Britain at Suez, to
seize the canal and topple Nasser. The French motive for Suez was not so much
the canal as Nasser, whose demise the French leaders saw as the key to the end
of the rebellion in Algeria. A furious President Eisenhower lashed out at France
and England, forcing their withdrawal. The British learned their lesson and
thereafter aligned their foreign policy with that of the USA. The French, in their
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fury against the Americans, embarked on a path of independence, going ahead
with their programme to build an atomic bomb, and pursuing European unity as a
potential ‘third force’ independent of both East and West. These policies were
subsequently carried to an extreme by de Gaulle.

But France’s maverick policy in Algeria could not be left in isolation. In
February 1958 the French military, apparently uncontrolled by civilian
politicians, bombarded the Tunisian village of Sakiet, accused of being a
‘sanctuary’ for the rebels. Seventy innocent people were killed; the United States
was dragged into the ensuing international crisis between France and Tunisia,
offering its ‘good offices’ to settle the resulting dispute lest Tunisia bring the
issue to the UN, with the USA forced to vote against France, and the disruption
of NATO as a result. Faced with an apparently insoluble dilemma as a
consequence of the Algerian War, the Americans resolved to force an end to it by
imposing on Paris an agreement reflecting Tunisian terms and strongly hinting
that France must negotiate with the Algerian rebels.* The ensuing political crisis
in Paris led to the fall of the Fourth Republic in May 1958 and the coming of
Charles de Gaulle. The Americans cautiously welcomed the coming of de Gaulle,
hoping that he would be capable of ending the Algerian War, and he had hinted
strongly to them his intention of doing so.

A parallel problem resulted from the vexing question raised by changing US
nuclear strategy for NATO. Although Eisenhower himself was resigned to the
inevitability of independent nuclear deterrents for England, which already had
one, and France, on the way to becoming a nuclear power, both the State
Department and the Atomic Energy Commission were adamantly opposed to
nuclear proliferation, and Congress forbade the sharing of weapons information
in the McMahon Act. Moreover, as the Soviet Union achieved nuclear parity
with the USA, the allies began to speculate about whether the USA itself would
really risk nuclear conflagration to rescue Europe from Soviet aggression. This
concern, openly expressed by de Gaulle, was in fact shared by the British, whose
nuclear cooperation with the United States was designed to assure their
independent deterrent, not sacrifice it.’

Great Britain was granted an exemption from the McMahon act in 1958 on the
ground that it had made ‘substantial’ progress in its nuclear programme; by 1959
the USA and the UK together were exercising a kind of hegemony in NATO, and
the emerging British-US nuclear partnership was becoming a serious irritant in
their relations with France.® US doctrine during the Eisenhower administration
insisted that nuclear weapons existed to be used like conventional arms, but the
Americans nevertheless sought a means of avoiding their inevitable use in case
of war, moving toward ‘flexible response’, the origins of which appeared during
the Eisenhower administration but which became official doctrine under
Kennedy.” These considerations came together in the US proposals both to
stockpile nuclear weapons in Europe and to ‘share’ the decision-making process
into their eventual use with the USA’s allies. In February 1958 US Thor missiles
were installed in Great Britain under the ‘dual key’ arrangement, each power
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locked into consultation and agreement of the other before they could be
launched, under an arrangement that was meant to be a model for other NATO
countries, and a means of dampening the desire in France and Germany for
independent nuclear deterrents.®

France, even under a Fourth Republic adamantly intent upon its own nuclear
deterrent, refused to stockpile US weapons unless it was guaranteed absolute
control over their use. But even shared control emerged as a problem for the
Americans in France so long as France’s government remained unstable and its
army and colonial bureaucracy escaped central control, making their own policy
in Algeria. Algeria meant that the Fourth Republic was a deeply problematic,
even dangerous ally for NATO, and the role of France was a constant
preoccupation of the Americans and the British in their concerns for the
elaboration of a NATO strategy.

The Americans, then, helped by the British, played a role in facilitating the
transition in France from the Fourth Republic to de Gaulle. They were fully
prepared for the fact that de Gaulle came to power with the intention of changing
the nature of French participation in NATO, securing an enhanced role for
France in the alliance, and reforming the operations of the alliance itself. These
intentions were clear in de Gaulle’s September 1958 memorandum to Prime
Minister Macmillan and President Eisenhower in which he proposed a three-power
‘Directorate’, made up of England, France and the United States, to run not only
NATO but the policies and politics of the entire ‘free world’. The memorandum
has been variously interpreted. According to the prevailing view it marks the
beginning of independent French policies that culminated in the French
withdrawal from NATO’s integrated command in March 1966. De Gaulle
himself is reported to have said that he ‘asked for the moon’ in proposing French
equality with the ‘Anglo-Saxons’ in NATO, knowing he would be refused, but
providing the ultimate rationalization for the realization later of his policy of
French ‘independence’.’ But this view does not on the surface appear to make
sense. De Gaulle was not proposing French independence in September 1958, but
rather a radical form of interdependence, in which each of the big three would
accept responsibility for backing the other two where their worldwide interests
were concerned, and all three would jointly decide when and where the use of
nuclear weapons might be called for. De Gaulle’s claim that he did not mean his
proposal seriously appears as ex post facto rationalization for the fact that his
proposals were ultimately rejected.

The point to be understood here is that preserving Algeria, and North Africa in
general, for France was central to the purpose of the September memorandum,
and the Algerian war, detested by France’s purported partners, was one of the
central reasons, if not the single most important reason, for the very cool
reception the initiative received from the British and the Americans. This point
would appear to have been missed by most of the literature dealing with de
Gaulle’s foreign policy.!® De Gaulle when he came to power fully intended to
keep Algeria French. He was indeed the spokesman of military insurrection in
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Algiers that brought him to power.!! It is of little use to go into all his statements
on the subject before he came to power; they vary widely according to whom
they were made and provide little guidance as to his ultimate intentions. It is
enough to look closely at his acts once he came to power. The Challe plan, which
greatly intensified the war, and the plan of Constantine, which was designed to
industrialize Algeria, both with their consequent increased expenditure in Algeria
of both French blood and money in 1959 and 1960, defy explanation in terms
other than the aim of keeping the territory French. It was only as both plans
gradually revealed themselves as unable to achieve their goals in 1960 that de
Gaulle began to consider independence for Algeria as an option. General Challe
did win a kind of military victory in Algeria. The Morice line held rebel
incursions from Tunisia to a minimum, while the interior was ‘pacified’. But
pacification could only be defined in terms of numbers of terrorist incidents per
month: what number was tolerable? De Gaulle once ventured the figure of 200
per month, as opposed to over 1,500 that were occurring during the war’s apogee.
But whatever the figure, in no respect did it ever appear that society in Algeria
would return to the halcyon days of what was once considered normal. Nor could
the plan of Constantine be implemented in the time-frame intended: much of the
private capital on which its broader aims were based was not forthcoming.
Private investors were more prescient than the state in anticipating that nothing
the French might do after 1958 was likely to prevent Algerian independence. By
1961, despite over 7 billion new francs, or $2 billion of investment, most
projects were far from completion.'? The evidence seems clear that for at least
two and a half years, from May 1958 until the end of 1960, de Gaulle tried, while
winning the confidence of the Muslim community through social reforms and
investment, to destroy by military means the entire infrastructure of the
nationalist rebellion.!* Even in 1961, after he had begun talks with the Algerian
‘Provisional Government’, de Gaulle instructed his Delegate General in Algeria,
Jean Morin, to seek alternative Muslim leadership to the FLN from among
elected Muslim moderates within Algeria who were willing to work with the
French toward ‘association’. His aim was to circumvent the FLN and undermine
its claim to be the sole legitimate representative of the Algerian people. And he
entertained seriously the idea of partitioning Algeria between its European and
Muslim populations should negotiations fail.'"* Only when it was clear that he
had failed did he entertain the idea of granting independence to Algeria.

The National Liberation Front, at about the same time as de Gaulle dictated
the September memorandum, declared itself a Provisional Government of the
future Algerian Republic and opened a campaign for recognition as such. On 20
September 1958, in consequence, Couve de Murville instructed all French
diplomatic representatives to warn their host governments that recognition of the
newly formed so-called ‘Algerian provisional government’ (GPRA) in Cairo
would be construed as an unfriendly act to France and interference in French
internal affairs.!> The isolation of the putative rebel government in Cairo and
then in Tunis thereafter became a major preoccupation of French diplomacy. The
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de Gaulle government from its inception protested angrily against the tolerant
attitude Washington took toward Algerian rebel activities conducted on US soil.
France also angrily rejected suggestions transmitted by the Tunisian leader Habib
Bourguiba through Washington that Bizerte be turned over to NATO rather than
continuing as a French base, and it remained furious that the Americans and
British had begun a policy of giving small arms to Tunisia as a way of keeping it
tied to the West rather than risking that it drift off toward the Soviet bloc.

Understood against the background of these issues the 18 September
memorandum appears as part of a broader ensemble, an effort to enlist the USA,
Great Britain, and France’s allies in NATO in support of the French effort to retain
hegemony in Algeria. This is most apparent in the French explanations of how
the proposed Directorate was to work in the non-European world. Each of the
three Great Powers, in consultation with and with the support of the other two,
would exercise hegemony in its own area of concern. The three-power organism
would in effect adopt the policy of ‘la puissance la plus impliquée dans telle
question ou telle zone. Au Maroc ou en Tunisie par exemple, une telle position
commune “devrait étre la position de la France”.”!® The USA would speak for
the big three in Pacific affairs, and Britain in matters pertaining to the
Commonwealth. The Anglo-Saxon powers similarly were to follow French
policy in North and sub-Saharan Africa; and it followed that they must
particularly do so in the case of Algeria.

Eisenhower and Macmillan could not refuse the French proposals for three-
power talks despite their distaste for the Directorate idea, and discussions began
in Washington in December 1958. One can see clearly the purpose of these
discussions for the French in the instructions from Couve de Murville to the
French Ambassador in Washington, Hervé Alphand, who became the French
representative in these talks. Alphand was initially to ‘educate’ the British and
Americans about French concerns. France wanted a unified world strategy of the
three Western powers, as opposed to the NATO strategy, which was presently
narrowly limited to European concerns and devised by the Americans alone.!”
But as was the case in NATO, the world strategy of the big three was to include
military planning. As its first order of business, France needed a reorganization of
NATO’s military command in the Mediterranean to take into account of French
interests in communications with and the defence of North Africa. Here de
Gaulle made a rather extraordinary argument. France, he said, needed a national
as opposed to an integrated defence for internal political reasons; French
problems with the military, he said, stemmed in part from the army’s insufficient
consciousness of its role in the defence of France due to the subordination of its
operations to an international organization in the abstract, that is to say, NATO.
In other words, NATO was responsible for the French military’s abandonment of
its patriotic duty in the recent insurrection in Algeria. Alphand thus put the allies
on notice that France intended to withdraw its Mediterranean fleet from the
integrated NATO command, which it did in March 1959.
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The tripartite talks convened on 3 December 1958. In the interval, on 27
November, the Soviets issued their famous note demanding the
internationalization and demilitarization of Berlin under the control of the
German Democratic Republic. This would necessitate recognition of the GDR if
the Western powers were to continue to enjoy access to West Berlin. The Berlin
crisis played directly into de Gaulle’s hands as a device for demonstrating how
his idea of a big-three directorate must work. De Gaulle took a firm anti-Soviet
line, in his mind representing the European interest by his rigidity in support of
Adenauer against the two Anglo-Saxon powers who preferred, particularly the
British, a more supple approach to Moscow based on negotiations and some
concessions.'® Almost equally significant, in November 1958 British-French talks
aimed at resolving the crisis between the Common Market and the British plan
for a Free Trade Association broke down over French demands that the British
accept a common agricultural policy and a joint external tariff, which London
flatly refused to do. West Europe, it appeared, was now to split along the lines
that Macmillan feared; according to Couve de Murville, ‘Nous allons arriver au
stade le plus critique des relations franco-britanniques depuis juin 1940.”°

It was against the background of these two crises that Alphand explained to
the Anglo-Americans the meaning of de Gaulle’s memo in a few basic points.
NATO was no longer adequate to meet the needs of France, which was a nuclear
power with worldwide interests. The three nuclear powers with world interests,
the US, UK and France, must meet periodically to take common decisions on
policy all over the world, France having equal rights of consultation as the other
two. This was what they were currently doing with regard to Berlin. But NATO
military planning in the Mediterranean must be revised to take into account the
primary French role in the defence of North Africa.”® What Alphand perforce
left unsaid was against whom the reorganized Mediterranean command was to be
directed. For London and Washington the enemy was Communist, and perhaps
Nasserist subversion of the type that had led to the intervention in Lebanon in
July 1958, an intervention in which Paris had been told, despite its historic
interest in Lebanon, that its participation was unwelcome. For Paris, the enemy
was Communism, Nasser and the National Liberation Front in Algeria, which it
persisted in regarding as their puppet.

In 1959 the tripartite talks got down to serious business. The Far East was
discussed first, on 5 February, then Africa on 16 April, continuing through 21
April. In the interval France withdrew its Mediterranean fleet from NATO. Couve
de Murville laid out the reasoning Alphand was to use in explaining this move to
the Americans. The USA, which had lost its atomic weapons monopoly, could no
longer unilaterally make decisions about the use of such weapons; it must
consult the other NATO powers with world interests, Great Britain and France.
Only these three NATO countries, moreover, had the ‘vocation, means, and
tradition’ of a veritable national defence. Of those three, France alone had up to
now integrated its fleet with NATO; the Americans and the British did not do so.
NATO had two main sectors of defence, Central Europe and the Mediterranean,
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the latter being the primary area of French concern. But NATO failed to protect
French interests in the Mediterranean: its preoccupation was with the threat from
the East, while the French concern was North-South, that is, communications
with Algeria. Hence France would withdraw its fleet from the integrated
Mediterranean command. Moreover, the question of the return of French ground
forces to NATO’s integrated command in Central Europe once the Algerian war
was over remained to be addressed. Here was the first hint that France might not
‘return’ its divisions to NATO (they had never been there in significant strength)
when the Algerian war ended. The task of the French fleet was the defence of
France’s North African shores and to guarantee transit between them and the
metropole. ‘Il n’est pas admissible que cette tiche soit une responsabilité partie
britannique, partie américaine, alors que d’ailleurs que bien des problémes
politiques sont en cause et que la politique de nos alliés, a I’égard par exemple de
I’ Algérie, ne se confond nullement avec la nétre.” In other words French
cooperation in an integrated NATO command made no sense in Paris so long as
NATO did not share in French aims with regard to Algeria. French demands
could be reduced to three basic issues, according to Couve de Murville: tripartite
cooperation on world strategy, tripartite decisions on the use of nuclear weapons
and the remaking of naval organization in the Mediterranean, implying a joint
defence of Algeria as part of France.?! Couve de Murville gave no indication that
these were separable, or that any one or two were more fundamental or basic
than the others. The implication, it seems to me, was clear that, if France’s
demands in NATO were met, France’s forces would return to be integrated with
NATO?’s central command.

France’s overall goals were once again spelled out in the Quai’s ‘Directives du
Département pour ses conversations de Washington’ of 25 March 1959, in
preparation for the tripartite discussion of Africa scheduled for April. First, there
must be a formal mechanism of consultation between the US, the UK and France
on world problems: France could not permit itself to be dragged into an atomic
war, in the decisions for which it would have no part. Second, there must be a
Eurafrican zone of defence organized by the big three and centred around the
Mediterranean and North Africa; NATO was insufficient to meet this challenge.
North Africa and the Mediterranean were of particular importance to France, and
NATO had no strategy for dealing with this part of the world. In general the
same principles should apply in North Africa as elsewhere; one of the Great
Powers must be responsible for security in the name of the others, with which it
consulted regularly. ‘Mais le gouvernement tient surtout a ce qu’ils [les
principes] soient appliqués a une region du monde dans laquelle les
responsabilités de la France sont prédominantes. Le rdle directeur de la France en
Mediterranée occidentale, dans le Maghreb et dans 1I’Afrique noire doit étre
reconnu par nos allies. De méme, les commandements militaires a organiser dans
ses regions doivent étre confiés a des autorités frangaises.’??

The long-coveted tripartite talks on Africa finally began on 16 April 1959,
France being represented by Secretary General of the Quai d’Orsay Louis Joxe.
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Joxe raised three central points. Algeria was one of the ‘pieces maitresses’ of the
French presence in Africa, and no bilateral negotiations were possible there since
it was directly under French sovereignty as part of metropolitan France; France
recognized the independence of Tunisia and Morocco but must be responsible
for their defence and maintain bases in both countries, in particular Bizerte; and
the Sahara, the bulk of which lay in Algeria, was a ‘French creation’ where
France would exercise primary responsibility. There must in fact be a united
military approach by the West to Africa, a solid structure of defence stretching
from the Western Mediterranean to the Congo in which the primary
responsibility would be that of France. This would require the reorganization of
NATO and the construction of new forms of military cooperation among the big
three and France’s NATO allies.??

The USA and Great Britain would not commit themselves to the support of a
Mediterranean policy dictated by France so long as France continued a North
African policy of which they disapproved. Eisenhower decided the issue for the
moment by stating that ‘we cannot support colonialism...we will not gain
strength for the west by letting the French and the Germans walk on us’.?*
Moreover, the Eisenhower administration was unable to accommodate de Gaulle
by helping in the construction of the French nuclear programme, and the British,
who enjoyed an exemption from the McMahon act, were still forced by its terms
to keep from cooperation with Paris.

So long as the Eisenhower administration endured, the hope remained alive
that French demands with regard to the big three could be satisfied and Algeria
could be drawn into a lasting, meaningful association with France that would
preserve French interests there, particularly the extensive oil reserves in the
Sahara, also the site of French nuclear testing. De Gaulle’s offer of
selfdetermination to Algeria appeared, in September 1959, to be a welcome shift
in French policy, and was greeted as such by the British and Americans, who had
followed a policy of patiently waiting for him to carry out his promise to settle
the Algerian crisis since May 1958. But de Gaulle’s offer of either integration, the
radical demand of the settlers, ‘association’, in which the basic interests of
France would be preserved, and ‘separation’, painted in stark and despairing
terms, left it clearly understood that independence was not a serious option. As
the war dragged on during 1960 US patience wore out, and the June 1960
negotiations with the rebels at Melun revealed the totally unacceptable nature of
the general’s terms: he would carry out a cease-fire with the rebels of the
National Liberation Front but would under no terms recognize their claims to
represent the Algerian people in future negotiations, which must be conducted
with an authority emanating from elections in Algeria carried out under French
control. The rebels had ample experience demonstrating that elections that were
free and simultaneously carried out under the auspices of the French army were
quite impossible, and the Melun talks quickly collapsed.

By October 1960 the Eisenhower administration, in frustration over the failure
of the Algerian crisis to come to a resolution, turned again to the policy of
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February 1958: active intervention, with implied severe pressure on France to
bring an end to the war on terms acceptable to the rebels, that is, independence.?
At the same time, France faced the election of President John F.Kennedy, who as
a Senator had gone on record as early as 1957 as a firm opponent of the war in
Algeria. Kennedy, who had been silent on the Algerian question since then, had
nevertheless advocated an active policy of US intervention to force an end to the
war on the basis of Algerian independence. De Gaulle was now between the
proverbial rock and hard place. He agreed for the first time to recognize the
National Liberation Front as the representative of the Algerian people and
opened secret negotiations with it through Swiss intermediaries, leading to the
Evian talks. But Kennedy’s election also set the US administration on a firm and
lasting policy of opposition to the existence of a French nuclear deterrent, or
even a British one for that matter. With Algeria gone and France obliged to go it
alone in its pursuit of a nuclear deterrent against US opposition, the bankruptcy
of NATO as a means for preserving French interests was clear.

De Gaulle also failed in what stands as a triptych of policies that accompanied
his pursuit of victory in Algeria. He sought to build a ‘Europe of States’ as
opposed to a federal Europe, believing that in negotiations among ‘equals’ the
views of France would prevail in the councils of a concerted Europe; and he tried
to construct a federal Africa under French hegemony that would tie itself
permanently to Europe through France, completing the construction of
Eurafrique, the vast ensemble that France would then represent to the Anglo-
Saxons in the councils of the big three. For contrasting reasons he failed in both
of these aims, revealing by 1962 the total collapse of his policies. This was most
apparent in Algeria, where continued delay in negotiating peace while France
pursued unrealizable goals—joint citizenship for the Europeans in Algeria and
the detachment of the Sahara—Ied to the worst exit imaginable, the flight or
mass exodus of the settler population amid an uncontrollable outburst of terror
and counter-terror that spread to the metropole and appeared to presage the
simultaneous collapse of France and Algeria both. It is against the backdrop of
these failed policies that the putative policy, or perhaps posture would be a better
word, of French ‘independence’ from Washington and NATO must be
understood.
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5
De Gaulle’s Handling of the Berlin and Cuban
Crises

Maurice Vaisse

How did de Gaulle react towards the Berlin and Cuban crises?' Although both of
these Cold War crises concerned France in different ways, the historical
literature has left an image of great firmness from the General towards the Soviet
Union during both. Why was this so? Did the firmness exist only in words?

The crises occurred in very different periods. The Berlin crisis took place soon
after de Gaulle’s return to office and coincided with the later years of the
Algerian war. France’s freedom of action and even its means were limited at the
time. Whereas the Berlin crisis persisted from 1958 to 1962, the Cuban missile
crisis was short—Iimited to the month of October 1962. Furthermore, the Cuban
crisis occurred just as de Gaulle’s diplomacy, freed by the ending of the Algerian
war, came up to speed, giving France an increased freedom of action to insist
upon its independence, especially within NATO and in relation to the USA. Was
it the time to take advantage of the new diplomatic environment?

The geographical locations of both crises seem to militate in favour of this
hypothesis, since Berlin is only a few hundred kilometres from Paris, whereas
Cuba lies some 4,000 km from French coasts in an area of low priority for
France. France’s status as a victor over Germany in 1945 and as a great power
was directly threatened by the Berlin crisis. It was thus predictable that de Gaulle
would perceive the two crises differently, given that the Berlin case was not only
close by but also directly implicated France, whereas the Cuban crisis was first
and foremost a US—Soviet confrontation in the Caribbean with the European
powers in the background.? De Gaulle’s firmness in both affairs was the same.
The why and how can only be explained by describing and analysing de Gaulle’s
attitudes before, during and after each crisis.

De Gaulle’s Attitude towards the Second Berlin Crisis
(November 1958)3

Before the Crisis

Following the Yalta and Potsdam agreements, the capital of the Reich was
enclosed within the Soviet occupation zone in Germany and was itself split into
four districts, each administered by one occupying power. Berlin’s quadripartite
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status became the main area of confrontation of the Cold War in Europe. The
West had managed to defeat the blockade of West Berlin that the Soviets had
imposed in 1948. Continued Western presence in the city was regarded as calling
into question the Soviet sphere of influence as well as the existence of a communist
Germany, the German Democratic Republic (GDR), which remained
unrecognized by the Western powers. Thus, the Berlin question was renewed in
1958, with the Soviet government stating in a memo of 27 November that the
status of the city was outdated and ought to be replaced by a formal peace treaty,
turning West Berlin into a demilitarized free city, with allied troops withdrawing
within six months. Otherwise, the USSR would sign a peace treaty with the GDR,
granting it control over all Western military traffic between West Germany and
Berlin. It was apparently Khrushchev’s main goal to force the West to change its
position towards the GDR.

On 26 November, the day before the Soviet memo appeared, de Gaulle and
Adenauer had held their second meeting at Bad-Kreuznach.* The Berlin crisis
was to deepen their basic understanding and their agreement to prevent any
modification of Berlin’s status, since de Gaulle felt that concessions would
endanger both France and Europe. De Gaulle agreed with Adenauer that
changing the status quo would lead to a change in the political majority in the
Federal Republic in favour of the Social Democrats, eventually leading to a
neutralization of the whole of Germany. In the first half of 1959, French
diplomacy unfolded its position, with a firm and fatalistic warning from de
Gaulle to Soviet Ambassador Vinogradov on 2 March,® then firm support for the
Federal Republic and a criticism of the British attitude and of Macmillan’s visit
to Moscow in February. De Gaulle, in his press conference of 25 March,
declared that he was considering favourably a German reunification within
current borders, that is, the Oder-Neisse line, and made reference to a ‘Europe
from the Atlantic to the Urals’.® Writing to Khrushchev in September 1959, de
Gaulle encouraged the Russians to embrace international détente and to cease
regarding the Federal Republic as a threat. He reminded Khrushchev that the
Germans remained a great people necessary to the progress and equilibrium of
Europe.

Prior to a Paris summit conference in May of 1960, a détente had been
developing from the summer of 1959 to the spring of 19607 while heads of state
undertook numerous visits to each other.® In preparation for the summit,
Eisenhower, de Gaulle and Adenauer again demonstrated their firm intentions
towards the Berlin question, while Macmillan remained silent, de Gaulle
suggesting the crisis was essentially a Soviet bluff,’ repeating this even to
Khrushchev during the latter’s visit to France (23 March-2 April 1960).!° De
Gaulle knew that the West could not keep the Soviets from signing a peace treaty
with the GDR, but disapproved of the Pankow Republic and refused to recognize
it or to withdraw Western troops from Berlin. He suggested to Khrushchev that
the German problem would be better resolved in the future when tensions had
abated thanks to détente, and that, in the future, an unthreatened Western Europe
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might be able to better relate to Eastern Europe without the US intermediary. The
collapse of the conference renewed East—West tensions.'!

In the short term, Western ties were reinforced, with de Gaulle giving the
impression of great support for the Atlantic alliance, and for Eisenhower in the
face of Khrushchev’s sly criticism, while a nervous Macmillan was willing to
explore all options. France’s firmness over Berlin vividly contrasted with that of
other Western countries, notably Britain’s. Macmillan desired to be rid of this
stumbling block through the idea of ‘discreet talks with the Russians’,'? and a
change in the legal status of the occupation regime put forward by Lord Home.!3
With the election of John F.Kennedy, a new era of US policy began. Following a
first meeting with Khrushchev in Vienna, de Gaulle advised the US President on
31 May 1961 ‘not to go towards small concessions, leading to greater ones later
on’."* Following a tense dialogue between Maurice Couve de Murville and
Andrei Gromyko on 16 June 1961,'° Jean Laloy, returning from a visit to
Washington, !¢ reported that the Americans distrusted the pacifist British as much
as the French. British energy consisted in words rather than deeds. Even the
Germans were suspected of buckling under threats, which would give the
disastrous impression of Western disunity, with the British stating their
willingness to recognize the GDR while accusing the French of ‘silliness and
stoking the fire’. All these divergences were clear to see at a meeting between
the three foreign ministers, Lord Home, Dean Rusk and Couve de Murville in
Paris on 4-6 July,'” with France refusing the Anglo—US suggestion to call a
quadripartite conference. In an exchange of letters, de Gaulle and Kennedy
outlined their respective measures to reinforce their defence networks: increasing
of the US military budget with an eventual six extra US divisions sent to Europe,
increasing the readiness of strategic aviation and civil defence, as well as
recalling of two French divisions from Algeria. Although both men agreed on the
necessity of firmness, the idea was to find an agreement without resorting to
force.

The general’s determination to keep the status quo in Berlin is coherent with
his firmness towards the Soviet Union and his policy of Franco-German
cooperation. Heeding Adenauer’s and Brentano’s pleas not to give up, de Gaulle
had thus earned their trust,'® for which Macmillan bitterly reproached him.!® De
Gaulle could thus obtain concessions from the chancellor on other points so as to
consolidate the Franco-German partnership.?’ Writing to Khrushchev on 10
September 1959, de Gaulle directly entreated the Russians to embrace
international détente and cooperation among the European states and to cease
regarding the Federal Republic as a threat. He reminded his correspondent that
the Germans ‘remain a great people necessary to the progress and equilibrium of
a united Europe’ and that the free access to Berlin could not be questioned.?!
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The open crisis

The construction of the Wall on Sunday, 13 August 1961 apparently surprised
the Westerners, who did not oppose it despite the urgings of Mayor Willy
Brandt.?? Since 1959, a tripartite allied commission had prepared emergency
plans and exercises, but on this occasion French firmness turned into reticence.?
The plan included diplomatic, administrative, economic and military measures,
aimed at deterring the Soviet government without risking war,>* and when the
British and Americans suggested that a division made up of one-third of
Frenchmen was necessary to reopen access to Berlin, the French Army was
hesitant because it was still engaged in Algeria and suffering from an acute
moral crisis.?> The British thus concluded that, ‘French firmness over Berlin was
more verbal than real.” The French attitude is still an unsolved mystery. Unlike
those of the UK and the USA, the French garrison was not reinforced, much to
the grief of General Lacomme, who noted that France was ‘lagging behind’.2¢
Despite this, little known measures were taken such as the 17 August Defence
Council called by de Gaulle which decided to recall army units and air squadrons
from Algeria for redeployment in France and in Germany.?” Even less well known
was a decision taken by de Gaulle while at Colombey to crush the East German
barbed wire.?® But no one among the Allies was willing to die for Berlin,?® and Plan
Live Oak called only upon conventional means, thus reinforcing de Gaulle’s
conviction that the US were unwilling to defend Europe with nuclear weaponry.

The aftermath of the crisis

The Berlin affair engendered a deep mistrust between France and the USA, with
the Western allies divided over tactics and unable to phrase a tripartite
declaration.’® When Kennedy and Macmillan suggested a joint note to the
Soviets to begin negotiations without giving the appearance of weakness, Paris
immediately had reservations as to the timing.*! De Gaulle, writing on 18 and 25
August,? felt that discussions could only take place in a peaceful climate and that
to negotiate at that time would begin a progressive abandonment of Berlin and
would be a serious blow to NATO. To Ambassador Gavin on 2 September, de
Gaulle solemnly promised that France would follow the USA in all
circumstances.*® Nevertheless, France would not join the initiative of the US
Ambassador to Moscow, Thompson.>* In Washington, Ambassador Hervé
Alphand was asked to explain France’s refusal to take part in negotiations while
the USSR acted unilaterally.?

There were several reasons for French intransigence. The general feared most
of all a reversal of alliances and a German-Soviet entente, a possibility explained
by Couve de Murville to Fanfani on 26 November.*® Germany would be better
tied to the West if support was given to Adenauer and Berlin sternly defended,?’
but de Gaulle also wished to demonstrate to the Germans that they could not rely
on the British and the Americans. A final preoccupation was to avoid having
European problems resolved by a Soviet-American téte-a-téte. To the General,
Berlin was a secondary question, Germany was the essential one. One almost
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sees a military man’s judgment that it would be impossible to avoid the
crumbling of the Western position in Berlin, it being too far within the Soviet
zone. Instead, de Gaulle advocated a global approach to East—West relations,
the only one capable of maintaining such a precarious position.>® The German
problem would only be solved in a relaxed atmosphere, and it was vain to try to
tackle it in a tense environment. The Berlin problem would naturally resolve
itself when Europeans from the Atlantic to the Urals would agree to end their
quarrels. De Gaulle also refused to recognize the GDR, both as a calculated
move to support Adenauer and through conviction that it was a purely Soviet
creation.

In fact, de Gaulle’s positions evolved with time; at the height of the crisis he
found himself opposed both to the Soviets’® and to the Anglo-Saxon powers. He
even found himself out of touch with German opinion, whose confusion
probably resulted in Adenauer’s narrow success at the election of 17 September.
The chancellor even visited Washington on 19-23 November before coming to
Paris on 9 December, and German policy became in fact more open to
negotiation,*® with the Soviets baiting the German Ambassador to Moscow,
Hans Kroll. De Gaulle was left alone with his inflexibility.

De Gaulle and the Cuban Missile Crisis*!

From the French point of view, the Cuban crisis had two characters: first, it was
a US—Soviet crisis in which the other countries, including European states, held
no part. Paradoxically, however, France was supposed to have played a
significant role in the crisis, because in a context of misunderstandings and rows,
it was a proof of de Gaulle’s solidarity with the Atlantic Alliance.*?

Unlike Macmillan, de Gaulle had presented himself as firm in the Berlin crises
and disarmament negotiations. By 1962, freed from the obstacle of the Algerian
war and having survived the attempt on his life at Petit-Clamart, the general was
busy reinforcing presidential authority through a referendum set for 28 October,
which would introduce the election of the President of the Republic through
universal suffrage. What explains this paradoxical attitude on General de
Gaulle’s part, so much in contrast to that of other allies and especially
Macmillan?*?

Before the crisis

Before the crisis, Cuba was the subject of information exchanges between France
and the USA. The Secretary of State himself asked whether French services
could communicate any information regarding the activities of Castro’s
regime,* and French-US cooperation in this domain proved remarkable. It
occurred via two channels. The first was the French Ambassador to Havana, du
Gardier, a keen follower of events with good information on the anti-Castro
movement for which he acknowledged much sympathy.* His valuable
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information was conveyed in difficult conditions.*® On 10 August, du Gardier
had reported on night-time landings in Cuban ports of obviously Slavic-looking
Russian troops in Cuban uniform,*’ as well as sightings of Chinese and
Algerians.*® Most of all, he pointed to the arrival of missile-launching equipment
and to the increasingly important role of the Soviet army in Cuban military
dispositions.** All of this information was diligently passed on to the
Americans.”® The second source was General de Rancourt,’! French military
attaché to Washington. He learnt of the missile installations in Cuba through
contacts with the anti-Castro faction, and informed the US Air Force which then
sent reconnaissance flights.

Without denying the information collected by the CIA, it is important to note
the frequency and quality of the information given by the French to the
Americans, which they themselves acknowledged.

The crisis

When Dean Acheson came to the Elysée on 22 October at 5 p.m.,>> de Gaulle
replied that France approved of the defence of the USA, which was being
directly threatened for the first time, noting that the Soviets might then retaliate at
Berlin and that a tripartite consultation would then be necessary. The general,
however, did not question any of the actions undertaken by the USA. In the
event of a war breaking out, France would side with its US ally, although the
general himself saw hard times ahead but not an actual armed conflict. Despite
the fact that this had merely been a notification rather than a consultation, de
Gaulle appreciated Kennedy’s message.

The French context was not indifferent and the crisis had a strong impact on
French public opinion, all the more because of the proximity of the
referendum.>® The French press had characteristic reactions, worried by the
grave nature of the crisis.”* Kennedy was suspected of bellicosity, of
electioneering over the crisis, trying to prove that the Democrats could be firm
against the Soviets, exaggerating the threat of Soviet missiles near the USA. Some
columnists even doubted the authenticity of US documents, but for once, de
Gaulle loudly proclaimed his support for the Americans. The French government
also refused to allow Cuban-bound Soviet aircraft stopping in France.®> Dean
Acheson noted de Gaulle’s acceptance of facts before seeing proofs, unlike
Macmillan who wanted the photographs published in the press.’® In London,
Geoffroy de Courcel observed the reservations of British public opinion against
the risky US decision, then its opposition to the blockade, since many Britons
considered the freedom of the seas essential to trade. They would have preferred
a negotiated solution.’’

Following the council of ministers on 24 October, a communiqué stated
France’s ‘understanding’ of Washington’s worries over the installation of
missiles in Cuba’® and reaffirmed that ‘the reciprocal engagements of the
Atlantic Alliance are and remain the basis of French policy’. At the UN Security
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Council meetings of 23—24 October, the French representative, Roger Seydoux,
supported the US resolution proposal,®® insisting on the threat represented by an
accumulation of Soviet offensive weaponry in Cuba. Doing so, France did not
fear placing itself against the Third World group led by Algeria, which countered
the US position, and despite strong governmental and public reactions in Phnom
Penh, Santiago de Chile, Dakar, Libreville, Jakarta and Rabat. French action took
place both at the UN level, because of the need to pass the resolution, and in the
African capitals from which the USSR was soliciting permission for its aircraft
to land or fly over to try to break the US maritime blockade.

Although de Gaulle, who would later on strongly criticize the US grip over
Latin America and the intervention in the Dominican Republic, could have been
expected to disagree more strongly with the aggressive stance towards Cuba, it was
the case that the surprise effect, the context and the area determined him to be
supportive of Washington. The uncertainty of Khrushchev’s aims startled French
analysts.® In relation to the Berlin crisis, then at the centre of European
preoccupations, the Cuban crisis seemed to confirm Soviet belligerence, and
firmness over Cuba seemed to de Gaulle the natural continuation of his firmness
over Berlin. The general was also impressed with the quick and determined
response of the Kennedy administration, in contrast to his earlier suspicions of
US weakness.®!

The aftermath of the crisis

After the dénouement of the Cuban missile crisis, French-US contacts did not
loosen®? although France distanced itself. De Gaulle stated his admiration for the
lucid and firm way the USA had handled the crisis.%3 Nevertheless, de Gaulle
and Couve de Murville took note that the Americans had only bothered to inform
them but had not asked anything of them.®* Their main reservation came from a
possible linking of the Cuban affair to Berlin’s,®> and de Gaulle took pains to
separate Cuba from ‘other subjects or areas in the world’ in his letter to Kennedy
on 1 December. The reason for this is simple—French support given to the
Americans was not a blank cheque.®

De Gaulle’s pessimistic feelings about relations between the blocs were also
confirmed by the crisis, since in a matter of vital interest the USA and the Soviet
Union had preferred direct discussion to find a face-saving compromise. In a
way, the Cuban crisis brought water to de Gaulle’s mill and arguments that
would support his major efforts. It was an occasion to reaffirm the necessity for
close contacts between France and Britain,’ France and Germany,®® and, in the
absence of US consultation,®® for a framework of cooperation between Paris,
London and Washington,”® especially if a purely US crisis were to affect Europe.

In East—West relations, General de Gaulle observed a significant change.”!
The Americans ‘were able to see that Khrushchev backed away when told no’
and as an important consequence, if neither the Russians nor the Americans
wanted war, ‘there will thus be no war, at least not for a certain time’ ,’> Within
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the modified context of the Nassau agreements and the multilateral nuclear force
project, de Gaulle made use of the Cuban crisis to support his argument for an
autonomous European defence and for his own nuclear deterrent. At the NATO
ministerial meeting of 13—15 December, Rusk and Robert McNamara declared
that the Cuban crisis had proven the efficiency of a flexible response and went on
to defend a reinforcement of conventional means, since a multilateral nuclear
deterrent would render national forces useless.”> The French position, however,
was diametrically opposite to this. For de Gaulle the lesson of the Cuban affair was
clear, the Americans would not be willing to risk nuclear war to defend Europe,
and this was the best justification for a policy of independence and for a
necessity of a French nuclear force as well as refusal of any integration as
proposed by the multilateral force.’

Finally, General de Gaulle found in the Cuban crisis a reason to leave the
military organization of NATO at a later stage.”> The crisis was used as an
argument for ending the presence of US troops in France.”®

That French officials highlighted France’s loyalty to the Atlantic Alliance did
not change anything in the reality of the situation.”’ France’s attitude in the
Cuban crisis lay more in ‘understanding’ the US initiative rather than approving
of it and more in firmness towards the Soviet Union than in following the US
lead.
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terrestrial access was blocked; and a third in Bonn planning how to prevent the
GDR authorities from obstructing traffic between Berlin and the Federal Republic.
DDF, 1961, 25 April 1961,1, 215.

DDF, 1961,1 June 1961, I, 263. The putsch of the generals had taken place a few
weeks earlier.

According to General Lacomme, head of the French Military government in
Berlin, to Frangois Seydoux, telegrams 1555, 1560, 28 August 1961, DDF, 1961,
II, 88.

Maillard, De Gaulle et I’Allemagne, p. 179.

‘From Colombey-les-Deux-Eglises, my father gave the order for French troops to use
tanks to crush the barbed wire and barriers as they were being erected before them.
But they were each time outflanked by East German militiamen who were let
through the neighbouring American sectors without hindrance. After a few days,
the French, isolated, were forced to give up on this tit-for-tat. There, as elsewhere,
Soviet enforcers stood close behind.” Philippe de Gaulle, Mémoires accessoires,
Paris: Plon, 2000, p. 111.

DDF, 1961, 11, 71 and 73.

Letter from Kennedy to de Gaulle, 24 August 1961, JFK, NSF, Box 73.

The instructions sent by Couve de Murville to Alphand before the 18 August
meeting of the quadripartite group are clear: it was out of the question to consider
talks, it would be a ‘new Munich’; the Allies should be encouraged to treat problems
of substance before those of procedure. DDF, 1961, 11, 75 and 78.

DDF, 1961, 11, 77, 84.

Telegram 1200, Gavin to the Secretary of State, 2 September 1961, JFK, NSF,
France, Box 70.

DDF, 1961,11, 137.

Ibid., 139.

French-Italian talks, 26 November 1960, DDF, 1960, II, 232.

In his conversation with Macmillan at Birch Grove, on the afternoon of 24
November, de Gaulle explained that ‘if the Americans decide to dump the
Germans, they must not blame us French for it, they must not say that even the
French did not want to build up Europe and turn to the Russians for business’.
DDF, 1961, 11, 192.

De Gaulle did not travel to Berlin during his visits to Germany. Regarding this
matter, see Cyril Buffet, La politique nucléaire. It was Kennedy, and not de Gaulle,
who came to Berlin and proclaimed, ‘Ich bin ein Berliner’; also, Letter, Chauvel to
Couve de Murville, 29 November 1961, DDF, 1961, 11, 196.
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During his press conference of 5 September 1961, de Gaulle spoke of ‘Soviet
demonstrations’ and he accused the Soviets of using the Berlin affair ‘to allay their
suspicions or someone else’s’. He concluded that this was an arbitrary and artificial
case, either the fruit of a premeditated coup, or of frenetic ambition or a derivative,
in the face of great difficulties. Confronted with this, the Westerners would not
reply with nuclear war (‘because what good is there to rule over the dead?’) but
they had the means to retaliate. The Soviets ought thus to cease their threats. For its
part, France would not back down. At the end of September, during a tour in the
Massif Central, de Gaulle renewed his insistance, ‘France should in no way retreat
or bow down... Confronted with threats, one relinquishes one’s hat, then one’s
jacket, then one’s shirt, then one’s skin, and finally one loses one’s soul’, in DM
1958-1962, pp. 335-8.

Seydoux, Mémoires d’outre-Rhin, p. 283: ‘Caught between the fear of sacrifice and
that of losing touch with the United States, the Bonn government, its bases
uncomfortable, gestured in confusion.’

The bibliography on the Cuban crisis is immense: James Blight and David
A.Welch, On the Brink: Americans and Soviets Reexamine the Cuban Missile
Crisis, New York: Hill & Wang, 1989; Marc Trachtenberg, ‘The influence of
nuclear weapons in the Cuban missile crisis’, International Security, summer 1985;
McGeorge Bundy’s chapter in Danger and Survival, New York: Vintage, 1990;
Aleksandr Fursenko and Timothy Naftali, One Hell of a Gamble: Khrushchev,
Castro and Kennedy 1958-1962, New York: Norton, 1997. In French, see the
thesis by Alain Joxe, Socialisme et crise nucléaire, Paris: L’Herne, 1973; Manuela
Semidei, Kennedy et la revolution cubaine, Julliard, Coll. ‘Archives’, Paris, 1972;
Gabriel Robin, La crise de Cuba, Paris: Economica, 1972; Gabriel Rubin, ‘La crise
de Cuba’, Espoir, 69; Hervé Savon, ‘Cuba 1962, les interpretations possibles d’une
crise nucléaire’, Revue de defense nationale, July 1971; and the memoirs by
Charles de Gaulle, Mémoires d’espoir, Paris: Plon, 1970; Maurice Couve de
Murville, Une politique étrangére 1958—1969, Paris: Plon, 1971; Etienne Burin des
Roziers, 1962, [’année decisive, Paris: Plon, 1985.

The support given by de Gaulle is especially highlighted in Etienne Burin des
Roziers’ recollections, 1962: [’année decisive, p. 136. Noting that de Gaulle had
taken it upon himself to bring France’s unequivocal support to the USA although
‘the case was not clearly located within the framework of the Atlantic Pact’, Burin
des Roziers adds that ‘France’s immediate and resolute assistance produced
immediately great effects in Washington. She had been an exemplary ally.’

All following references come from the collections of the Archives diplomatiques.
Telegrams 14521455, 28 February 1962, Alphand to MAE.

Telegram 455, 3 September 1962, du Gardier to MAE. The intermediaries are still
unknown. In any case, it was not the military attaché, Colonel Pépin Le Halleur,
who was residing in Mexico City and completely ‘out of the loop’.

Telegram 428, 25 August 1962, du Gardier to MAE.

Telegram 399, 10 August 1962, du Gardier to MAE.

Telegram 410, 18 August 1962, du Gardier to MAE.

Telegram 410, 18 August. ‘Auxiliary employees from the Embassy have come
across at night some military convoys driving eastwards and heavy tractors hauling
platforms with rocket launch pads a dozen metres long on them.’

Telegram 4555, 20 August 1962, Lebel to MAE.
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General de Rancourt’s interview in L entourage du General de Gaulle, Paris: Plon,
1979, pp. 312-15. Interview 100 by the oral history section of the Service
historique de I’armée de 1’ Air.

The diplomat Claude Lebel, who acted as interpreter in this meeting, confirmed to
us the spirit and letter of the account given by Dean Acheson, who was chosen for
this mission because, as part of the crisis management team set up by Kennedy, he
had opposed the principle of a military blockade of Cuba. He was thus sent to
Europe to meet with de Gaulle and Adenauer. In the letter delivered to de Gaulle by
Acheson, Kennedy explained that the Americans ‘now have an undisputed proof
that the Soviets ...have installed bases for offensive nuclear missiles in Cuba’ and
he added that ‘I do not need to call your attention to the possible effects which this
dangerous Soviet initiative...could have over the situation in Berlin.’

L’Année politique, 1962, pp. 117-18.

Le Monde, 24 October 1962, editorial.

Circular telegram, 19 October 1962.

‘General de Gaulle didn’t care whether anyone believed it or not; he did, this was
enough for him.

Telegram 4009, 23 October, Telegram 4025, 24 October, de Courcel (London) to
MAE.

De Gaulle, Lettres, Notes et Carnets, 1961-1963, p. 270.

Circular Telegram 89, 23 October 1962, MAE to all diplomatic stations.

Circular Telegram, signed Laloy, 28 October 1962, and de Gaulle/Macmillan
conversation, Rambouillet, 15 December 1962.

Letter, de Gaulle to Adenauer, 26 October 1962, LNC, p. 270, and de Gaulle to
Macmillan, 6 November, LNC, p. 272. In his letter to Adenauer, de Gaulle repeated
his idea that The Cuban crisis has been for the Americans...certainly salutary.’
Writing on 30 November upon returning from a visit to the USA, Adenauer
confirmed this impression to de Gaulle.

Letter, Kennedy to de Gaulle, 28 October 1962; Kennedy to de Gaulle, 20 and 22
November 1962.

Letter, de Gaulle to Kennedy, 1 December 1962, LNC, p. 278. However, according
to Bernard Ledwidge, de Gaulle privately criticized Kennedy for not taking
advantage of his success (ibid., p. 295): ‘According to General de Gaulle, Kennedy
should have demanded Castro’s departure and refused to withdraw his missiles
from Turkey.” But was de Gaulle aware of the bargain struck by the Americans and
the Soviets over Turkey? And did this ‘bargain’ even exist? The idea of a withdrawal,
suggested during a private conversation between Ambassador Dobrynin and Robert
Kennedy, was used as a face-saving alibi for Khrushchev, despite the fact that their
withdrawal had already been decided owing to their obsolescence.

Letter, de Gaulle to Kennedy, 2 November 1962; Couve-lkeda conversation, 8
November 1962.

Letter, Kennedy to de Gaulle, 24 October 1962: ‘a particular test in Berlin’.
According to the recollection of Léo Hamon, de Gaulle’s words to other visitors on
22 October showed a very different state of mind. With General Gambiez, de
Gaulle wondered aloud about ways in which France might be automatically linked
to the USA and involved through the fait accompli of French-American relations.
See L ’entourage et General de Gaulle, pp. 312—15. It was not possible to verify
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this allegation. M.Léo Hamon confirms it. General Gambiez’s memoirs are
unfortunately inaccessible.

Letter, de Gaulle to Harold Macmillan, 22 October 1962, LNC, p. 269. The same
idea was discussed in an answer to Macmillan’s own letter of 25 October in which
the British Prime Minister asked de Gaulle: ‘How can it be insured that Europe’s
interests will be better defended?’

Letter, de Gaulle to Konrad Adenauer, 26 October 1962, LNC, p. 270. De Gaulle’s
correspondence with the German Chancellor is both more more verbose and
cordial in tone than that with the British Prime Minister. This was an idyllic period
in Franco-German relations leading up to the Treaty of the Elysée.

Letter, de Gaulle to Macmillan, 6 November 1962, LNC, p. 272: ‘It is true that
neither you, nor we...were consulted with.’

Maurice Vaisse, ‘Aux origines du memorandum de septembre 1958°, Relations
Internationales, 58.

According to M.Burin des Roziers, ‘It was from this crisis that the eastern wind
began to bring a new melody to the General’s ears.” De Gaulle’s letter to President
Kennedy seems to contradict this interpretation at least in the short term.

Minutes of the de Gaulle-Macmillan conversation, 15 December 1962.

Circular telegram 115, 19 December 1962.

‘For us, in its kind, integration is not something that we can conceive’, press
conference of 14 January 1963, DM, vol. 4, p. 73.

Speech of Georges Pompidou to the National Assembly, 20 April 1966: ‘We
approved President Kennedy, but before we had even made our position known,
whereas NATO forces were meant to be outside the conflict... US forces in Europe,
including those in France, had been put on alert... Does this give you cause for
reflection? If there really should come a day on which a conflict should occur
between the United States and the USSR regarding interests foreign to France and
to our obligations within the alliance, who can argue that the fact of harbouring on
our territory the American headquarters in Europe would not constitute for us an
obvious and serious risk?’

Joxe, Socialisme, p. 548.

As witnessed in a declaration by Georges Pompidou to the National Assembly (13
December 1962, JO, 14 December, pp. 41-2): “This crisis allowed, I believe, our
powerful and old American allies to take this into account, and I have reason to
believe that having recognized that in trying times the most self-assured allies are
neither the less robust nor the less visionary, they will reach a few conclusions as to
the very functioning of the Alliance.’



6
Cold War Crises and Public Opinion: West

European Public Opinion and the Berlin Wall,
1961

Eckart Conze

The headlines of the Bild-Zeitung on 16 August 1961 are well known. Framed
with drawings of barbed wire, Axel Springer’s German mass tabloid declared in
bold letters: ‘Der Osten handelt—was tut der Westen? Der Westen tut NICHTS!
Prisident Kennedy schweigt... Macmillan geht auf die Jagd...und Adenauer
schimpft auf Willy Brandt’ (The East Is Acting—What Is the West Doing? The
West Is Doing NOTHING! President Kennedy Keeps Silent... Macmillan Goes
Hunting...and Adenauer Complains about Willy Brandt).! The newspaper
seemed to be expressing only what millions of Germans and above all Berliners
were thinking in the days immediately after the building of the Berlin Wall on 13
August 1961. Rage and fury but also disappointment and bitterness were the
prevailing emotions: rage and fury over the Ulbricht regime’s measures,
disappointment and bitterness over the obvious passivity of the West German
government, but even more over that of the Western powers and especially the
USA under President Kennedy. Two years later, however, the tide had turned.
On 16 July 1963, the Bild-Zeitung looked back at the events of 1961 in another
light: ‘If there is one city where Kennedy—even if he wanted—cannot be a
foreign conqueror, this city is Berlin. This city is alive because of America.... On
13 August 1961 Kennedy was indeed afraid of conflict—of nuclear conflict.
Perhaps this fear was unjustified. But someone who cares about mankind’s
survival does not deserve defamation.’?

This change of judgment characterizing not only the Bild-Zeitung is indeed
remarkable. And it needs to be explained. This leads us to an important question,
important in particular for the Federal Republic of Germany. Why, after August
1961, was it the case that neither did defeatist tendencies spread over West
Germany nor did an extreme, German-centred, reunification nationalism gain
ground? When the West Germans went to the polls on 17 September 1961, only
one month after the events in Berlin, their political preferences changed only to a
very limited extent. It is true that the Christian Democratic Union (CDU) and
Christian Social Union (CSU) under Chancellor Adenauer lost the absolute
majority which they had won in 1957. But the Social Democratic Party (SPD),
and its top candidate Willy Brandt, gained votes not because they were
advocating, for example, a political course of national neutralism in order to
bring about German reunification; indeed, exactly the opposite was the case.
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Brandt’s SPD in 1961 stood for a clear Western orientation, and no one
represented this Western orientation and, above all, the West German alliance
with the USA better than did Berlin’s governing mayor Willy Brandt. Perhaps, we
could refer to an increased German nationalism as one factor, among others, for
the electoral success of Germany’s liberal third party, the Free Democrats (FDP).
Under its chairman Erich Mende, a bearer of the Knight’s Cross (Ritterkreuz),
the liberal party achieved its best electoral results since 1949, some 12.8 per cent
of the vote. We must, however, interpret this result not only as a consequence of
the voters’ opposition to a continued one-party government of the CDU/CSU and
instead as support for a new government coalition of the CDU/CSU and FDP,
and a strong desire to see the end of the Adenauer chancellorship as part of a
CDU/CSU—FDP coalition agreement. However, it is important to note that the
emotionalization of West German public opinion and public mood did not have
direct and immediate repercussions for West Germany’s political landscape.

We cannot simply apply these questions, developed with regard to West
Germany and West Berlin, to other West European countries such as France or
Britain on which, together with Germany, this analysis will focus.? The questions
which this contribution will address are, first, whether public opinion in those
countries had effects on the policies of London and Paris vis-a-vis Germany and
Berlin and whether it actually did influence these policies. Second, we must ask
whether and how the policies of the two governments affected public opinion.
These questions are all the more important and interesting as they refer to two
very different sets of policies. While the British government demonstrated its
willingness to negotiate on the questions of Berlin and Germany and while Prime
Minister Harold Macmillan declared, in the middle of a golf party, that the Wall
crisis had been ‘got up by the press’,* the French government’s, and particularly
the French president’s, public positions were extremely tough. General de Gaulle
categorically ruled out negotiations—especially under the pressure of the
ongoing crisis.> While during the summer of 1961 the French press was referring
quite often to the experience with ‘appeasement’ and warning against a ‘second
Munich’, the British press did not share this tendency to cite historical lessons.

A few brief remarks regarding the term ‘public opinion’ are important. To
define ‘public opinion’ is an extremely difficult if not impossible task.
Therefore, this chapter will not try to define or theoretically clarify the term.
Political scientists, for example, have been arguing for quite some time about a
so-called elite concept of public opinion as opposed to an integrationist concept.
The elite concept, on the one hand, excludes the majority of the population from
the formation and articulation of public opinion, due above all to a lack of
knowledge and competence. Following this concept, public opinion is based on
rationality and formed in a discourse of the educated and the competent aiming
at political judgments and pursuing the idea of a common public interest.
According to the elite concept, public opinion is a process of rational public
discourse. The integrationist concept, on the other hand, includes every member
of the society. Here, public opinion serves as a means of social control exercising
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the pressure of conformity, thus guaranteeing social cohesion and integration.
Following this understanding, public opinion is based much less on rationality
and much more on emotion, regulated by ‘unwritten laws’. It is not rational
arguments and positions that are of central importance, but rather morally
charged values and emotions.® Of course, one could argue endlessly about these
concepts and approaches. For our purposes, however, it is not necessary to
choose between the analytical connection of political events and political action,
on the one hand, and public opinion, on the other. Instead, this chapter will
follow Vladimir O.Key’s more pragmatic definition. Key was interested
primarily in finding an ‘applicable’ understanding of ‘public opinion’. Based on
his empirical studies, Key developed a view that regards ‘public opinion’ not as a
reality or a personified entity taking the initiative and working as a mechanism to
transform its specific purposes into government action. Rather, Key sees ‘public
opinion’ as ‘a system of dikes, which channel public action or which fix a range
of discretion within which debate at official levels may proceed. This conception
avoids the error of personifying “public opinion” as an entity that exercises
initiative and in some way functions as an operating organism to translate its
purposes into governmental action.”” Elements of such a dyke system are the
media (representing ‘published opinion’), opinion polls, and also the voices of
individual protagonists (politicians, journalists, intellectuals), the so-called
‘opinion leaders’.

This chapter will first address the situation in West Berlin and West Germany
in the aftermath of 13 August 1961. In the second and third parts, it will turn to
the developments in Britain and France before finishing with a few concluding
thoughts concerning the effects of the Berlin Wall in the 1960s on Western
European public opinion vis-a-vis the Berlin problem and the German question
and the Bast—West conflict in general.® It will concentrate on an analysis of
national press and of opinion polls, two main pillars of public opinion. The
article does not explicitly include radio and television coverage of the events,
although the effects of televised images in particular on the formation of public
opinion and public mood should not be underestimated. It is, however, difficult
to describe exactly the way TV coverage of a certain event was received by the
public and how TV images therefore influenced public opinion. Those dramatic
images from Berlin—from the building of the Wall to the desperate attempts of
East Germans to reach the West to the October 1961 tank confrontation at
Checkpoint Charlie—must have left their marks on public opinion in both
Germany and Western Europe. In 1960, some three million private households in
the Federal Republic were equipped with a TV set, and, additionally, numerous
pubs owned televisions and attracted a considerable number of viewers. The
situation in France and Britain was similar.’
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The federal election campaign in West Germany was approaching its final month
when on Sunday, 13 August 1961, East German military and police units began a
systematic closure of the border between Berlin’s Eastern and Western sectors—
first with barbed wire, later with a wall of bricks and concrete. That this occurred
during the election campaign is important in and of itself for the simple reason
that the two top candidates were at the same time holding the two most
important political positions with regard to the Berlin crisis in West Germany:
Konrad Adenauer as federal chancellor and Willy Brandt as governing mayor of
West Berlin. Without a doubt, these two politicians’ behaviour in the first days
after the building of the Wall, their reactions to the events in Berlin, were
strongly influenced by the campaign situation. Willy Brandt, travelling in a night
train from an SPD national meeting (Deutschlandtreffen) in Nuremberg to a
campaign stop in Kiel, was informed about the events in Berlin in the middle of
the night; he interrupted his journey immediately and flew from Hanover back to
his city, where he received an initial briefing in front of the Brandenburg gate
before chairing a Sunday meeting of the Berlin Senate. A continuation of his
campaign was ruled out; instead, the developments in Berlin determined
Brandt’s actions during the following days. In a public communiqué of 13
August, the mayor accused East Germany and the Soviet Union of ‘illegal and
inhumane measures’.'? At the same time, however, he asked the West Berliners
‘to remain calm despite their outrage’.!! Brandt also publicly addressed the
population in East Berlin and the GDR, urging them ‘not to let themselves be
carried away’ however ‘strong and legitimate the embitterment may be’.!> The
communiqué reflects Brandt’s public course during these first days: condemning
the East German measures and pressuring the Western powers to do something
against them, on the one hand, and asking the populace to remain calm and to act
wisely, on the other. In the weeks before 13 August, Berlin and the German
question had only been marginal themes in Brandt’s campaign. The increasing
tensions over the city, owing to Kennedy’s and Khrushchev’s Vienna summit
meeting in June as well as the daily growth in the number of East German
refugees, did not play a significant role in the campaign. Brandt, the ‘German
Kennedy’, consistently followed a campaign strategy based on the assumption
that German voters were tired of the party-political quarrels of the 1950s and
were also tired of an SPD opposition permanently saying ‘no’; instead, the
campaign strategy assumed a broad interest in material improvements and thus in
economic and social stability. This situation changed after the building of the
Wall: the questions of Berlin and of German reunification suddenly dominated
the campaign agenda of all the parties, and the governing mayor of the divided
city was the last person who could possibly avoid them.

Konrad Adenauer, at Rhondorf when informed of the situation in Berlin,
embarked on a very similar course—at least on 13 August. On that day the
chancellor stressed in a public broadcast: ‘Together with our allies, the necessary
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counter measures have been implemented.’'3 Apart from this statement, however,
the chancellor too tried to calm the people and avoid both a war panic and
uncontrollable, possibly violent, protests in Berlin. The crisis in Berlin must not
turn into a ‘second Hungary’; it must not be allowed to escalate or explode.
There is no reason to panic’, Adenauer stressed in a TV address that first day.'*
Adenauer did lose votes, perhaps even the absolute majority, because he did not
fly to Berlin immediately in order to articulate his protest on the spot and show
political presence and solidarity with the people of Berlin. We know that for a
brief moment, the chancellor did indeed consider such a trip, but then refrained
from it so as to avoid further ‘heating up‘the public mood, thereby making the
dynamics of the situation even more incalculable. Politically, this decision may
have been wise and statesmanlike. The public echo, however, in both Berlin and
West Germany was devastating, and it had an effect on the elections of 17
September. That effect was further exacerbated by the fact that Adenauer not
only continued to do ‘business as usual’, downplaying events as a ‘pre-crisis’,
presenting them as one part of a ‘war of nerves’, but also that he even went ahead
with his election campaign—without obvious irritation and without major
changes. In order to demonstrate ‘business as usual’, he not only refused to
cancel a campaign rally in Regensburg (Bavaria) on 14 August, but attacked
Willy Brandt both politically and personally during this rally, calling him
‘Brandt alias Frahm’, a low blow directed against both his opponent’s birth out
of wedlock and his emigration from Germany during the Nazi years.!> It was not
only the Bild Zeitung (BZ) tabloid which regarded the ‘Brandt alias Frahm’
remark as an extremely unfair attack, politically and personally. More or less in
unison, the German press from Axel Springer’s Welt and the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung (FAZ) to the more liberal Siiddeutsche Zeitung condemned
Adenauer’s behaviour. It was during these days that an image took shape of a
chancellor who in the middle of a dangerous international crisis continued his
election campaign and party rivalry on the lowest level while, at the same time,
Willy Brandt in a bipartisan way had interrupted his campaign in order to fulfil
his duty at the scene of the crisis. In Germany, this image had effects even
beyond 17 September, and it caused considerable political damage to Adenauer
and the CDU/CSU. Opinion polls confirm these developments: while in July
1961, these polls saw the CDU and CSU still winning around 49 per cent of the
votes, by mid-August, these numbers had fallen to 35 per cent. At the same time,
the SPD percentage increased correspondingly. The degree of preference for
Adenauer as a person (“Who—personally—is the better Chancellor, Adenauer or
Brandt?’) was still at 45 per cent at the end of August; the number of those
disagreeing with Adenauer had, however, climbed between the end of July and
the end of August from 18 per cent to 26 per cent.'®

The reasons behind this negative trend for Adenauer were the chancellor’s
perceived passivity, his decision not to visit Berlin at an early date and his
personal attacks on Brandt. Moreover, we must also include the perceived
Western passivity after 13 August, for which Adenauer was also blamed, The
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chancellor’s remarks about the ‘pre-crisis’ and the ongoing ‘war of nerves’ were
indeed not the kind of arguments which could have motivated the Western
powers to implement concrete countermeasures. Not only for the BZ was it the
case that Adenauer, Kennedy and Macmillan were in the same boat, interestingly,
de Gaulle was not mentioned when it came to blaming the West for inaction. The
‘doing nothing’ argument nevertheless dominated the German press
commentaries and the headlines in the days immediately after 13 August. We
must distinguish several patterns of argumentation. Liberal papers and those
closer to the SPD explained the passivity of the West and above all of the USA with
reference to Adenauer’s policy during the 1950s—his political course of
unconditional Western integration and his alleged lack of interest in the fate of
the East Germans or East Berliners and on the question of German reunification
in general. Marion Countess Donhoff of the German weekly Die Zeit voiced this
view when she declared that the building of the Wall and the passivity of the
Western powers were ‘the receipt for the long sleep’.!” Papers on the right of the
political arena, among them the Springer press published in Berlin (BZ and Die
Welt) and also the F'AZ, condemned primarily the passivity of the West implicitly
or explicitly; even the accusation of ‘treason’ appeared in these papers.'® In
general, the papers on the right agreed, considering the situation a severe crisis
of confidence between the Federal Republic and the West. Words with a very
clear connotation, such as ‘appeasement’ and ‘Munich,” appeared in headlines
and articles. Against this background it was absolutely logical that the Bonn
students who sent an umbrella to President Kennedy on 16 August had a close
connection to the CDU: ‘With your reluctant reaction to the events in Berlin’, the
students wrote in an open letter, “you, Mr President, have proved to be today the
most dignified bearer of this symbol of a failed policy.’!” Since the 1938 Munich
Agreement and the policy of ‘appeasement’ which belonged to the collective
experience of a whole generation of Europeans—not only the British or Germans
—the effect of these references can hardly be overestimated, although they do not
lend themselves to precise measurement.

Together with the strong criticism in the media of Western passivity, public
gestures like the umbrella for Kennedy were decisive in changing the policy in
Washington, which took place approximately one week after the building of the
Wall. Basically, the USA continued their policy of de-escalation and did not
extend their political and military guarantees beyond West Berlin (as defined by
Kennedy in his Three Essentials’ on 25 July 1961).2° But the danger of a crisis of
confidence within the West and, therefore, of a crisis within NATO with unknown
repercussions, the danger of alienating Germany from the West was the main
motivation for Washington’s countermeasures, its new policy of symbolical
commitment. As a result of this, the US A sent a battle group—militarily
meaningless—over the Autobahn from West Germany to West Berlin, where on
20 August the soldiers were welcomed by US Vice President Lyndon Johnson
and, almost more important, by General Lucius Clay, the hero of the Berlin
airlift. The West Berliners are cheering again’—‘Die Westberliner jubeln
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wieder’—ran the headline of the Siiddeutsche Zeitung the day after, and that was
a good description of the changing mood.?! The dispatch of a US battalion may
have been a merely symbolic act. But it was exactly the right measure given a
collective conviction, deeply rooted in West Berlin especially, that the
communists could only be driven back with the threat of force.

It is an ironic development, however, that the US measures took place at a
time when in West Berlin and West Germany the media pressure against
passivity and for strong Western countermeasures had started to decrease. This
seems to have been the result of a growing awareness by these media of an
imminent crisis of confidence between West Berliners and West Germans, on the
one hand, and the Western allies, on the other. Obviously, the danger of a crisis
of confidence, taken seriously on both sides, led to this double change of course.

Of equally decisive importance for US behaviour was a letter which Willy
Brandt, in his role as mayor of West Berlin, had sent to Kennedy on 18 August,
urging the president to do something.?> And even this letter became part of the
German election campaign. The office of the chancellor in Bonn, with which the
letter had not been discussed in advance, leaked the letter to the press in order to
be able to present Brandt as an inexperienced, boastful and, above all,
unsuccessful politician, as somebody without any weight and voice outside
Germany and especially in the USA. At the beginning, Washington’s course
seemed to confirm this argument, but, when the US changed its policy in order to
avoid a crisis of confidence and so embarked upon its policy of symbolic
measures, the chancellor and his staff had lost the game. Johnson’s visit to West
Berlin and the military dispatch provided an ideal opportunity for Brandt to
present himself publicly as the man whose efforts had motivated a hesitant USA
to act forcefully in Berlin. Adenauer had been duped, and his situation got even
worse when Johnson refused to take the Old Man in his plane to Berlin—saying
that he did not want to intervene in the German election campaign. Brandt had the
opportunity to present himself for six hours in the eyes of the media together
with the US vice president. Not only did the mayor take over the ‘emotional
crisis management’ (Ch. Klessmann), but the visible harmony between Brandt
and the US government had consequences as part of a process reaching beyond
the year 1961 and beyond the city of Berlin. As late as 1960, Adenauer had told
French Prime Minister Michel Debré that his close relations with the USA,
which would make the West German population feel secure, had already helped
him to win three elections.?® If we take this statement as a basic principle of
West German political life and electoral behaviour after 1949—and there are
many reasons to do so—it is no surprise that Brandt profited politically from
events in the summer of 1961. After 1959-60, the SPD became more and more
the USA’s party in Germany, while, at the same time, the CDU/CSU seemed to
lose touch with the USA. When Adenauer finally visited Berlin, a few days after
Johnson, his reception there was cool and reserved: too little, too late. The Old Man
had lost an important battle.
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In view of his experience in Berlin, but even more in view of miserable
opinion polls, Adenauer tried to regain lost ground during the last weeks before
the election by presenting himself to the German public as the ‘Chancellor of
Peace’ (Friedenskanzler), as a ‘statesman of firm prudence’.?* He intensified his
contacts with Kennedy and Macmillan, a, stressing the West’s common interests
and the Western governments’ responsibility for world peace. Adenauer kept
emphasizing at campaign rallies that everything should be done to prevent Berlin
from triggering a third world war. With these statements, the chancellor even
earned written praise from Harold Macmillan, which had been unthinkable
before 1961; he addressed Adenauer in a letter, immediately published by the
German government, as ‘My dear friend’.>> The Guardian considered the letter
‘probably the most welcome communication that the Federal Chancellor has ever
received from a British Prime Minister’ ,>° Together with the CDU/CSU’s
extreme campaign efforts, Adenauer’s statesmanlike appearances achieved the
aim of reversing the trend against the chancellor and his party. Between mid-
August and the eve of the election, the CDU/CSU increased their percentage in
the opinion polls from 35 per cent to 46 per cent; on the election day, the Union
parties received 45.3 per cent of the vote (48 per cent of the Bundestag seats);
Brandt’s SPD increased its results from 31.8 per cent in 1957 to 36.2 per cent.
The liberal FDP won 12.8 per cent and once again became the coalition partner of
the CDU/CSU.

What is remarkable about this election result and the general political mood in
West Germany in 1961 is that the events in Berlin did not lead to a larger growth
of right-wing nationalist tendencies. Nor was it the case that more left-wing
national—neutralist forces were able to profit from the situation. The Deutsche
Reichspartei (DRP), to mention just one example, had won 1 per cent of the vote
in 1957; four years later, it only gained 0.8 per cent.?’ Voices like that of the
nationalist and monarchist association Kaiser und Reich, criticizing the Federal
Republic’s alliance with the West and blaming the Bonn parties for selling out
German interests, remained a tiny minority and did not enter or influence the
mainstream of political discourse in West Germany.?® What is important in this
regard, however, is the overlapping of these right-wing positions with those
expressed by the SPD’s extreme left wing and beyond. Those voices spoke of a
failure in Bonn’s foreign policy, a failure caused by the policy’s ‘logical and
moral contradictions’. Bonn’s foreign policy had merely pursued the ‘left-Elbian
objective’ of Western integration; it had ‘provided no answer to the question of
how to re-establish German unity’.>® Of course, this argumentation had a core of
truth: not only Adenauer’s critics and opponents, but also the chancellor himself
and his party were aware that the simple calculation of the 1950s—Western
integration plus policy of strength equals German reunification—had, at least in
the short run, not worked out, that the division of Germany had deepened and
that it would be difficult in the foreseeable future to overcome it.

Without a doubt, the SPD would have been the political home and the main
force of these neutralist positions only a few years earlier. But with its
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Godesberg party programme (1959) and with Herbert Wehner’s Bundestag
speech in June of 1960 in which he firmly committed his party to Western
integration, the SPD had started to change. Willy Brandt’s rise within the party
was the most obvious sign of this change. The Social Democrats’ new chancellor
candidate, and party chairman a few years later, represented the SPD’s new
Western—that is, US—orientation. Nominating Brandt as its top candidate in
1960, the SPD publicly left its neutralism behind. And, with the building of the
Wall, this political course had become irreversible. To change this policy in a
time of crisis was unthinkable. It would have meant to stab Willy Brandt in the
back, to damage him publicly and thus to commit political suicide. In the
summer of 1961, there was no relevant political force in West Germany
advocating national-neutralist positions. There was no force which would have
been able—in view of the temporary lability of public opinion—to develop and
pursue an alternative political course. We can hardly overestimate this
development for the history of the SPD, not only for its German and foreign
policy positions. The de facto consensus between West Germany’s important
parties, above all between the SPD and the CDU/CSU, prevented the rise of
extreme political positions in the realm of foreign affairs on the right as well as
on the left. The role played by the SPD on the left was played by the CDU/CSU
and the FDP on the right. The CDU/CSU and the SPD met in the centre—despite
an ongoing election campaign. These last observations should warn us not to
construct too direct a link between public opinion, on the one hand, and the
behaviour of parties, politicians and governments, on the other. Public opinion,
moods and tendencies require parties and political institutions with a
corresponding disposition in order to have an effect.

17

The following opinion of a British reader of the New York Times, taken from a
letter to the editor, was not an exception:

Your correspondent...is probably right in his opinion that the British
population as a whole does not hate the Germans in the present situation.
But he is completely wrong if he thinks that there is unanimous support for
NATO’s obligations vis-a-vis Berlin. I have not met one of my fellow
country-men who would be willing to risk annihilation in a nuclear war for
Herr Willy Brandt and his Berliners, among which there are without any
doubt many members of former Nazi youth organisations. Memories are
deep, and our cities still show the scars caused by the brutal air raids
carried out by a nation which to defend we are now obliged. It is no
surprise that in this country the enthusiasm for a reunified Germany is so
low.*0
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Of course, British attitudes toward Berlin and the German question varied
considerably, but we can nevertheless clearly identify a general tendency. Much
more often than was the case in the USA or France or West Germany, British
politicians, journalists and others in public life argued for a moderate, softer
course with regard to Berlin and Germany, advocating talks and negotiations.
They were more prepared to accept the ‘reality’ of Germany’s division. As was
articulated not only in that letter to the editor, this division had been caused by
Germany’s ‘historical guilt’.! This is reflected in the opinion polls: especially
during the summer and autumn of 1961, more than 50 per cent of the British
surveyed were willing to accept recognition of the GDR; less than 20 per cent
were against it.>> And while in the USA, 71 per cent of the people asked said that
they were willing to accept the risk of war over Berlin, this quota was only 41
per cent in Britain.>* ‘Among the many aims for which I prefer not to die, I
would give German reunification the first rank’, declared the leading editor of
the New Statesman a few days before 13 August 1961.3* The atmosphere of
tension following the building of the Wall may have increased the articulation of
such positions and tendencies. They did not, however, come out of the blue but had
been part of British public opinion in the 1950s. To mention just two examples,
this had become clear in regard to the idea of ‘disengagement’—during the
discussion of the Rapacki plan or in George F.Kennan’s BBC Reith lectures—or,
later, in the aftermath of Khrushchev’s Berlin ultimatum in November of 1958
and during the Geneva Foreign Ministers’ Conference in 1959. Macmillan’s
‘Voyage of Discovery’ to Moscow, which Konrad Adenauer considered
treasonous, met with broad approval in Britain; this political trip improved
Macmillan’s public standing and his popularity considerably; and unlike
Eisenhower, de Gaulle or Adenauer, Macmillan’s ‘valiant effort’ to bring
Western determination home to the USSR garnered praise from the British press.>?
There can be no doubt that his trip and his East—West policy in general further
strengthened his image—at least at home—as a ‘world statesman’ and certainly
helped him win the general election in October of 1959. His victory was a
considerable personal triumph, securing a vast 107 seat Conservative majority
over the Labour Party.3

British public opinion before and after 13 August 1961 was characterized—
both by the overwhelming number of political or journalistic opinion leaders and
by the man on the famous Clapham omnibus—by a willingness, though not any
pressure, to negotiate on Berlin and the German problem. After 13 August, this did
not prevent British countermeasures and signals of determination in Berlin, for
example a reinforcement of British troops in the city and in West Germany.
What the West Germans and, even more, the West Berliners welcomed
enthusiastically in the US case, however, they hardly seemed to realize in that of
the British. The image of Britain and its attitude was not one of firm
determination or even willingness to go to war. What are the reasons? What are
the roots of the British course and the broad public support it received in the
UK?
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As already mentioned, we must not underestimate the weight of history, the
weight of the past, the significance of collective generational experiences related
above all to Nazism and the Second World War, which around 1960 was not a
very distant past. The Federal Republic had become a NATO ally during the
1950s. But had Germany and the Germans really changed? Very rarely did
British politicians ask this question loudly or publicly; it would have been
against the 7aison d’alliance’. But there can be no doubt that scepticism or even
hostility toward Germany was not limited to Lord Beaverbrook and his press
such as the Daily Express, which wrote in August of 1961:” Adenauer or Brandt?
For us that doesn’t make a difference. Both are Germans. And the Germans
never change.’®” Or when referring to West German demands to impose an
economic embargo against the GDR or the whole Eastern bloc: ‘As we know the
West Germans, they will talk a lot about an embargo, but they will never stop the
flood of their exports to East Germany. They bring too much money.”*® Letters
to the editor, published in all major newspapers and journals, allow conclusions
about deeply rooted images, their continued strength and effect long after 1945
and their connection with current German affairs such as the Berlin crisis. One
reader mentions a poster, displayed at one of the mass demonstrations in West
Berlin after 13 August, showing a map of Germany with the borders of 1937:
‘Does Britain support this position?” the letter asked.** Another reader referred to
the TV coverage of the same event: ‘Is there anyone above 40 who saw the
televised picture of Wednesday’s Berlin rally who could fail to be reminded of
the days of Hitler? The same intonation of the German orator; the same well
driven cheers at the proper causes; even the same appeal to the hatred of
communism. Are we really going to allow these people to drag us into a third
and last world war?’#? These resentments and prejudices vis-a-vis Germany and
the Germans were linked—especially on the left side of the political spectrum—
with a remainder of good will toward the Soviet Union and the other Eastern
European states as ‘victims of fascism’.*! Of course, collective memories are
highly selective. Unlike the case in Germany or France, ‘Munich 1938’ did not,
or only very rarely, come up as an issue or a catch-phrase in Britain. While the
German and the French press were confronting the West with the ‘lessons of
1938°, the British government was not reminded publicly of the events of
two decades earlier. ‘Herr Brandt fears second Munich’, was the title of a news
article in the Guardian.** But in its commentaries addressing the London
government, the danger of ‘appeasement’ was not mentioned. Not only the left
and the liberal press were arguing for negotiations and, very often, for a solution
to the German question and to the international tensions related to it through
German neutralization and military disengagement; in their party conference
resolutions in 1961, Labour and the British Liberals followed the same line. A
Berlin resolution of the annual Labour Party conference in Blackpool asked for
recognition of the current German-Polish border, official recognition of the GDR
and for an arms control agreement in Central Europe.** The Liberals’ Berlin
resolution declared the party’s commitment to the defence of West Berlin and, at
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the same time, the will to make concessions on the question of German
reunification.*

Also deeply rooted in British elite thinking—and unlike that in the USA, for
example—was the tradition of political realism, especially with regard to foreign
affairs. This was a realism with sensitivity for the feasible and the achievable
together with a pragmatic foreign policy influenced by an at least general
preparedness to accept political facts—perhaps not for a distant future, but for
the foreseeable future. ‘A limited arrangement’, the Guardian wrote in a
commentary on 25 August, ‘a limited agreement need not prejudice the future
for all time. If attempts at it could be coupled with negotiations on nuclear-free
zones in Germany...it might even, given skilful bargaining, be made to yield
positive advantages.’®

It seems to me that an even more important factor influencing public opinion
in the UK was the fact that an ideological, social and socio-cultural anti-
communism was not as well developed as it was especially in the USA and the
Federal Republic. To relate this general point to the Berlin question: unlike in
West Germany or the USA, in Britain the defence of Berlin or of West Berlin
was not regarded so much as part of a greater battle against the global
communist threat to the so-called ‘free world’. In the 1950s, this kind of thinking
had not only united Konrad Adenauer and John Foster Dulles, in the years of the
Truman and Eisenhower administrations, it had stabilized German—US relations
politically on the elite level but also on a broader social level. The role of the
British Communist Party in this context was marginal; McCarthy-style witch
hunts had no chance in Britain. It was the Labour Party which represented an
ideology of class struggle, and the Labour Party’s existence and legitimacy were
never questioned in British politics. And Labour was also the bridge over which
—in a complex network of relations—the foreign and security policy thinking of
the British peace movement (for example, of the Campaign for Nuclear
Disarmament—CND) entered into and influenced party-political discourse.*

I

Asked in 1962 which Western politician had done the most for Berlin, the clear
winner in both West Berlin and West Germany was John F.Kennedy: 61 per cent
of the West Berliners and 44 per cent of the West Germans regarded Kennedy’s
behaviour as ‘very good’ or ‘good’. Only 12 per cent and 10 per cent
respectively considered Macmillan’s Berlin policy as ‘very good’ or ‘good’; 25
per cent of the West Germans called the British prime minister’s behaviour
‘poor’ or ‘insufficient’. Only one Western politician received equally bad grades
from an even greater number of West Germans: French President Charles de
Gaulle. Some 28 per cent of the West Germans saw his Berlin policy as ‘poor’ or
‘insufficient’; only 12 per cent praised it as ‘very good’ or ‘good’.#’

These results may be surprising. Was not the French President the single
Western politician who argued forcefully and without compromise for the
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maintenance of the status of Berlin, who was not willing to negotiate with the
Soviets under pressure? The famous headlines of the Bild-Zeitung, quoted at the
beginning of this chapter, blamed Adenauer and Brandt, Kennedy and
Macmillan, but not de Gaulle for the Western passivity. We know the differences
between the French and the ‘Anglo-Saxon’ policies on Berlin and Germany in
the summer of 1961, and we know the political reasons for the French position:
de Gaulle’s endeavour to maintain France’s status as a victorious power of the
Second World War (after 1955, it was only in Berlin where this status was
reflected de facto and de jure). We know about his strategy to build a closer
alliance with the German chancellor so as to gain his support for the French
European initiatives, with the objective also of winning general West German
support for a French policy directed against US hegemony in Western Europe.*®
These reasons and motivations dominating de Gaulle’s Berlin policy but not
substantially related to it were not known to the broader French public, however.
French opinion polls in 1961 did not reflect or support de Gaulle’s tough attitude
and uncompromising rhetoric. In the autumn of 1961, only 30 per cent of the
French surveyed shared the opinion that their president was more able than
Kennedy to deal with Khrushchev; 23 per cent thought exactly the opposite; and
the largest number (47 per cent) were unsure. In August of 1961, 80 per cent of
the people asked were against risking war over Berlin; 62 per cent thought that
negotiations were possible. At the same time, however, 44 per cent wanted
French troops to remain in the city; only 31 per cent supported a withdrawal.
Forty-three per cent were of the opinion that the more the Western world
conceded to the Soviet Union, the more the latter would demand; only 25 per
cent did not share this position.*’

Apart from these positions and data, it is important to note how de Gaulle’s
policy and his rhetoric were obviously developing relatively independently from
the positions, preferences and tendencies of French public opinion. Again, we are
confronted with a situation that warns us not to draw too direct a causal link
between amorphous public opinion and the actions of governments or political
elites. The picture is more complicated. ‘Munich’ is one argument in this regard.
Fears of war could not be ignored in France. ‘Mourir pour Berlin?’ was the
question discussed in the French press. De Gaulle countered this question by
pointing to 1938, which for the French too was not distant pre-history but still
part of the present, a living generational experience. Had not de Gaulle in 1938
been an opponent of the Western policy, that of the British and the French, which
had led to Munich? ‘Un second Munich?’—De Gaulle’s rhetorical worry was the
headline on the front page of Le Monde on 30 August 1961, a paper that
normally did not dramatize the events in Berlin: ‘La crise actuelle n’est pas
encore la grande crise qui menacerait Berlin-Ouest et les droits des allies dans les
secteurs occidenteaux de 1’ancienne capitale.’>°

If General de Gaulle was able to develop his policy toward Berlin and
Germany relatively independently of French public opinion, it was because the
Berlin crisis represented by no means the only and probably not even the most
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burning issue preoccupying the French during those months. For only a few days
after 13 August did Berlin dominate the national headlines. And, despite an
extensive series entitled ‘Pourquoi fuient-ils?’ published by Le Figaro over
several days and on entire pages,’! the main issue of the summer 1961 was not
Berlin but rather Algeria.’> Despite the increasing tensions around the German
city, approximately 70 per cent of the French in the summer of 1961 considered
Algeria to be the ‘most important problem facing France today’.>* Only a few
months before, the generals had organized their putsch in Algiers, the activities of
the Organisation de F Armée Secréte (OAS) had preoccupied the French, and on
20 May 1961, in Evian, negotiations with the Front de Liberation Nationale
(FLN) over Algerian independence had begun. Additionally, the series of
assassinations announced in the spring of 1961 by the OAS had obviously
begun. On 15 July, the organization’s attempt to kill the archbishop of Algiers
had failed; and on 8 September 1961, the assassins reached France. In Pont-sur-
Seine, General de Gaulle narrowly escaped an attempt on his life. These events
overshadowed the Berlin crisis. They probably even created a space for action
which de Gaulle needed for his independent political course on Berlin.

To be sure, de Gaulle’s tough stance and his uncompromising rhetoric were
not followed by corresponding actions. France did reinforce its troops in West
Germany but, unlike the USA and Britain, not its garrison in Berlin. The highest-
ranking French official to visit Berlin after 13 August was the French
ambassador in Bonn, Seydoux. General de Gaulle himself never visited the
divided city: would it have been too much of an honour for the capital of the
‘Reich’, or—at least in 1961—was he making a deliberate attempt to de-escalate
the situation? Only in 1963 when President Kennedy celebrated the greatest
triumph of his German and European policies in Berlin—‘Ich bin ein Berliner!"—
did de Gaulle briefly consider visiting Berlin during his next trip to Germany.>*

What the opinion polls reflect in France and Germany—and in a comparable
way in Britain too—is a clear assessment of power relations on the international
scene but above all the power relations and power hierarchies within the West
itself. Press and people may not have agreed with the US policy under Kennedy,
regarding it as either too soft or wrong for wrong reasons. Nevertheless, in the
eyes of the public, Kennedy was the West’s foremost politician. The West’s
leading nation with regard to Berlin, politically and militarily, was the USA.
Without the USA, any Western policy would have been condemned to failure;
the USA were the ultimate protector not only of West Berlin and West Germany
but of the entire West. No specific political competence was necessary in order
to arrive at this conclusion. In Western public opinion, de Gaulle would never
have been able to become the ‘hero’ that Kennedy so clearly was.

1w

What were the effects of the Berlin crisis and the building of the Wall on
Western European public opinion? The answer to this question has several
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dimensions. On the one hand, the events of August 1961 provided the Western
public once again, this time perhaps more drastically and more clearly related to
the division of Germany, an insight into the ‘true character’ of communism, the
Soviet Union and the East German regime. What had happened in Berlin that
August and what continued to happen there (so-called ‘border incidents’ and
‘Wall murders’) confronted neutralists, supporters of disengagement, and also
peace groups with considerable problems. ‘Let them come to Berlin’ became a
standard argument after 1961. This is especially true for West Germany and West
Berlin. But, even in the British case, we should not underestimate the relation
between the Wall and the slow decline of the disengagement debate. Against the
dominant public image of an aggressive East, whose regimes did not shrink from
violence to achieve their aims and stabilize their rule, one could hardly argue for
the East’s ‘desire for peace’. In this sense, August 1961 fell into the same
category as June 1953 or October 1956.

On the other hand, and this is the second dimension of our answer, not only
for the Western governments, but visibly also for the broader public, the Wall
quite literally cemented the post-1945 status quo of the division of Berlin, of
Germany, of Europe and even of the world. The building of the Wall made it
more difficult to argue for a rapid change in this status quo. The events in Berlin
clearly demonstrated that East and West accepted—or had to accept—this
division, at least de facto, and also the Cold War’s geopolitical spheres of power.
Additionally, it became clear that every attempt to change this status quo
unilaterally carried the risk of war—of nuclear war. In 1961, the USA no longer
possessed the nuclear supremacy of the 1950s. The Sputnik shock, the
intercontinental vulnerability of the USA and the emerging nuclear stalemate and
the idea of ‘mutual assured destruction’ made simple nuclear threats—‘massive
retaliation’—increasingly impossible. The dangers and risks of nuclear war were
perceived by the public. This awareness contributed, above all in Germany, to
the weakening, if not the elimination, of an aggressive or even militant
nationalism of reunification (Wiedervereinigungsnationalismus). Instead, the
events in Berlin made it clear that in this situation of an obviously unchangeable
status quo, an easing of East—West tensions was thinkable only on the basis of
this status quo. Détente against this background meant a pragmatic approach, not
an ideological one, between East and West. On the contrary, the détente of the
1960s was only possible because the basic ideological conflict seemed to be and
indeed was insurmountable.

We should not underestimate the social consequences of this new situation. In
the East as well as in the West, and especially in both East and West Germany,
the 1950s had been dominated by the conflict between the blocs, not only
politically but also socially. In the West, a broad anti-communist consensus
stabilized the political and social status quo including more rightwing,
conservative governments. The gradual acceptance of the status quo and the
renunciation of a policy of permanent attempts to change it created new spaces
and possibilities for social and political developments. To a certain degree, the
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East—West conflict lost its role as the most important constitutive factor not
only in the international order but in domestic socio-political and socio-cultural
developments as well. Without question, this is one reason for the far-reaching
political and social reforms and transformations taking place in all Western
countries during the 1960s and culminating in 1968, although by no means
limited to that single year. Especially in West Germany, the political and social
rise of the left can only be understood as a consequence of the end of the climate
of the Adenauer era with its specific political and social conditions determined
by the Cold War. After 1961, those conditions were no longer valid.

Against this background, further development regarding the Berlin Wall and
public opinion followed two courses. On the one hand, almost all protagonists of
this public opinion condemned—at least in their rhetoric—not only the Wall, but
the SED regime, the GDR, the Soviet Union and communism in general; all were
completely discredited. Opinion polls broadly reflected this attitude. On the other
hand, however, public opinion—not just the political elites—began to accept the
status quo and the beginnings of détente on the basis of it. In this context, it is
remarkable that concrete détente measures began where the Cold War had led, at
the most dangerous crises at the beginning of the 1960s. Like Brandt and his
team, who after 1961 embarked on a policy of local détente in Berlin, the US
government after the Cuban missile crisis—in which the USA for the first time
had become a front-line theatre of the Cold War—began its policy of détente.
Brandt was acting locally, Kennedy globally. The motives and approaches of
their respective policies were, however, similar, if not exactly the same, and
public opinion supported détente at both levels.
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7
The Italian Communist Party between East and
West, 1960—64

Silvio Pons

As the 1960s began, the Italian Communist Party, the PCI, was Western
Europe’s leading communist party, and at the same time an organization with
some features unique within the international communist movement. There were
three major differences: the fact that it was a mass party (which made the PCI
much more permeable to and rooted in society than any other European
communist party); its link to the Italian Constitution (which reflected the Italian
communists’ contribution to developing the system); and the original mark left
by Gramsci’s thinking (which bestowed upon Italian communist culture a
national and intellectual credibility decidedly superior to that enjoyed by other
communist parties). Moreover, after Khrushchev denounced Stalin’s crimes,
Palmiro Togliatti was the only communist leader to speak (in June 1956) of
‘degeneration’ of the Soviet system. This criticism never went down well in
Moscow and served to strengthen the idea of an ‘Italian road’ toward socialism,
different from the Soviet model.!

This was, however, also the limit beyond which Togliatti did not push his
differentiation from the USSR until his final years. The unique features of the PCI
could exist in clear continuity with the international system led by Moscow. This
was made clear in 1956, when Togliatti spearheaded a hard-line position against
Imre Nagy on the eve of the Soviet intervention in Hungary. When the post-
Stalin succession struggle in the USSR was over, the links between Moscow and
the Italian communists seemed to have been renewed: the PCI was the main
beneficiary of the funds that Moscow allocated to all the communist parties; its
organizational networks with Eastern Europe were still in place (although the
extra-legal structures were being dismantled); and political and diplomatic
contacts were reaffirmed by the international communist conferences held in the
Soviet capital in 1957 and through the mutual exchange of delegations.”

Stalin’s successors persisted in perceiving the Cold War as a continuation of
the policy of isolating and suffocating the Russian Revolution, a policy that had
been pursued by the Western powers in the immediate aftermath of the First
World War. The new leaders also conceived of Soviet expansion in Central and
Eastern Europe as a legitimate defence justified by aggression against the USSR
during the Second World War. As a consequence, the West’s leading communist
parties were seen as a strategic reserve and as a tool to influence opinions and
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policies in the nations of Western Europe. This vision was not contested by the
Italian communists, who continued to present themselves as members of the
‘socialist camp’, convinced that the integral defence of the USSR was in their
prime interest, an essential resource for the party’s identity and cohesion.
Although the Soviet invasion of Hungary had devastating effects among
intellectuals and weakened the PCI’s political influence due to the resultant break
with the Italian Socialists, it did not compromise the party’s mass electoral
strength. In international politics, the Soviet leadership’s orientation toward
‘peaceful coexistence’ appeared to open up new areas for the PCI to act and
exercise influence. Although the communists’ isolation in the national political
system was even more marked after the rise of the centre-left alliance of
Christian Democrats and Socialists, the tendency in Italian foreign policy toward
building a new East—West relationship was sufficiently fertile terrain for
engaging in combat.’

Maintaining the Soviet myth, highlighting communism’s powerful expansion
in the Third World, and touting the prospects opened up by the start of
international détente processes were the inseparable elements feeding the PCI’s
international culture throughout the decade following Stalin’s death. This
inheritance was put to the test by international developments in the early 1960s.
In light of the considerations cited thus far, it is no surprise that events within the
international communist movement (the crisis between the USSR and China)
more than international events in and beyond Europe (the U2 spy plane incident,
the Berlin and Cuba crises) served to elicit meaningful reaction from the PCI. In
other words, the organic link with the USSR prioritized the geopolitical position
of Italian communists in the Western arena and marked the boundaries of their
international perception. Therefore, the specific nature of their reaction to the
changes and crises in these years is not to be exaggerated: Italian communists
represented themselves as being on the forefront of politics and culture in the
‘socialist camp’ even though this status was rife with tensions.

The first moment of tension in the international communist movement
emerged between the Soviets and the Chinese at the conference of 81 communist
parties held in Moscow in November of 1960.* On this occasion, the Chinese
presented themselves as the main defenders of an intransigent tendency which
aspired to leadership of the international communist movement, re-launching a
form of ideological orthodoxy and an open anti-imperialistic challenge. The
Italian delegation led by Luigi Longo took a moderate stance in order to prevent
opposing formations from developing. The Italian communists declared their
opposition to any attempt to ‘transform ideological and political dissent...into
dissent regarding state relations between certain socialist countries’.”> This
methodology allowed them to reaffirm positions of principle at the political level
which were diametrically opposed to the theses put forth by the Chinese. In
particular, Longo held firm to a basic motif that had been embraced for some time
by the PCI, solemnly declaring that ‘the socialist revolution does not need to
clear a path for itself using thermonuclear bombs and ruins and endless
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mourning’, and that a nuclear war would destroy ‘the very material bases of
modern civilization’.® At the same time, he confirmed his party’s autonomy and
declared that he rejected ‘any formulation that may lead us to think of parties
that lead and parties that are led’, and stated his belief that ‘there cannot be a
single world leadership of the entire communist movement’.” Both these
positions were to be firmly held by the PCI in subsequent years, reflecting two of
Togliatti’s strategic suppositions.

First, Togliatti expected that the easing of tensions between the superpowers
would allow for a process aimed at bringing an end to the Cold War (and
therefore get the PCI back into the national political arena, from which it had
been alienated since 1947). Second, Togliatti’s strategy entrusted the PCI’s fate
to a simultaneous development both of the ‘socialist camp’ and of bi-polar
coexistence (with the conviction—and illusion—that communism would have a
more promising future than capitalism if it were freed of the old catastrophist
prospects). In this dual perspective, the PCI’s alignment with Soviet foreign
policy was unwavering. To a certain extent, the very opening of the polemical
conflict between the Soviets and the Chinese contributed toward this
identification: defending the ‘peaceful coexistence’ principle against the extreme
positions of the Chinese encouraged Italian communists even more strongly to
uphold Soviet policy as the one most sensible for the whole communist
movement.

This was the case even when Soviet policy led the Italian communists to set
aside their hopes for relaxing the division of Europe. In August of 1961, the
Italian party wholeheartedly fell into line with Moscow’s justifications for the
building of the Berlin Wall. In September, Togliatti publicly voiced his concern
over the crisis in international relations, for which he held the Westerners
entirely responsible. He defended the thesis of economic recognition of East
Germany and presented the building of the Wall as a requirement imposed by the
situation. In other words, Togliatti adhered uncritically to the Soviet position,
showing no sensitivity to the Wall’s symbolic significance in dividing Europe.®
This clearly revealed a contradiction between the Italian communists’ aspiration
for international détente and the Soviets’ rigid bi-polar conception, which left
little room for a dynamic vision of détente.

Despite this, Togliatti appeared satisfied with the reaffirmation of ‘peaceful
coexistence’ made by the Twenty-Second Congress of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union (CPSU) in October of 1961. In his report to the PCI’s
leadership and Central Committee, Togliatti even praised the Soviet slogan of
‘building communism’, sidestepping Khrushchev’s new denunciation of Stalin’s
crimes. This attitude led to perplexity and criticism among many members of the
PCI’s leadership group, exciting intense internal debate. The most important
speech was by Giorgio Amendola, who maintained that the PCI was making too
great a sacrifice on the altar of communist unity; he urged that this ‘fictitious
unity’ be broken and that the Italian communists take on a more active
international role, which should include a contribution to de-Stalinization.’
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Togliatti’s reply was completely negative and uncharacteristically
argumentative, linking a conservative reticence on the issue of de-Stalinization to
prioritizing the issue of the unity of the communist movement.!® Shortly
thereafter, in December of 1961, Longo reported his own conversation with
Mikhail Suslov, in which the Soviet leader had expressed his displeasure over
the ‘anti-Soviet positions’ of some PCI leaders, and regretted the fact that
Togliatti had insisted, as in 1956, that there had been a ‘degeneration’ in the
Soviet system. Suslov had at any rate supported the positions taken by Togliatti
against Amendola and the other leaders who had been critical, and he had
promised a reprisal if these leaders persisted in their ‘anti-Soviet positions’.
Togliatti concluded that a communiqué had to be sent to the CPSU to
acknowledge that ‘there have been erroneous, dangerous positions that we
propose correcting’. In his view, this debate had done the PCI ‘great damage in
the international communist movement’ because the Italians’ prestige was based
on the ‘method of not wounding the sensibilities of brethren parties’, particularly
those of the Soviets, ‘who are facing the great Chinese problem’.!! Togliatti thus
had no difficulty in defending his position of extreme diplomatic caution,
reaffirming his leadership once again based on his privileged connections with
Moscow.

Nevertheless, even Togliatti’s circumspection was put to a severe test by
developments on the Chinese question. While the issue had helped consolidate
the Italian communists’ alignment with Soviet policy in 1960—1961, it was now
to create some friction between the PCI and Moscow, and Togliatti’s efforts
could scarcely alleviate Suslov’s disappointment with the Italian communists. On
12 January 1962, Togliatti addressed a letter to the Soviets to express doubts
concerning their proposal to call the Chinese back to order with a document
signed by the communist parties that had endorsed the Moscow conference
resolution. He feared that the Chinese would see this step as ‘the start of a
struggle against them’ and that consequently ‘the conflict with them, already
quite serious’, would be intensified. Togliatti preferred to stress his concerns
over a break in the international communist movement and maintained that
everything possible should be done ‘to overcome all dissent and reinforce unity
at all times’; but for this very reason, he thought it impossible at that time to call
another conference of the communist parties.!” The problems raised by Togliatti
were likely to have helped induce the Soviets to abandon their proposal. In
February of 1962, they sent their own letter to the Chinese, attacking the
Albanians and appealing for the unity of the movement.'3

In more general terms, it was in 1962 that the Italian communists began
outlining a slight—although in the long run, important—distinction from the
Soviet position on Europe, one which lay in their judgment of the
European Economic Community: with increasing insistence, such communist
leaders as Giorgio Amendola maintained the need to acknowledge the
Community’s existence and also moderated their more ideological opinions of it.
The positions of the Italian communists revolved around the general demand for
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a’revision’ of the Common European Market treaties, and an uncertain
distinction between Europeanism and Atlanticism.'* But, for the time being,
these positions were of a non-official nature and, although they diverged from
the Soviet stance, they were also quite remote from those of the leading parties
of the Western left.!

On the other side, the Italian communists’ identification with Soviet foreign
policy was in fact fully confirmed at the time of the Cuban crisis of October
1962. Once the peak of that crisis had passed, Togliatti took a public stance in
his report to the Tenth PCI Congress in early December, approving the USSR’s
conduct without reservation and condemning the USA’s ‘imperialism’. At the
same time, he made reference to a ‘turning point’ in international relations and to
a re-launching of ‘peaceful coexistence’.!® The Soviets expressed a positive
opinion of the party congress.'” The PCI’s foreign section presented an
optimistic report on the party’s improved relations internationally and with the
USSR.'® Shortly thereafter, on 20 March 1963, Togliatti made a famous speech
in which he focused on nuclear war as threatening the annihilation of all mankind
and linked the party’s future prospects even more closely to those of bi-polar
détente.!” International developments appeared to warrant moderate optimism
when the crisis of late 1962 ended with the international non-proliferation
agreement between the USA and the Soviet Union the following summer.
Nevertheless, it was the Cuban crisis and the subsequent resumption of détente
that aggravated the break with the Chinese, who had no difficulty accusing
Khrushchev of ‘adventurism’ and ‘capitulationism’. But they went further. In
early 1963, after Togliatti had openly criticized China’s attacks on ‘peaceful
coexistence’, a press war broke out between Chinese and Italian communists.
The former openly attacked Togliatti (thereby implicitly recognizing his calibre
as a leader of international communism), and accused him of revisionism and of
‘replacing, on a world scale, class struggle with class collaboration’. The Italian
leader responded with a moderate but firm tone, yielding nothing to the Chinese
position.?%At this point, Togliatti realized that the PCI could no longer declare
itself in principle against calling a conference of communist parties, and told his
party’s Directorate that the Soviets had to be assured ‘that we want to join them
but by debating without polemics’.?!

In June and July of 1963, the crisis between the Soviets and the Chinese flared
up with an exchange of accusations that left no room for mediation and in fact
producing a full-blown break. In its ‘open letter’ of 17 July 1963 to the Chinese
communists, the CPSU claimed for itself the leading role and listed all the
reasons for friction, starting with ‘peaceful coexistence’. Togliatti again
expressed his concern to the PCI Directorate:

Concern for a Conference to be held now with the participation of the CCP
and the Asian parties. This means deepening the rift. What do the Soviet
comrades think of the relations between the two states? Grave
consequences of the break for all the parties. Greater difficulties in



ITALIAN COMMUNIST PARTY BETWEEN EAST AND WEST 99

combating anti-Soviet positions. I am not enthusiastic about how the
Soviet comrades are conducting the debate. They kept quiet for too long
about the Cuba issue as well. Now they are becoming exasperated.
Problems are cropping up too forcefully in relations between the two
countries, creating some perplexities. The foolishness of the Chinese does
not change this impression. Raise with the Soviet comrades our concerns
as to the appropriateness of the conference. We are one of the strongest
parties in dealing with this problem because we have developed our policy
in depth. But the worsening polemics will cause us difficulties.?

Soviet pressure to call a conference of international communism grew in
September and October of 1963. The Italian party sent a delegation to Moscow
with the purpose of repeating their reservations regarding an initiative of this
kind, but it achieved no results. The Soviets declared that, although no decision
had yet been made, ‘many parties’ had requested a conference and that it was
also necessary for the purpose of ‘a position-taking that reaches the Chinese
masses’. They made it clear that the preparatory work was going ahead. The
CPSU and PCI had clearly locked horns. Moreover, as an instrument of pressure,
Moscow used the position of the French Communist Party (PCF), which was
pushing for the convocation of the world conference while ruling out a European
conference, which would have met with the approval of the PCI; the French had
assumed a  sharply polemical attitude  vis-a-vis  their  Italian
comrades.”?Commenting on the delegation’s report, Togliatti declared himself no
less ‘perplexed’ than before on the issue of calling a conference of international
communists: ‘this can only end in a condemnation which will be translated into a
break and spread’. But the main dilemma was of a political nature: ‘the
fundamental problems of interest to the workers’ movement at present are those
being argued between the Soviets and the Chinese, but they are being posed in a
different, more advanced way. The problem is no longer whether or not we are
for détente, but how we are to develop détente policy.’** In truth, this observation
could imply a criticism aimed much more at the Soviets’ conduct of foreign
policy than at the ideological outbursts of the Chinese (which had already been
largely subject to criticism), but Togliatti did not go that far. Nevertheless, the
idea of the unity of the communist movement as defended by Togliatti did not
seem to be in harmony with that defended by the Soviets.

On 13 February 1964, the CPSU sent all communist parties a letter
denouncing the Chinese attempt to create a ‘fractionist bloc’ in the international
communist movement.> This was followed by yet another exchange of invective
between Moscow and Beijing. Even as the Italian communist press continued to
uphold the Soviet position, considerable friction now emerged between Moscow
and the PCI after Togliatti, upon returning from a trip to Yugoslavia, had
defended the Yugoslav communists from Chinese criticism with the argument
that the organization of the ‘socialist world’ could not be reduced to a single bloc
and had cited Stalin’s break with Tito as a negative precedent. These arguments
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irritated the Soviets, who clearly saw in them both a violation of the united front
deemed necessary at such a delicate juncture and an insidious claim for
autonomy. Referring to the results of a trip to the USSR, Longo noted to the
Directorate that Suslov had explicitly expressed his displeasure over Togliatti’s
positions. At the same time, the Soviet position on the ‘Chinese question’ had
further hardened. Although Longo had repeated the PCI’s reservations, Suslov
believed that a conference could not be put off any longer, and called upon the
Italian communists to see the ‘general interest’ and not just their own. Togliatti
repeated his concern that a conference would simply sanction the break,
observing that ‘on both sides, they attack those who don’t take a clear position in
their favour, and want to argue without reaching a split. The prestige of the
parties, of the CPSU and of the Chinese CP, is damaged.” His speech explained
the nexus between the PCI’s stance on the ‘Chinese question’, the openings toward
Yugoslavia, and the hidden expectations of international détente; with an
obvious allusion to the PCI’s prospects, Togliatti noted that the Yugoslavs had
followed their own road ‘without falling into the capitalist camp’ and that ‘there
can be countries that start on the way of socialism without immediately entering
the socialist camp’.2°

The subsequent public stance by the French communists in favour of a world
conference of the communist movement led Togliatti and Longo to write a letter
to the CPSU in an attempt to block the issuing of a formal convocation, which
would have been difficult to refuse.”’ The letter, dated 8 April 1964, stubbornly
laid out the persistent reservations of the Italian communists. A conference
would formalize the break then taking place, thereby causing a ‘schism’ and
creating ‘two organizational centres of the international communist movement in
bitter struggle with one another’; another damaging development would thus be
added—a ‘return, in practice, to conceptions and forms of organization of the
communist parties that have historically been overcome’, which was to
compromise ‘the autonomy of the individual parties’; the two Italian communist
leaders specified that they would never sign any formulation that spelled a step
backward from the distinct ‘national roads’ to socialism.?® Immediately
thereafter, the PCI again sent a delegation to Moscow, but its achievements were
no better than those of the previous one: the Soviets confirmed that they deemed
the conference ‘inevitable’ and essentially refused to take notice of the
reservations made by the Italian communists.”’ Togliatti then came to the
conclusion that these reservations had to be expressed ‘in a new way, which is to
say that our proposal was intended to render the struggle against the Chinese
positions more effective’. To avoid misunderstandings, he reminded the PCI’s
highest leadership that ‘in the world, there is the camp of the communist parties,
and only that. Our party cannot be imagined as not belonging to it. We are not in
power, so our possibilities of movement are more limited.” Enrico Berlinguer
interpreted Togliatti’s thought clearly, noting that ‘beyond our autonomy, we
must safeguard the link with the CPSU. Dissent with the CPSU is one thing, a
break with it is quite another thing—and inadmissible.”3"
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On 22 May, Togliatti and Longo wrote another letter to the CPSU: they
remained firm on the positions they had already taken, specifying that the PCI
would take part in the conference if it were called, but that the party considered
it counterproductive to the movement’s unity. This time, however, they
expressed themselves polemically against the French communists, who at their
recent congress had called for the convocation of the conference and stressed
their closeness to the CPSU—and, plain as day, drew attention to their distance
from the PCL3! According to the two Italian leaders, this French attitude
constituted a ‘manifestation of the spirit of intolerance that led our movement to
commit serious errors in the past’ .>> The statement sounded like nothing less
than criticism of Suslov, who had taken part in the congress of French communists
and had heaped praise on them. The reply by the Soviets on 25 June was no less
obstinate: they asked the PCI to support the initiative in the name of the
movement’s unity and to this end also to ‘put an immediate stop to the divisive
action’.?® In the debate at the Directorate, Togliatti called for maximum
flexibility of behaviour, to differ from the Soviets without rejecting participation
in the conference a priori:

Don’t give the impression that we don’t comprehend the general needs of
the movement. There is a centrifugal process underway that must be
brought under control. It is not in our interest that the Soviet leadership
group’s prestige be shaken in the international movement... Avoid
distancing our party from the CPSU, which would create a serious
situation.*

On 7 July, the Italians responded that ‘nothing has occurred that would lead us to
think we have overcome our reservations and concerns about convoking the
international conference at the present time’; the communist movement was
facing new problems, which could not be dealt with merely by reaffirming the
documents from the 1960 conference, which were in many ways outmoded.>

It is clear this was a dialogue in which neither side listened to the other,
although it did not herald any traumatic event. On 30 July 1964, the CPSU sent a
letter to all the parties which in fact started the process leading up to the
conference, aiming to meet in Moscow in December of that year.>® Shortly
thereafter, Togliatti visited the USSR to speak directly with the Soviets, and it
was there that he died in August 1964. The issue of the proposed conference of
international communists remained on the agenda, but nothing was to come of
it.

Some concluding remarks are in order. The crisis in Sino-Soviet relations
dealt a harsh blow to the concept of a “polycentric’ evolution of the communist
movement capable of adjusting to a new international system characterized by bi-
polar détente, thereby leaving the PCI the prospect of a ‘road to socialism’ in
Italy other than immediate membership in the ‘socialist camp’. The position
taken by the PCI was inspired by prudent diplomacy, which, on the one hand,
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adhered fully to Soviet foreign policy and, on the other, strayed subtly from the
USSR'’s tendency to force a taking of sides within the communist movement.
Togliatti drew a distinction between dissenting from the Chinese in their
positions and excommunicating them, dodging Moscow’s demand to call a new
conference of communist parties for that purpose. The Italian communists thus
sketched out a realistic acknowledgement of the extent of the Sino-Soviet conflict,
a critique of Chinese extremism and a cautious positioning aimed at thwarting
another fissure in the communist movement.

Nevertheless, this did not keep the break from becoming public and involving
the PCI as well. In this circumstance too, Togliatti maintained a moderate and
realistic tone in response to the dogmatic accusations of ‘revisionism’ hurled
against him by the Chinese. All the same, the break between China and the USSR
was inevitable and was also precipitated. From that moment on, Togliatti
expressed increasing concern over the ideological and non-political nature of the
discussion (which in his eyes boiled down to making a pronouncement for or
against détente as opposed to furthering the development of that policy) and was
quite pessimistic as to the possibility of preserving the unity of the communist
movement. But he did not modify the view he had held up to that time against
further exacerbating the issue and continued to resist Soviet pressure to
excommunicate the Chinese.

However, the cautious stance taken by Togliatti during the crisis between
Moscow and Beijing only partially represented a transition toward a new
relationship between the PCI and the USSR. Togliatti’s emphasis was mainly on
the need to preserve the unity of the international communist movement as
expressed in his renowned Yalta memoir—his political testament and the
celebrated Magna Carta of the PCI’s autonomy—written in the summer of 1964,
shortly before his death. This document displayed Togliatti’s realistic pessimism
regarding relations between China and the USSR as much as it expressed his
appeal to the relationship with the USSR as an element in the party’s cohesion. His
thesis of ‘unity in diversity’ still made reference to the USSR’s constituent role,
underestimating the Soviets’ tendency to absorb the function of the communist
movement into its own policy of power with the ambition of exercising
undisputed leadership over the anti-imperialist forces. And it was with this less-
than-clear inheritance that the post-Togliatti leadership had to contend with the
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia.
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Britain, East Germany and Détente: British
Policy toward the GDR and West Germany’s
‘Policy of Movement’, 1955-65

Klaus Larres

During the Cold War, Britain’s foreign policy was a very cautious one. In general,
London conducted relations with the Soviet Union and its Eastern European
satellite states in a much more circumspect way than did the USA. Both in the
second half of the 1940s as well as in the 1950s and 1960s, British prime
ministers from Attlee to Wilson pursued a policy which continued the close
alignment with the USA and, on the whole, also successfully managed to avoid
dangerous military entanglements. For instance, after the initial commitment of
fighting the war in Korea, London could not be persuaded to contribute to
General MacArthur’s envisaged escalation of the conflict. Prime Minister Attlee
even felt the need to travel to Washington in early December 1950 to persuade
President Truman not to consider deploying atomic bombs in the Korean War.!
The British also refused strong US pressure to provide military assistance to the
desperate French position at their Indo-Chinese military base at Dien Bien Phu in
1954; a decade later, Britain rigorously ignored US requests to participate in the
Vietnam War.? London also often managed to avoid being drawn into overly
rigid and fundamentalist political-diplomatic positions toward that superpower
and its allies beyond the Iron Curtain. During the first two decades of the Cold War,
for example, the British recognized Mao’s China while it took the USA until the
early 1970s to accept the diplomatic existence of a communist China.>

On occasion and particularly during the early Cold War years when Britain
still viewed itself as one of the world’s leading great powers, London did not
shrink from openly adhering to policies which were not favoured in Washington.
Rather than pursuing a course which would not antagonize the USA, Prime
Ministers Churchill, Eden and Macmillan did their utmost to bring about a summit
conference with the Soviet Union, which they believed would be a major
contribution to de-escalating the Cold War and defusing the tension surrounding
the German question, including the situation in divided Berlin. While Churchill
merely talked about travelling to Moscow in the early to mid-1950s but did not
dare to do so given the strong opposition of President Eisenhower, Macmillan
chose to ignore US wishes and actually embarked on his controversial journey to
the USSR in the summer of 1959. A similar independence of mind can be seen
in both the British government’s policy toward the German Democratic Republic
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(GDR) during the 1950s and 1960s and London’s strong support for West
Germany’s cautious and very slow policy of rapprochement with Eastern Europe
toward the end of the Adenauer era.

This chapter deals with two distinct but closely connected issues. It first
investigates Britain’s perception of the GDR and London’s policy toward the
non-recognition of the second German state. Above all, we will examine the
uneasy position the British found themselves in with respect to their Western
allies. While in principle London fully agreed to the diplomatic non-recognition
of the Ulbricht regime—it even had been one of the decisive initiators of this
policy in late 1949—by the mid-1950s the British were increasingly keen on
trading with the GDR. This however, caused much anger in West Germany and
also some in the USA. Britain was thus in the difficult position of having to
balance its own economic interests with great efforts not to displease Bonn and
Washington.

Second, the chapter explores the interconnection of recognition, trade relations
and détente including Britain’s perception of West German Foreign Minister
Gerhard Schrdder’s ‘Policy of Movement’ in the early to mid-1960s. London
strongly approved of Foreign Minister Schroder’s cautiously initiated détente
policy; Whitehall appreciated that Schroder was able to continue this policy
while maintaining his post in the new Erhard government which took office after
Adenauer’s retirement on 15 October 1963. As carly as the late 1950s, the
Macmillan government had concluded that non-recognition of the GDR was an
unwise and counterproductive policy. After all, it was obvious that the GDR did
exist, continued to enjoy the unflagging support of the Soviet Union, was
supported by a growing number of East Germans (as it seemed to the West) and
also managed to expand its economic base. The British concluded that the East
German state would undoubtedly remain in existence for a prolonged period of
time. It seemed that for Britain to overcome the tension of the Cold War and
arrive at a rapprochement with the USSR meant the acceptance of existing
realities: this included the existence and de facto recognition of the GDR. Long
before Willy Brandt’s Ostpolitik of the early 1970s, it was already argued in
London that the possibility of developing an enduring East—West détente and a
de-escalation of Cold War tension surrounding the German question would only
arise if Moscow’s Eastern European sphere of influence was accepted by the
West. The results achieved by both Ostpolitik and the 1975 Helsinki conference’
were essentially the political aims which the British had cautiously begun to
pursue in the late 1950s and early 1960s.

Prior to the official international recognition of the GDR in early 1973, British
governments of all political persuasions, from Macmillan to Wilson, largely
agreed on a very similar if not identical policy toward the GDR and on the need
to support the development of a genuine East—West détente. It was also fully
recognized in London that Britain’s relations with the GDR ought to be
conducted with a view to West Germany. In fact, London’s relations with East
Berlin were influenced significantly by British—West German political and
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economic competition as well as Bonn’s reluctance to consider East—West
détente and a more flexible policy in the German unification question.°

Britain and the ‘Creeping Recognition’ of the GDR, 1949-57

With the founding of the German Democratic Republic in October 1949, Britain
and the other Western allies began to insist on the international non-recognition
of the East German state.” The Foreign Office persistently argued that ‘in the
absence of a peace treaty with a unified Germany’ and in view of the fact that the
GDR could not be regarded as a normal state, there could be ‘no question of
recognising the German authorities there as a ‘government’. London was
convinced that ‘the German authorities in East Germany...fail the test for
recognition as a government, since they are not independent’; after all, the GDR
was ‘entirely dependent’ on the military and economic support of the Soviet
Union.? Britain adhered to its position that the West German government was ‘the
only truly constitutional and legitimate government in Germany’; it was ‘the only
government entitled to speak for Germany in internal affairs’.” Only after the
Basic Treaty was concluded between Bonn and East Berlin in November/
December 1972 did London establish diplomatic relations with the GDR in early
1973.10

During the early and mid-1950s in particular, British policy makers were
convinced that any official or unofficial dealings with East Berlin would boost
the prestige of the undemocratic regime in the Soviet occupation zone. It was
also clear that any contacts with East Germany would be deeply resented by the
West German government in Bonn.!! Furthermore, it was apparent that once one
of the allied powers recognized the GDR, many other governments, particularly
in the developing world, would follow suit and thereby strengthen the Soviet
Union’s dictatorial client state. That would enable Moscow to lay claim to an
important victory in the Cold War.!?

Thus, political recognition—either de jure or de facto—was out of the question
for decision makers in Britain. While London could not afford to endanger its
friendly relations with Bonn and Washington, recognition would also have run
counter to political-ethical principles held in Westminster. Particularly in the
early part of the 1960s, East Germany’s image remained badly tarnished by the
Berlin Wall, erected in August 1961. Still, in the late 1950s and the 1960s, the
British became increasingly doubtful about the value of adhering to the Western
non-recognition doctrine. Largely due to the prolonged Berlin Crisis of 195863
and the fallout from the dangerous 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, the Soviet Union
had succeeded in dividing the united front of anti-communism and non-
recognition in the Western alliance to a considerable extent. Indeed, throughout
the 1960s, one could observe a certain ‘creeping recognition’ of the GDR in the
Western hemisphere and notably in the developing and non-aligned world.'3

As far as the British were concerned, the Ulbricht regime was particularly able
to make progress toward de facto recognition of the GDR in the field of
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economic and trade relations. For instance, the first British-East German
business deal, albeit a private one, was concluded less than four years after the
establishment of the GDR during the Leipzig trade fair in the autumn of 1953
and thus only a few months after the uprising of 17 June.'* Subsequently there
were only muted objections in London to the exploitation of an increasing
number of private business contacts between the independent Federation of
British Industry (FBI) and its successor organization the Confederation of British
Industry (CBI) and their East German counterparts. Although behind the scenes
the British government became increasingly involved in the complex and
gradually expanding trade deals with the GDR, London did its utmost to ensure
that this would not become public knowledge."

In the second half of the 1950s, the beginnings of an indirect and informal
trading relationship with the GDR and a simultaneous mental weakening of the
non-recognition doctrine could be clearly observed in Britain. Continuing
Churchill’s early Cold War summit diplomacy, both Prime Minister Anthony
Eden and, during the Berlin Crisis, even more clearly his successor Harold
Macmillan believed that it was becoming increasingly urgent to overcome the
dangerous instability of the Cold War in Europe by achieving a rapprochement
between East and West. Setting up neutral zones in the middle of Europe to
disengage East and West from each other was seen as a way to reduce Cold War
tension; it was also a solution viewed favourably by the Soviet Union. Such
schemes which indirectly acknowledged the reality of a divided Germany were,
however, strongly opposed by both Bonn and Washington.'® Yet, Macmillan’s
ten-day visit to Moscow between 21 February and 3 March 1959 led to Foreign
Secretary Selwyn Lloyd’s tentative declaration to Khrushchev that Britain might
be prepared to recognize the GDR. That caused a severe crisis in British—West
German relations and to some degree also in Anglo-American relations.!”
Although for the time being this kind of thinking was buried and the policy of
non-recognition was upheld, the ‘creeping recognition’ of the GDR did continue.

Both before and after the erection of the Wall, the British government
continued to reject any official trade links with the GDR; it also remained very
cautious about a rapprochement with East Berlin in the political and cultural
spheres.!® In the 1950s and 1960s, Britain’s policy remained ‘based on the
general principle that contacts with East Germany should not be encouraged
(except in certain circumstances, for trade contacts) and that all East Germans
whose visits have a predominantly political character should be excluded’ from
the UK." Yet, in view of increasing pressure by British industry and a number
of MPs with close business links, the Macmillan government felt that it was
imprudent to take West German protestations too much into consideration. Bonn
claimed that its own trade with the East Germans isolated the GDR and drove a
wedge between East Berlin and Moscow. It also facilitated the purchase of ‘major
political concessions’ and substantially helped ‘to humanise conditions in the
Soviet zone by offers of economic benefits in exchange’. In contrast, it was
argued that British and other Western trade contacts with East Berlin would only
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‘stabilise the regime’; it was therefore unacceptable to the Federal Republic
(FRG).?

Neither the Macmillan government nor its successors had much sympathy for
this not entirely convincing West German point of view. Not least due to
Britain’s increasingly difficult economic situation and its rising trade deficit with
the outside world, West Germany’s flourishing inter-zonal trade with the GDR was
regarded with envy in Whitehall. For instance, a major steel export deal valued
at £40 million was lost as the Board refused to give a credit guarantee which
would have gone beyond the 1959 trade agreement between the East German
Kammer fiir Aussenhandel (KfA) and the Federation of British Industry, and
would thus have met with strong West German condemnation. There was much
public criticism of this inflexibility and Britain’s exaggerated willingness to take
West Germany’s wishes into consideration. By the mid-1960s, this and similar
cases had made some sections of British business and industry develop the view
that essentially Britain’s policy toward the GDR was made in Bonn.?!

By 1960, Western states including the FRG and Britain but not the USA had
entered into private or even semi-official trade relations with the GDR. This
appeared to be a cautious movement toward de facto recognition of the GDR.
This dilution of the original non-recognition doctrine was closely observed in
East Berlin. Accordingly, Ulbricht believed during the 1960s that the GDR’s
endeavours to overcome its international isolation were most likely to succeed
with Britain, a country whose postwar economic situation was less than
satisfactory.?? This reflected the British government’s belief that it was regarded
as a soft target for East German propaganda. The GDR appeared to have
embarked on increased propaganda activities in Britain in order to obtain
‘popular recognition as a means of pressure for ultimate official recognition’.?3
The Foreign Office was convinced that Britain was a ‘particularly favourable
ground’ for the effectiveness of East German propaganda due to ‘a combination
of circumstances’. These consisted of three important factors which the GDR
skilfully attempted to exploit. First, there existed a ‘deep-seated mistrust of a
strong Germany in general and of the Federal Republic in particular’. Second,
British industry was keen on trading with the GDR; there were also close
contacts between some British MPs from both major parties and representatives
of the East German regime. And last, it was widely believed in the Foreign
Office without undue modesty that Britain’s liberal laws and regulations
‘regarding the admission of foreigners played into the hands of the GDR’.2*

The East German leadership did indeed have reason to believe that it might be
possible to exploit the resentment which existed in London against the booming
West Germany and its economic miracle. After all, throughout the decade, a
number of British parliamentarians of all political persuasions kept reminding the
successive governments of the huge difference in trade volume with the GDR
between West Germany and Britain. Even as late as 1971, for instance, after
more than a decade and a half of more or less intensive British-East German
trade relations, Britain’s exports to the GDR had a value of only £17 million,
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while West Germany’s exports to the GDR were worth almost 20 times this
amount (approximately £250 million). It was therefore perhaps not too surprising
that a number of British MPs tended to agree with the claims made by East German
propaganda that only the recognition of the GDR would boost British-East
German trade relations.?

Although the assumption that recognition would result in improved trade
relations was always disputed by the Foreign Office,?® East Berlin never grew
tired of hoping that closer trade relations would eventually lead to that very
result. In contrast, the Foreign Office was convinced, however, that closer trade
relations and de facto recognition of the GDR would further a climate of détente
and perhaps result in the possibility of overcoming the Cold War for good.
Neither the GDR nor Britain believed that the policy of non-recognition, limited
trade, the long-standing Western ‘policy of strength’ and the FRG’s unification
ambitions were advantageous for either side in the Cold War. Toward the end of
the Eisenhower administration and during John F. Kennedy’s tenure in office,
this also became the view of the USA.?’

The Interconnection of Recognition, Trade Relations, and
Détente, 1958—64

The first real breakthrough regarding some degree of recognition of the GDR by
the Western world occurred in the course of the Berlin Crisis of 1958-63 and
under the impact of the 1962 Cuban missile crisis. It became clear that, under US
leadership, the West was slowly moving away from wholeheartedly supporting
West Germany’s rigid non-recognition policy in favour of a new spirit of
rapprochement with the Eastern bloc. By implication, this meant the acceptance
of Khrushchev’s ‘two-state theory’ and the definite removal of any serious
consideration of German unification from the agenda of East—West
negotiations. As early as in May and June 1959, delegations from both German
states were given permission for the first time ever to attend the four-power
foreign ministers’ conference in Geneva as advisers, of which Britain strongly
approved. This was interpreted by East Berlin and Moscow as the international
de facto recognition of Ulbricht’s state. The Foreign Office felt confirmed in its
conviction that recognition and détente were closely related factors.?®

Despite all the short-term anger expressed everywhere in the Western world,
the building of the Berlin Wall on 13 August 1961 paradoxically led to a gradual
worldwide acknowledgement that the GDR was indeed a separate state with its
own distinct territory and political and cultural identity.”’ In London, in fact, the
building of the Wall was seen as an opportunity to further a rapprochement in
East—West relations on the basis of clear spheres of influence. Thus, the Wall
not only helped the internal stabilization of the GDR, it also contributed to the
development of East—West détente. Toward the end of 1961, the British
government reinvigorated its attempts to push the Western alliance down the
road toward recognizing the GDR, including the Oder-Neisse line. For example,
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at the Bermuda meeting with Kennedy in December 1961, Macmillan explained
to the US president that non-recognition of the GDR was an unrealistic policy.
He claimed that neither the Western alliance nor even the majority of West
Germans were keen on German unification.?? By late 1961, it was generally
accepted within the British government that ‘by no means all the consequences
of the Wall have been negative’. Although ‘formally’ the West had to regret it,
the Wall ‘had removed a great deal of Berlin’s sting from the Soviet point of
view’ and in fact it had ‘made negotiations easier’.’!

Yet, the West was not prepared to move too fast. Despite realizing the
potential advantages for an improvement of East—West relations thanks to the
Wall, it was also seen as a highly objectionable and despicable symbol of the
‘evil empire’. When only a few months after the building of the Wall, East Berlin
proposed setting up consular offices in West European capitals, the idea was
angrily rejected.’> But the GDR was not easily disheartened. In December 1961,
the Volkskammer’s interparliamentary group cheekily invited an international
conference of parliamentarians to Weimar to outline the necessity of the ‘security
measures’ taken in August 1961. In March of the following year, the GDR
expressed a desire to explain its own distinctive disarmament concept to the UN
disarmament conference in Geneva; yet the Western allies ensured that as an
internationally unrecognized state the GDR did not receive an invitation to the
conference.?

With the Berlin crisis continuing after the building of the Wall and the Soviets
‘engaging in a sort of noisy inactivity vis-a-vis the West’, Britain considered
taking the initiative in early 1962. Once again, the Macmillan government began
toying with disengagement schemes and other ‘fall-back positions’ including the
recognition of the GDR as a sovereign state so as to de-escalate East—West
tensions.>* In a conversation with Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko in
Geneva on 21 March 1962, Foreign Secretary Lord Home referred to the GDR
regime as a sovereign government and also to the possibility of de facto
recognition. He told Gromyko: The Russians must not expect us to give de jure
recognition to East Germany, but he could say that we did not want to upset the
government of East Germany or infringe upon their sovereignty.’>> Most
politicians and officials in London were aware, however, that the prospects for
the conversion of such views into practical politics were severely limited. Apart
from firm West German resistance, it was also most questionable whether the
Americans were ‘prepared to go as far as we should consider acceptable in the
direction of recognizing the sovereignty of the D.D.R.; accepting its frontiers;
restricting nuclear weapons for German forces; and so on.”3® This kind of
thinking did not help reverse the rapid deterioration in British—West German
relations which had begun with Macmillan’s Moscow trip in 1959. It continued
unabated; in late September 1962 the German ambassador was told about the
undesirability of a visit by the Chancellor to London with the flimsy excuse that

‘there was always the problem of our climate at this time of the year’.’’
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Although Lord Home’s sentiments regarding the GDR’s sovereignty were not
repeated subsequently,?® Macmillan’s trusted Private Secretary Philip de Zulueta
was still arguing in November 1962 that ‘much the best solution would be a tacit
acceptance by both sides of the status quo, that is Soviet acceptance of the Allied
presence and rights in Berlin and Allied acceptance of the existence of the D.D.R.".
He was hopeful that ‘President Kennedy might be ready to speak frankly to Dr
Adenauer when the latter visits Washington’; he thought that Kennedy might tell
the old chancellor ‘that he must now swallow some form of recognition of the
D.D.R.’.*° Other officials shared his reasoning. Sir Christopher Steel at the Bonn
Embassy, for example, wrote to the Foreign Office that he believed there was
‘fundamentally only one direction in which a long-term modus vivendi over
Berlin can be obtained. That is the exchange of some degree of recognition for
the East German regime against new hard and fast arrangements for access, our
troops of course remaining.*’ Serious consideration of the British proposals
was, however, prevented by continued West German and US opposition to the
Macmillan government’s readiness to give in over Berlin and to recognize the
GDR as Khrushchev had requested. There were also accusations in the German
press that Britain was attempting to appease the Soviet Union.*! London was
aware that it had to tread carefully. After all, the British wished to obtain West
German support for its EEC applications; thus both in 1961-62 and in the years
prior to 1967 (when London applied for the second time after French President
de Gaulle had vetoed the first application in early 1963), the British were careful
not to alienate Bonn too much by taking an overly forceful position on the
West’s new policy of détente toward the Soviet Union. The British therefore left
it largely to the Kennedy and Johnson administrations to enlighten the West
Germans about the alliance’s new policy toward the Soviet Union and its satellite
states.*?

During both John F.Kennedy’s presidency and Lyndon Johnson’s subsequent
administration, it became increasingly obvious that the West considered NATO
as an instrument for protecting West Berlin and West Germany rather than for
bringing about German unification. It was also seen as a device for implementing
East—West détente on the basis of a divided Europe. In May 1964, Johnson had
spoken of the necessity of ‘building bridges’ between East and West; in October
1966, he proposed the idea of ‘peaceful engagement’ with the countries of the
Eastern Bloc. Subsequently, the important Harmel Report, approved by the
NATO Council in December 1967, and the NATO Council of Ministers’ meeting
in Reykjavik in June 1968 expressed the desire to make progress with East—
West détente and commence negotiations for troop reductions in Europe.*?

In West Germany, the developments in international politics were reflected in
new Foreign Minister Gerhard Schrdder’s ‘policy of movement’—a cautious,
mostly economic opening to several Eastern European countries; the focus was
no longer only on attempting to achieve an improvement of relations with the
Soviet Union.** From the early 1960s, West Germany began to lean toward the
elimination of the increasingly outdated Hallstein Doctrine. It was gradually
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realized in Bonn that the rigid political and legal aspects of Adenauer’s
traditional ‘policy of strength’ toward the East was self-defeating; it
unnecessarily isolated West Germany both in Eastern Europe and in the
developing world.** It also made the FRG’s relations with its Western allies
increasingly difficult. But Bonn was still a long way from embarking on the
course advocated by a 1967 declaration of the Warsaw Pact countries which
encouraged West Germany to recognize the GDR and to bring about an East—
West rapprochement. Instead, Schroder, whom Adenauer had first appointed
foreign minister in 1961, favoured undermining the GDR by continuing Bonn’s
long-standing policy of ignoring the state while simultaneously embarking on an
improvement of relations between Bonn and most Eastern European countries.
Schroder intended to encircle the GDR with a complex net of trade treaties,
thereby hoping to isolate it in Eastern Europe and depict its non-recognized
status as a highly anachronistic one. In 1963, Bonn concluded trade treaties with
Poland, Rumania and Hungary; a year later, a treaty with Bulgaria followed;
trade missions were established in each case. Only the Czech government was
hesitant to embark on such a course as it resented the inclusion of West Berlin in
the envisaged trade treaty.*¢

Although Schrdder only modified and essentially continued West Germany’s
priority of obtaining unification, London regarded him as a progressive German
politician who clearly favoured the further strengthening of the Atlantic alliance;
he did not seem to sympathize too much with French President de Gaulle’s
rather independent and iconoclastic Cold War approach.*’ This contributed to the
fact that Britain belatedly recognized in the early to mid-1960s that West
Germany was not merely a major source of tension in the East—West conflict
but had actually become one of the Cold War’s major players. London began to
treat West Germany’s policy initiatives with greater respect and attention than
heretofore; this soon led to a certain improvement in British-German relations. It
was hoped that this would be useful in obtaining West German support for
Britain’s EEC ambitions.

Still, in view of West Germany’s new treaty relationship with various Eastern
European countries, London felt encouraged in late 1963 to upgrade the British
trade missions in Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania to the status of full embassies.
Behind the scenes, moreover, Britain continued its attempts to push the Western
alliance toward Britain’s preferred policy on the recognition question and away
from Adenauer’s long-standing policy of strength. As it appeared to be
impossible to implement a wholesale policy of East—West détente after the failure
of the disastrous four-power summit meeting in Paris in May 1960, British
foreign policy attempted to prop up the stability and self-confidence of Eastern
Europe. In the summer of 1962, London entered into a secret agreement with
Poland regarding the Oder-Neisse line. This commitment essentially ran counter
to British reassurances to West Germany, repeatedly uttered since 1949, that
Britain fully supported West German ambitions to obtain reunification with East
Germany. According to a recent insightful doctoral thesis, Macmillan’s policy in
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this respect rested on three main considerations: (1) Bonn would eventually have
to accept the Oder-Neisse Line in any case; (2) it would put Britain at a political
and economic advantage when a rapprochement between West Germany and
Eastern Europe would eventually occur; (3) there was little risk that the USA
would oppose the British move if it found out about it as the Kennedy
administration was not supportive of Adenauer’s rigid, legalistic position in the
unification question.*® One should add that the British were also well aware that
Germany had to be convinced to accept the Oder-Neisse line because otherwise
Poland would continue to feel utterly dependent on a Soviet security guarantee,
thus prolonging Moscow’s hold on Poland.*

London had realized at an early stage in the Cold War that the widespread
Eastern European perception of a continuing German threat and renewed
German militarism—as emphasized by Moscow—was one of the Soviet Union’s
most potent weapons in its arsenal for continuing to subjugate Eastern Europe.
Unless West Germany itself took some action to undermine these allegations,
détente with Eastern Europe would prove very difficult if not impossible; the full
international recognition of the Oder-Neisse line was the best reassurance West
Germany could offer Poland and the other Eastern European countries about
Bonn’s peaceful and non-revanchist foreign policy. Although Britain’s secret
pledge to Poland constituted a violation of its commitments to help West
Germany realize its political priorities, it was a very real effort to reduce tension
in Europe and bring about an East—West détente. The secret nature of the deal
was an attempt to overcome the stalemate in the Cold War as well as Western
disenchantment with Bonn’s slow movement toward a more flexible policy with
respect to Eastern Europe—while at the same time avoiding alienation of West
Germany. Britain always believed that it was better to reduce tension in Europe,
including strengthening the stability of the GDR, rather than having to deal with
an Eastern Europe and an East German state which were about to collapse for
either political or economic reasons; it was believed that such developments would
bring about a very serious crisis. Britain also had its economic advantages very
much in mind. London never overlooked the fact that Eastern Europe was a huge
potential export market for British products; establishing good relations with
countries such as Poland therefore made good political as well as economic
sense.

This new evolving attitude toward East—West relations and the GDR
recognition question became apparent in connection with the initialling of the
Nuclear (or Partial) Test Ban Treaty on 25 July 1963 by the USA, Britain and the
Soviet Union; it had been negotiated in complex and difficult rounds of talks over
the previous eight years. While Britain had been able to act as a generally
respected mediator between the superpowers in the negotiations, the new ‘policy
of engagement’ which Washington and Moscow were prepared to embark upon
in the aftermath of the Cuban missile crisis had been decisive for the conclusion
of the pact. The treaty was of unlimited duration and represented a major
milestone on the road to an East—West rapprochement; it entered into force on
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10 October 1963. The Test Ban Treaty forbade nuclear tests in the atmosphere,
underwater and in space but not underground; despite this limited nature, the
nuclear powers France and China refused to sign it.’° It was therefore regarded
as vitally important that as many other countries as possible, including non-
nuclear powers, sign the treaty. West Germany, however, protested vehemently
when the non-recognized GDR was allowed to accede to it.>!

Both Kennedy and Macmillan were keen on de-escalating the international
arms race and preventing further dangerous pollution of the environment by
unlimited test explosions which had been proliferating since 1945. Given that
negotiating the treaty with the Soviet Union had been difficult enough, both
politicians were also keen on avoiding all unnecessary complications with the
ratification of the Test Ban Treaty in the national parliaments. They therefore
refused to give in to Bonn’s desire to see East Germany excluded from signing
it. London was convinced that the West Germans were vastly exaggerating the
risk that the GDR’s signing of the Test Ban Treaty would lead to an improved
international standing for Ulbricht’s regime. At the same time, the British wished
to court favour with Bonn and were thus prepared to make great efforts to
diminish any West German apprehensions. Yet, it was quickly recognized that the
mere assurance that Britain would ‘avoid any actions which might be construed
as an act of recognition of the D.D.R.” was not sufficient to satisfy Bonn.’?> West
German Foreign Minister Schroder even went so far as to ask Lord Home, his
British counterpart, to make London’s private reassurances public by writing in
this vein ‘to all states of the world not having diplomatic relations with the
Soviet-occupied Zone’. Bonn expected that both Britain and the USA would
make it ‘unambiguously’ clear that despite the Test Ban Treaty’s having been
signed by unrecognized states ‘no treaty-like relations come into existence
between them and territories they have not recognized as states’.>* Although this
was regarded as an unjustified and quite unreasonable fear, London and
Washington agreed to Schroder’s request. Only the Federal Republic’s desire to
see the GDR excluded from any conference convened under the Treaty was not
accepted because Moscow was likely to object.>*

While the new Erhard government in Bonn was grateful to the British for their
readiness to make their views on the recognition question clear to the world, the
West Germans did not cease ‘making a fuss over East German accession to the
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty’.>> Above all, the FRG feared that ‘a number of
neutralist states’ might soon begin talking about East Berlin’s ‘national
sovereignty’.’® However, there was not much else the British could reasonably
be expected to do. The Federal Republic had to be content with the fact that the
two Western powers would neither permit the East German signature on their
copy of the treaty nor would they be prepared to receive the instruments of
ratification or accession from the GDR. Instead, they would accept notification
from the Soviet government that such instruments and the East German signature
had been obtained in Moscow. London and Washington made it clear that they
believed East Berlin had not entered into a treaty relationship with the West but
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was bound to observe the Test Ban Treaty due to its contractual relationship with
the Soviet Union. It was generally concluded in London that Ulbricht was so
keen on signing an international treaty that the East Berlin regime would behave
in a reasonable way so as to ‘appear as a responsible government’. In any case, it
could be expected that subsequently the East Berlin regime would try to exploit
the very fact of its signature; it would maintain that it signified the international
recognition of the GDR ‘irrespective of whether we accept it or not’.%’

Bonn was also disappointed with the Western and particularly the British
reaction to the building of the Wall. Despite strong Western condemnation of the
construction of this horrendous barrier, London still appeared to be overly keen
on re-establishing trade relations with the GDR after their brief interruption due
to the events of August 1961. As London did not recognize the GDR, there was
naturally ‘no question of official participation’ in the Leipzig Spring Fair in
March 1962, the first such event after the construction of the Berlin Wall. In
British governmental circles, however, it was argued that the government ought
not deter the FBI and British firms from attending the fair. After all, it did not
appear as if the West Germans themselves were actively preventing or even
discouraging their businessmen from attending.”® Bonn was not even planning
‘to reduce inter-zonal trade at all’.>°

Most Foreign Office officials sympathized with the view of not advising against
participation in the Leipzig trade fair; this approach was particularly forcefully
defended by the Board of Trade. The Foreign Office also believed that it would
be inadvisable for Britain to commence an economic warfare campaign against
the GDR.%° Officials were even prepared to ignore the wishes of NATO. While it
would be disappointing ‘if we were left in an isolated position in NATQO’, it was
in Britain’s interest to trade with East Germany and to do so in the most efficient
way possible. “We must ensure that our goods are known and a trade fair is one
of the best ways of achieving this.”®' Moreover, if respectable British firms were
encouraged not to attend, the only British firms present would be those of a more
dubious character and they would undoubtedly claim that they were
representatives of British industry.®” Yet, it was realized that the government
faced a dilemma: ‘Although it is in the United Kingdom’s interest to trade with
East Germany, it is contrary to our interest to take any action which will help the
regime to bolster their prestige.’®> The majority of officials at both the Foreign
Office and the Board of Trade appeared to believe that trading with East Berlin
was more important for Britain’s health than running the risk of giving a degree
of indirect recognition to the GDR; while the latter was not desirable, it had to be
accepted. Above all, the government had no power to prevent British companies
and indeed individuals from attending the Leipzig fair. It was concluded that
companies should therefore merely be asked to review ‘the scale of
representation’ and critically assess whether or not ‘commercial considerations’
required participation in Leipzig.®

This, however, ran counter to the advice of the British embassy in Bonn,
which expected that such a course of action would lead to ‘resentment and
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dismay’ in both Bonn and Washington; London would again be accused of a
‘weak attitude’ toward the GDR.% In early February 1962, Foreign Secretary
Lord Home decided that Britain could not afford to oppose its NATO allies on this
question. In a long memorandum, he explained that in view of the government’s
allegedly weak attitude and controversial activities in the Berlin crisis,
sometimes referred to as appeasement, Britain should avoid becoming isolated
within the Political Committee of NATO. He therefore advised that the
government demonstrate its solidarity with its NATO allies rather than oppose the
NATO resolution which asked Western companies to boycott the Leipzig Fair.
Home concluded that the political advantages of going along with the resolution
‘will far outweigh any economic or commercial benefits we may hope to achieve’.
Thus, the British government should ‘take some positive step to discourage the
participation of British firms at Leipzig’ and the FBI ‘should be asked to
abandon the arrangements they are making’ for a British pavilion at the fair
which was to be partially financed by the British taxpayer. The Foreign Secretary
pointed out that ‘it would be most unfortunate if we were to find ourselves in a
situation in which British businessmen and the F.B.1., alone of all the NATO
allies, flock to the Leipzig Fair’.°¢ Home emphasized in his memorandum that it
was not governmental policy ‘to give Ulbricht’s regime any assistance in
surmounting its difficulties, or in improving its image toward its people or the
world at large’. He explained that Britain should avoid contributing to ‘an
impression in the Russians’ minds that we think that the East Germans can stand
on their own feet as an independent country and that a major Western power is
willing to help them along this road’.%” Britain decided to embrace the NATO
resolution.

Thus, only very few Western companies attended the 1962 spring trade fair in
Leipzig. Yet, this boycott of the fair did not last long. Two years later, Western
firms once again began regularly attending and Britain became the second
largest Western exhibitor after France. In view of the country’s economic
troubles, the Board of Trade had largely succeeded with its argument that ‘the
Zone represents a good potential market for British exports, and that the Leipzig
Fair is one of the best leads into that market’.%

The British frequently found themselves in similar dilemmas throughout the
1960s. It seemed hardly ever possible to benefit from trading with the GDR
without antagonizing Bonn or Washington. In early March 1963, for example, a
Scottish company wished to sell a second-hand tanker to the GDR. The Foreign
Office hesitated to grant the firm the required credit cover. Once again, ‘fierce’
reactions from both the Americans and the West Germans were anticipated
which would ‘outweigh the commercial advantages derived’ from the sale. As
this kind of tanker was not a forbidden item under the COCOM list, however, the
Foreign Secretary eventually agreed to review the application for credit cover
favourably. In this as in similar cases, moreover, it was decisive that the
industrial situation in the north of the United Kingdom urgently needed financial
support and that British shipyards were ‘badly in need of all the orders they can
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get’. In addition, London never overlooked the competition for East German trade
with other Western nations, in particular with France. The Foreign Office pointed
out: “We ought not to allow the French to steal a commercial march on us.”® For
political reasons the Foreign Office, however, felt rather uneasy about the entire
issue. Therefore, the officials were relieved when they realized that the
international uncompetitiveness of Britain’s shipyards meant that it was unlikely
that many similar requests from the GDR would materialize. ‘Fortunately, from
the Foreign Office point of view, we seem likely to obtain few, if any orders,
largely owing to the higher prices quoted by United Kingdom builders.””°

Détente, the Two Germanies and the Wilson Government,
1964-65

East Berlin had undoubtedly hoped, and the West German government had
greatly feared, that the election victory of Harold Wilson’s Labour Party in
October 1964 would inaugurate a new phase in Britain’s policy toward the GDR.
During its party conference in 1961, the majority of Labour Party delegates had
made clear their sympathy for de facto recognition of the GDR. In February
1963, when Wilson had been elected leader of the Labour opposition after the
premature death of the popular Hugh Gaitskell, he declared that in return for a
satisfactory solution of the Berlin problem, the West should be prepared both to
give de facto recognition to the GDR and to accept the Oder-Neisse line as the
permanent German-Polish border. During a visit to Poland in June 1963, he also
expressed sympathy for the Rapacki Plan which envisaged a ban on the
deployment of nuclear missiles in both the FRG and the GDR as well as other
Central European states. Throughout the 1950s, moreover, Wilson had been well-
known for his patriotic anti-German statements as well as his great distrust of the
German ‘national character’ and the FRG’s capitalist orientation. By contrast, his
ideological and emotional sympathy for the Russian peoples and his frequent
journeys to Moscow and talks with Soviet leaders were also well known.”!
Although Shadow Foreign Secretary Patrick Gordon Walker was regarded as a
strong supporter of the traditional policy of integrating the Federal Republic into
the West, Wilson’s declarations as leader of the opposition deeply worried Bonn.”?

Once Wilson had been elected prime minister in October 1964, however, he
did not repeat such sentiments; he instead adopted an increasingly pragmatic
approach.”® After all, like his predecessors Macmillan and Douglas Home, the
new Labour prime minister also realized that he needed West German goodwill
and support to overcome de Gaulle’s suspicions regarding London’s aspiration to
join the EEC. Moreover, Britain’s increasingly precarious economic situation
made it important to renegotiate the burden-sharing arrangements regarding the
costs of the British Rhine Army; a West German government which was well-
disposed toward the British government could certainly be helpful in the matter.
On the Rhodesian question and the discussions over the future strategy for
NATO, a sympathetic government in Bonn would also be helpful for London’s
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positions. It made little sense to undermine support for some of Britain’s vital
interests for the sake of improving relations with the GDR a little or emphasizing
the importance of the recognition of the GDR. Moreover, it was widely believed
in Britain that in due course the latter would occur in any case. Thus, during a
visit to West Berlin in early 1965, Wilson confirmed that he was convinced that
the FRG was the only German government lawfully entitled to speak for the whole
of the German nation. He skilfully avoided uttering an opinion on the necessity of
recognizing the GDR and the Oder-Neisse line.”* In late 1964, Patrick Gordon
Walker, the new Labour foreign secretary, had considered raising with Schroder
the touchy issue of British ‘support for the Oder-Neisse line as the eventual
frontier of Germany’. It was believed that this was something ‘that many
Germans already accept in their heart of hearts’. In the end, however, the Foreign
Office decided that the British could not be quite as certain what went on in the
hearts and minds of the West Germans as Britain’s politicians frequently
believed; the officials wisely advised postponing discussion of the matter with
Schroder.”

Unlike Macmillan, Wilson and his foreign secretaries also refrained from
attempting to make Britain a mediator between the Soviet Union and the Federal
Republic or to negotiate with Moscow over the German question behind the back
of the West Germans. While the prime minister pursued a very active policy
toward Eastern Europe, it was not his intention to ignore the Federal Republic or
negotiate over the heads of the politicians in Bonn on questions of vital
importance to the Germans—as both Churchill and Macmillan had preferred.
Moreover, Wilson also proceeded very cautiously with regard to expanding
British trade links with Eastern Europe where West Germany had already built
up a dominant position; the secret commitment to Poland, entered into by
Macmillan in 1962, was not developed either. The Wilson government had no
desire to antagonize the West German government unnecessarily; it was too
important to be able to draw on Bonn’s good offices if needed.”® Wilson’s
foreign policy aimed at bringing the Federal Republic ‘into the process of
détente’; the prime minister did not intend to make the German question merely
‘the object of its deliberations’.”’

Wilson was also quite happy to leave it to the USA to impress upon the Erhard
government the need for détente and greater flexibility on the German question.
This would avoid the many difficult and damaging Anglo-German clashes of the
recent past. It was, however, clear that Wilson expected the postponement of
West German aspirations for reunification in favour of a more realistic policy of
détente and Ostpolitik. Schroder and Erhard, however, essentially intended to
continue pursuing Bonn’s long-standing aim of obtaining a reunified Germany in
the reasonably near future. In contrast, the Wilson government clearly hoped that
Bonn would soon have no alternative but to subscribe to détente and bury its
reunification dreams. It was expected that Bonn would have no other option
given Erhard’s and Schrdder’s suspicion of de Gaulle’s anti-US course, the
general’s desire for a French-led policy of détente as well as the looming threat
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that the two superpowers would ignore their allies and agree on a common
approach to the East—West conflict. Yet despite all increased flexibility and
genuine attempts to embark on a new relationship with Eastern Europe, Erhard
and Schroder were never fully able to overcome their strong dislike of
recognizing the GDR and the Oder-Neisse line; they always remained caught in a
mental framework which made it impossible for them to give up the notion of
working for German unification as a short- to mid-term goal.

Such a policy would have to await the grand coalition formed on 1 December
1966 and led by Chancellor Kiesinger and Foreign Minister Brandt and above all
the election of Willy Brandt’s social-liberal coalition government in late October
1969. Wilson’s cautious and cooperative policy toward the Erhard government in
1964—65 had laid the foundation for a constructive Anglo-German working
relationship in the subsequent years. This contributed to the fact that after deep
animosity, if not hostility, between Macmillan and Adenauer, Britain was trusted
again in West Germany in the later 1960s and 1970s.”® Compared with the strong
suspicions which initially prevailed in Richard Nixon’s White House about
Brandt’s Eastern policy and his personal reliability, Britain became a strong
supporter of Ostpolitik. Brandt in turn convinced de Gaulle’s successor Georges
Pompidou to agree to admitting the British into the EEC in 1972.7°

Issues such as the recognition of the GDR and the intensification of trade links
with East Germany had burdened Anglo-German relations since 1949; they
became a serious bone of contention between the two countries in the late 1950s
and early 1960s during the tenures of Prime Ministers Macmillan and Douglas
Home. It is not an exaggeration to claim that in the entire postwar era, Anglo-
German relations were hardly ever as bad as they were between 1958 and 1963
when Macmillan and Adenauer seriously clashed on several occasions. Wilson
had managed to learn from these developments; he began to treat the Federal
Republic as a serious player on the world scene and to take seriously its concerns
with regard to unification and the recognition of the GDR and the Oder-Neisse
line. British policy under Wilson attempted to do away with the condescending
superiority with which Macmillan tended to treat Britain’s former enemy. Wilson
must thus be credited with pursuing a more pragmatic and less arrogant policy
than his Conservative predecessors; essentially, however, he hardly differed from
traditional postwar British policy on the German question.

Both Macmillan and Wilson were convinced that the GDR and the Oder-
Neisse line needed to be recognized so as to make Europe a more stable and less
dangerous place. To the British, the recognition of the GDR appeared to be the
precondition for successful East—West negotiations which might lead to a
general détente and an easing of Cold War tensions. This was not only a superbly
pragmatic but also an eminently successful position. The successful pursuit of
Ostpolitik as well as the conclusion of the 1975 Helsinki Conference
demonstrated that the recognition of the Soviet sphere of influence in Eastern
Europe, including an internationally recognized GDR, was indeed necessary for
the development of détente. Ultimately, it would even give the Eastern European
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nations a growing degree of security and confidence which would gradually
enable them to begin questioning the Soviet Union’s authoritarian hegemony in
Eastern Europe. It is perhaps unlikely that German unification would have
occurred if many years prior to this event, the GDR had not been fully
recognized by the Western world as an independent state on the world stage.
With recognition, the GDR was also regarded as having become responsible for
its policies as well as its successes and economic failures. In order to be able to
fail, the GDR needed to be allowed to demonstrate whether or not it had the
potential to survive and to offer, as frequently promised, a better way of life to its
citizens than the other German state. While the British were not aware of all the
dimensions connected with recognition of the GDR, as early as the late 1950s
and early 1960s London had a much clearer conception than Bonn of the
potential long-term benefits for overcoming the Cold War which could accrue
from recognition. It would take the West Germans until the late 1960s to arrive
at similar insights.
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‘Sole Master of the Western Nuclear
Strength’? The United States, Western Europe

and the Elusiveness of a European Defence
Identity, 195964

Ralph Dietl

When Chancellor Adenauer told Special Assistant for National Security Affairs
McGeorge Bundy in October 1962 that the French and the British were
quarrelling about leadership in Europe, Bundy remarked that for the next 15
years only one country would lead Europe, the United States of America.! This
statement epitomizes the inseparable connection between the European quest for
a European Defence Identity (EDI) and the search for a postwar European order.
This chapter analyses the different national conceptions for the politico-military
reconstruction of Europe and focuses on the clash between emancipation and
control—the two concepts at the base of postwar European security architecture.

The European quest to create a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP),
a European Security and Defence Identity (ESDI) or a European Defence Policy
(EDP) is not a phenomenon of post-Yalta Europe. The only recent aspect is the
terminology utilized. Long before the Treaties of Maastricht, Amsterdam and
Nice—long before the end of the Cold War—European nation states challenged
the Cold War security architecture, attempted to create an ESDI within the
Atlantic Alliance or even separate from it and also attempted to emancipate the
Old World from US control and to replace the US reconstruction of Europe with
a truly European order. Transatlantic tensions are as old as the transatlantic
partnership, and even predate the signing of the Washington Treaty of 4 April
1949, the founding charter of the Atlantic Alliance.> These tensions led to
numerous efforts to reform or revolutionize Western defence designs, mostly in
times of détente. In such times, the reduced threat, or the perception thereof, and
the simultaneously emerging perspective on recreating Europe on an all-
European basis, emboldened Europeans, on the one hand, to challenge the US
reconstruction of Europe and to look for a new European order, while, on the
other, it encouraged the Americans to extend existing European structures to the
East, in order to smooth the way for a disengagement of US troops from
Europe. Thhis chapter will mainly examine attempts to create an EDI in the
years 1959-1964, the period preceding the era of détente. To assume that
emancipatory politics within the Western bloc were a simple function of East—
West relations would be erroneous, however; they were at least as much a
function of Anglo-American relations. The Anglo-American nuclear ‘special
relationship’ always had a decisive impact on the formation of Western security.
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This chapter will thus argue that the Anglo-American ‘special relationship’ was
utilized by Washington to secure US control of affairs in Europe and to
safeguard NATO’s supremacy. Western security architecture, therefore, is much
more the result of an intense struggle among the allies than of US goodwill. The
existing opportunities to create an ESDI during the Cold War surely were
shattered by the preponderance of power of the USA but also—and above all—
by European jealousies and rivalries.

Soon after Stalin’s death in 1953, in the wake of the first détente?? Europeans
started to mourn the loss of their own defence organization, the Western Union
(WU). The military organization of the Brussels Pact of 1948, the WU had been
scrapped in December 1950 in order to create a single command structure in
Western Europe.* A streamlining of the Western defence structure would
enhance the effectiveness of NATO and was deemed necessary after the outbreak
of the Korean War. Just two years later, following Stalin’s death and the
settlement of the Korean War, politicians on both sides of the Channel started to
rethink the decisions made between 1949 and 1951-52. These were the years in
which the organizational structure of the NAT, namely NATO, was established.’
As early as 1953, plans emerged in the British Foreign Office and at the French
Quai d’Orsay to revive the Brussels Treaty Organization in order to re-establish a
European Defence Identity.

Events in Asia not only led to structural reforms within the Western Defence
architecture but also to plans to rearm West Germany so as to increase Europe’s
own defensive capability. Yet to forestall the envisaged re-establishment of
German national forces, France developed a concept which combined re-
armament and effective control—the Pleven plan for a supra-national European
Defence Community (EDC). The French thereby invented a strategy to utilize
European integration as an instrument of ‘double containment’. French attempts
to make the EDC a full-fledged European defence organization, however,
foundered on US resistance, which demanded a clear (if not binding) definition of
the relations between the prospective EDC and NATO at the NATO Council
Meeting in Lisbon in February 1952. The result: the prospective EDC was
integrated into NATO and the primacy of NATO safeguarded.

It was the lack of European control of the European Defence Forces in the
Treaty establishing a European Defence Community of 27 May 1952 that
triggered alternative planning in France and the UK, and which inspired the
above-mentioned plans to revive the Brussels Treaty Organization. The EDC
Treaty neither established a European command structure nor
envisaged European political control of the European defence forces. The
European Army would have been commanded by the SACEUR of NATO, a US
general, with political guidance given by the NATO Council.®

The EDC was not a manifestation of a European defence identity. The EDC
Treaty, as signed in 1952, served mainly the US reconstruction of Europe. For
the USA the supranational EDC was more than an instrument of ‘double
containment’; it was an instrument of ‘triple containment’—to use an expression
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from Ronald Pruessen—a mechanism ‘to tame difficult European behaviour’.”
Washington in effect tried to replace the old European order with a new
‘progressive’ one; an order that would guarantee internal and external peace, and
form the basis of overcoming the division of Europe in the Cold War. Only
rearmament of Germany in a European context would leave the path open for an
all-European settlement of the German question. A NATO solution to the issue of
German rearmament would only stiffen the Cold War fronts and reduce the
possibility of creating an all-European postwar order. The policy of ‘triple
containment’ was not only aiming at a general pacification of Europe but implied
the aim of controlling France, in addition to Germany. The stipulations of annex
I and II to article 107 of the EDC Treaty, limiting the production of nuclear fuel
to 500g per annum, made the EDC Treaty a perfect instrument of nuclear non-
proliferation, by making the development of national nuclear deterrents
impossible.® Nuclear non-proliferation was essential to ensure equality between
France and the Federal Republic, one of the pillars of European integration, and
also to guarantee US hegemony in Europe. It also enabled the USA to work out
an all-European settlement based on an integrated and conventionally armed
Europe, the security and territorial integrity of which would be guaranteed by the
superpowers.’ In order to avoid being contained by the EDC, however, France
attempted to endow the EDC with a European command structure, European
political control and a nuclear capability—the three keys to forming a European
defence identity—as a precondition for ratification. The USA forestalled such a
development in order to safeguard the integrity of NATO and US control of
affairs in Europe. The USA also precluded Georges Bidault’s plan to establish a
directing council for NATO that was meant to save France from being contained
by the EDC Treaty.!? Left without any hope of revising the treaty, the French
National Assembly rejected the project altogether. The renunciation of the EDC
Treaty in 1954 was therefore nothing less than an act of emancipation, nothing
less than an expression of revulsion against the US ordering of Europe. This
‘rebellion’ against the US integration of Europe led not only to the downfall of
the EDC and the preservation of French sovereignty but also to a thinly
concealed confrontation between France and Britain on the one hand and the
United States on the other about control of European affairs.!! Winston
Churchill, who helped French Prime Minister Mendeés France to end the ‘EDC
tomfoolery’, warned the USA not to force an order on Europe: ‘European
federation may grow but it cannot be built. It mustbe a volunteer not a
conscript’. An inevitable straining of Anglo-American relations was the result.'?

Freed from the straitjacket of the EDC, French Prime Minister Mendes France
pleaded for the creation of a ‘little NATO’. The Brussels Treaty Organization
had to be revived as ‘une realité politique et militaire’ to allow the Europeans to
regain control of European affairs.!> Mendés France was seeking an organization
that would enable the Europeans to shape their own destiny. Like his successors,
Mendés was striving for the three pillars of a European defence identity: a
command structure, political control and nuclear capability. Facing the
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opposition of the USA, being dependent on the protective shield of NATO, and
lacking the whole-hearted support of the British, France was obliged, however,
to settle for the Paris Agreements of 23 October 1954. Now the question of
German rearmament was separated from initiatives to foster European
integration. The Federal Republic joined NATO, and a revamped Brussels Pact,
the WEU, would serve as a control mechanism for German rearmament. The
French attempt to return to a situation in which Europe was defended by
Europeans subsequently failed. NATO remained the only Western defence
organization in Europe. The revised WEU, although lacking a command
structure and primarily concerned with controlling the arms of the Federal
Republic, nevertheless constituted a suitable forum for the discussion of politico-
military matters. The Standing Armaments Committee (SAC) of the WEU could
even be considered as the nucleus of a European military organization.
Furthermore, the SAC enhanced the military autonomy of Europeans by
fostering defence cooperation among the seven member states of the WEU.!'
Most important of all, the Paris Agreements freed the signatories of the EDC
Treaty from many of the restrictions of Article 107 of the EDC Treaty. Only the
Federal Republic had to accept special regulations and was prohibited from
producing nuclear, biological or chemical weapons, within her own territory. The
Paris Agreements, therefore, did not hinder France from becoming a nuclear power
or Western Europeans from embarking upon military and nuclear cooperation. '3

It is neither astonishing that the Europeans attempted to utilize the machinery
of the WEU to enhance European emancipation nor that the USA in defence of
their European policy—aiming at a reconstructed Europe which would enable
the USA to relax somewhat without losing control of the affairs in Europe—tried
to hinder the Europeans from building upon the WEU. After the failure of the
EDC project, the Eisenhower administration pleaded for a strict division of
military affairs and European integration—a policy that had already left its first
imprint on the Paris Agreements. While blocking development of the WEU, the
USA promoted a ‘relance européenne’ based on the European Coal and Steel
Community (ECSC).'® Nevertheless, a European security identity did emerge
among the Seven. In 1956 and 1957, even a European defence identity seemed
within reach, for the UK—dismayed with ‘American bullying’ during the Suez
crisis—threatened to embark on a policy of sharing nuclear technology. Steps
were thus undertaken by the British to create a military organization within the
WEU. British Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd even pleaded for creation of a
European nuclear arms pool based on the WEU. Thus, the US ordering of
Europe was endangered.!”

To face this challenge, the US succeeded in efforts to “‘unhook the British from
the French.”'® And indeed, the challenge to the US reconstruction of Europe was
stopped temporarily by the re-establishment of the Anglo-American special
relationship in the autumn of 1957. The institutionalization of politico-military
consultations at the Anglo-American summit meetings at Bermuda (21-23
March 1957) and Washington (23-24 October 1957) ended all chances of
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building a European defence identity based on the WEU. While Anglo-American
relations improved, leading to a revision of the US Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
favouring nuclear cooperation with the British, emancipatory politics suffered a
major setback.!” Yet the struggle to secure for the Europeans a voice in the
defence of Western Europe continued in the early 1960s. The Continentals were
forced to look for new ways to free themselves from the USA. Two main paths
can be distinguished: First, there were attempts to create an EDI aimed at
emancipation through independence, by the creation of a ‘Third Force’. Second,
efforts were undertaken to preserve, but reform, the Atlantic structure, which
aimed at emancipation through co-determination.

Immediately after having gained power in France, Charles de Gaulle began
looking for an adjustment of the new situation in Europe. The French President did
not react to the re-establishment of the Anglo-American special relationship by
creating a European defence identity based on the Six, however. He even
contributed to the downfall of the FIG project, a French-Italian-German venture
in advanced arms technology, sponsored by his predecessor to enhance the
defence capability of the Continent.”’ Instead, de Gaulle focused on the
emancipation of France, not Europe. He toyed with reviving the postwar
meetings of the Big Three to secure France a status equalling that of the UK. He
hoped that nuclear proficiency would enable France to rejoin this exclusive club
and therefore he concentrated first and foremost on enhancing the French
military nuclear programme.”!

The threat of an understanding between the superpowers on nuclear non-
proliferation—a prospect looming after the Geneva Conference on Methods to
Identify Nuclear Explosions of July and August 1958—forced de Gaulle to insist
on a reform of NATO which would promote France instantly to a status of
equality with the UK. France needed to act before the window of opportunity for
her to join the exclusive club of nuclear powers was closed once and for all.”?> De
Gaulle’s famous September memorandum was the result: a plea to institute a
trilateral British-French-US politico-military directing council of the West.
France thereby was requesting a voice in the control of the Western deterrent.”?
In the event this were granted, there would be no need for France to build a
national nuclear deterrent; should the ‘Anglo-Saxons’, however, block such a
reform of NATO, de Gaulle would feel bound ‘fo denounce NATO’ and build up
the Europe of the Six as the basis for the emancipation of France.?*

The initial reaction to the September memorandum was extremely negative.
The notion of giving France a voice in the control of the Western deterrent was
‘just a little crazy’, to use the words of President Eisenhower. The request
challenged one of the pillars of the reconstruction of Europe, namely the equality
of the Federal Republic and France. The US could not lend support to the
institutionalization of a class structure within NATO—an attitude applauded by
most Europeans.?’ The British reaction was far more cautious. Harold Macmillan
feared that an outright rejection would lead de Gaulle to build a ‘Continental’
European bloc to challenge the ‘Anglo-Saxons’. This would deliver a deathblow
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to the current FTA negotiations between the UK and the EEC countries and
widen the already existing economic rift between the EEC and the rest of
Western Europe. Interested in an association with the Continent, Britain seemed
willing but—due to US pressure—was unable to accede to French wishes.?

In Paris, alternative planning began. However, France’s EEC partners were
interested neither in building up a Continental European power bloc nor in being
represented by France in a ‘Council of the West’. The Berlin Crisis, however, led
to a drastic change. Adenauer, fearing an all-European settlement among the
superpowers that would discriminate against the Federal Republic, now realized
it might be in the interest of a more integrated Europe for a continental European
power to have a voice in Western, if not global, political and strategic planning.
This conviction was strengthened by Macmillan’s journey to Moscow in
February 1959. The German chancellor finally came to the conclusion that
European structures must be improved, that France and the Federal Republic
must be integrated to safeguard Germany from a lesser legal status. Integration
would make discrimination against one into discrimination against all.
Settlement of the German question should not be pursued before this integration
was achieved, before a European power bloc had been constructed. Any
precipitate settlement would only lead to discrimination against Germany and
against the European Continent. Europe had to become a power factor, a nuclear
power, in order not to be at the mercy of the superpowers, and then start to
negotiate with the Soviet Union to achieve a just settlement. Furthermore, this
schedule had to please de Gaulle. France would support the Federal Republic in
blocking a discriminatory settlement of the German question, while the Federal
Republic would support France in her drive to build up a European power bloc—
economically, politically and militarily.?’

Sensing a Franco-German alliance, President Gronchi of Italy took the
initiative to propose to de Gaulle on 24 June 1959 a rilancio europeo. The
Frenchman quickly responded and proposed a coordination of the foreign
policies of the Six so as to emancipate Europe. This would create a strong
and unified Europe able to work out an agreement with the Soviet Union in an
all-European framework.”® Most Europeans were puzzled by the Franco-Italian
initiative. The UK was shocked. To build up Europe on the basis of the Six
instead of utilizing the WEU was not only a deliberate attempt to exclude the UK,
but would torpedo British foreign policy aims of reaching an all-European
settlement based on the arms control regime of the WEU. The USA, however,
supported a rilancio europeo; they might even have prompted the revival of
European integration to block a cooperative arrangement. A supranational
European Political Union (EPU) based on the Six would not only contain France
and block discrimination against the Federal Republic, but also eradicate the
danger of a revival of WEU arms cooperation, which had recently been
transferred to NATO. The utilization of the WEU as a vehicle to create a
European Political Union would threaten to revive defence cooperation between
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the UK and the Continentals and thereby endanger US control of European
affairs.?’

With the launching of the EPU negotiations, an intense battle began among the
conflicting interests and visions of ‘Europe’—those of the USA, France, the UK
and Germany. De Gaulle’s determination to build the EPU on a confederal basis,
and US determination to rearrange its military commitment in Europe (to reduce
the costs of its overseas forces), opened up new perspectives.’* A confederate
Europe would allow the UK to participate, while US force reductions would
make the UK’s participation attractive for the Continent. A historic opportunity
thus emerged for the UK to refashion its ties to Europe. A revival of the Anglo-
French entente of the years 1954-57 seemed achievable, if the UK would be
willing to share its nuclear expertise and therefore European leadership with
France. In case the UK should scrap its plans for an all-European settlement
based on the WEU and embrace the institutions of the Six as a means to contain
Germany, even the Federal Republic might prefer to support a Europe thus
reconstructed instead of facing a discriminatory all-European settlement that
would allow the USA to ‘sit back a little and relax somewhat’.3!

Whitehall did indeed grasp the opportunity, and began to align its policy with
that of France to recreate the Anglo-French enfente broken by the re-
establishment of the Anglo-American special relationship in 1957. The change
of heart did not pass unnoticed. The French Prime Minister Michel Debré
declared after deliberations with Selwyn Lloyd on 12 November 1959, ‘[que] les
objectifs fondamentaux de la politique européenne étant d’ailleurs, si je ne me
trompe pas, les mémes a Londres et a Paris.’3> The scheme of the British and
French to build Europe together did, however, fail to get the support of the
Federal Republic. Chancellor Adenauer announced in Paris on 1-2 December
1959 that he would support an association of the UK with the Continent but not
British membership in the Communities of the Six because European
cooperation with British participation would probably offend the USA.33 The
Federal Republic would support enhanced military cooperation with France, but
reject the idea floated by Debré that France, the UK and the Federal Republic
should bear the responsibility for the security of Europe. West Germany would
support the creation of a European deterrent, but would not participate in a
visionary policy to replace the Atlantic Alliance with a European defence
community. The creation of European forces capable of defending the European
Continent independently of the USA was fictitious as long as no agreement on
general nuclear disarmament was in sight. Even with a force de frappe, Europe
would be utterly dependent on the US strategic deterrent. The policy of the
Europeans, Adenauer argued, should limit itself to a reform of NATO that would
guarantee Europe a voice in nuclear affairs. A Franco-German axis should form
the nucleus of the future Europe of the Six. Franco-German integration would
allow a restructuring of Europe that would rid its institutions of an excess of
supranationalism. Adenauer thus envisaged a special relationship of his own
between France and Germany. The trilateral agreement foreseen by Prime
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Minister Debré and President de Gaulle would not only challenge the USA, but
also lead to a Anglo-French leadership in Europe and therefore threaten to
discriminate against Germany.>*

The USA now felt obliged to take precautions. The drive for emancipation had
to be carefully redirected, if not controlled. The future Europe had to be a
supranational one. For this, a multilateral nuclear NATO force might be created
to control Europe’s drive for greater autonomy. To secure French partnership,
moreover, Eisenhower was even willing to accept trilateral deliberations ‘on a
clandestine basis’.>> An institutionalization of such arrangements was, however,
rejected. If the French chose not to participate in a NATO nuclear deterrent,
France would be isolated. To prepare the ground for this scheme, the Europeans
had to be cut off from the military means necessary to develop a European
defence identity. The development of independent nuclear potentials among the
allies would be blocked. Above all, the USA had to rethink their decision of
December 1957 to provide assistance for the coordinated NATO development
and production of Intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles (IRBMs). The pledge of
assistance had led to the transfer of responsibility from the Standing Armaments
Committee of the WEU to NATO, but this did not, however, block the
development of indigenous European IRBM production. If the British would
abandon their IRBM programme, the USA could make their assistance to the
European production effort dependent on the adoption of US missile technology,
for any other solution would involve unjustifiable costs and endanger the NATO
IRBM requirements for 1963 defined by the Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe (SACEUR). There were multiple advantages to furnishing NATO allies
with the US Polaris missile. First, the NATO IRBM requirements could be met;
second, the Americans could make their offer dependent on the creation of a
NATO strategic deterrent under SACEUR, which would create a European
deterrent but guarantee NATO control of strategic weaponry in Europe.
Furthermore, the adoption of the Polaris missile by NATO would deprive France
of an independent deterrent. The warhead of the Polaris was technologically so
difficult to produce that France, even after having become a nuclear power,
would not be able to utilize Polaris as a delivery system for its national nuclear
forces. France, therefore, would have to choose either full integration into NATO
or the expensive development of an entirely new strategic deterrent—without the
support of NATO allies. Last, but not least, NATO nuclear forces would be
dislocated according to SACEUR’s plans, thereby allowing NATO to avoid
stationing IRBMs on German soil, rendering an all-European agreement based
on a denuclearized Central Europe possible.?

First and foremost, the USA had to come to terms with the UK. The ideal
underlying the US reconstruction of Europe was a federal system that included
the UK. For its part, however, the UK was traditionally sensitive to any
abrogation of its national sovereignty and had always rejected submersion into a
supranational Europe. This had forced Washington to gently pry British affairs
away from the Continent and to recreate a special relationship, which would
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guarantee US control of affairs in Europe and ensure the integration of
continental Europe. The rilancio europeo, the development of an EPU,
questioned the isolation of the UK. The Europe of the Six would soon emerge as
a power bloc with special relations to the USA as well. In case the UK would not
participate in and thereby help reshape Europe, it would sooner or later feel
constrained between two power blocs. It was therefore only too logical that
Whitehall resume its courtship with the Continent. The USA, however, would
make their placet to an association of the UK with the Continent conditional on
the UK’s phasing out of the nuclear deterrent business and on the UK’s
participation in NATO nuclear forces. The first appropriate steps in this direction
were undertaken in March and April 1960. Harold Macmillan agreed on 27
March to support the NATO IRBM programme based on Polaris. The UK would
give up its Blue Streak project in its entirety and furnish the US with facilities
for Polaris submarines in Scotland. The US would in return furnish the Royal Air
Force with the Skybolt air-to-ground missile, giving the V-bomber force a new
lease on life.>” Thereafter, in the 1970s, the UK would phase out of the nuclear
deterrent business. Washington envisaged a similar solution for the French
Mirage strike aircraft to ensure de Gaulle’s placet for the establishment of a
NATO deterrent force. The F-104 ‘Starfighter’ would ensure similar capabilities
for the other NATO allies, who, in contrast to the British and French, would
depend entirely upon warheads from the NATO nuclear stockpile.

Just four days after the UK’s acquiescence, US Secretary of Defence Thomas
S.Gates offered NATO an alternative to its armaments programme for the
multilateral production of IRBMs—namely, procuring US-produced Polaris
missiles. The proposal shocked the Europeans, especially after news reached
European cabinets that the US would take a very dim view of European
production. European control of IRBM forces thus seemed entirely out of reach.
This appeared to be nothing more than the EDC transplanted to the nuclear
field.’® French opposition softened, however, after the USA hinted that the
increased bloc tension resulting from the abortive summit meeting with
Khrushchev of 16-18 May 1960 would justify more intensive trilateral talks.
Eisenhower soon clarified that he did not propose to establish a directorate to run
the world. Nevertheless, trilateralism was back on the agenda. Harold Macmillan
even told French Prime Minister Debré on 19 May 1960 that the UK supported
trilateralism, for such a mechanism ‘pouvait transformer, en 1’améliorant, le
fonctionnement de 1’Organisation atlantique, et également...rendre plus aisée la
solution des problémes européens.’>’

France and the UK hoped the USA would finally agree to a special status for
France, to the installation of a directing council, which would allow France to
give attention to the creation of NATO nuclear forces. The firm establishment of
a NATO deterrent would also allow the UK to join the European communities
free from any US intervention. But the subsequent announcement to NATO that
the US and UK would start trilateral deliberations with France was badly
received by the other allies, who felt betrayed. The essential equality of NATO
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membership seemed threatened. Hence the outcry of other Europeans obliged the
USA to soft-pedal the issue of trilateralism—once again.*’ The hesitation of the
USA now convinced President de Gaulle that ‘it was firm US policy to remain
sole master of Western nuclear strength’.*! The apparent US unwillingness to
concede France special status at the cost of its own NATO leadership led de
Gaulle to openly challenge a US policy based on integration. He not only
threatened to denounce NATO but actively set the process in motion to form a
Europe for the Europeans, an inter-governmental European Political Union of the
Six—one of the prerequisites for an EDI. In short, France became willing to
undermine NATO ‘protection’. The USA and the UK had to be more
forthcoming or face the consequences. De Gaulle was thereby pressuring the
USA to agree to a trilateral leadership council.*?

But this strategy also forced de Gaulle to come to terms with Adenauer. The
chancellor, although hurt by utterances of the French Prime Minister Debr¢ that
the UK, France and the USA formed the pillars of the West, agreed at
Rambouillet (29-30 July 1960) to plans for a thorough reform of NATO
suggested by de Gaulle, plans that would end the US integration of Europe.
Suffice it to say that de Gaulle’s plea for a confederated Europe did not fall upon
deaf ears. The Chancellor, however, rejected the role of the UK as outlined by
the French president. Adenauer did agree to the inclusion of the UK, in case
British participation in the deliberations was not intended, before the Six agreed
on the principles governing the EPU. Finally, Adenauer insisted upon
intensifying Franco-German cooperation. One thing needed affirmation, namely
‘que la France et I’Allemagne sont les piliers de ce nouvel édifice’.* If this
partnership were guaranteed, the support of the Federal Republic for an EPU of
the Six, even an EPU with military competences, would be forthcoming. The
relationship with London would be maintained with the help of the WEU.

The chancellor tried to win equal status for the Federal Republic, attempting to
lure France away from trilateralism and draw her into a Europe of the Six.
Furthermore, Adenauer thoroughly disliked Paris’s preoccupation with the
creation of a French force de frappe. Immediately following the deliberations at
Rambouillet, the German chancellor warned US Ambassador Dowling that
French filibustering in NATO would increase as long as France was denied a
voice in the control of the Western deterrent. This was not necessarily a plea for
special status—on the contrary. Dowling was warned that the Federal Republic’s
renunciation of ABC weapons on its territory was made rebus sic stantibus, that
is, as long as an equality of status existed between France and the Federal
Republic. The creation of a trilateral directing Council giving France but not the
other allies a voice in the Western deterrent would force the Federal Republic to
renounce the declaration of 1954. The German chancellor pleaded for a rapid
realization of NATO nuclear forces under the control of the NATO Council, as
envisaged by the SACEUR General Norstad. Expected control by the NATO
Council would safeguard the principle of equality within the alliance.**
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The Norstad Plan originated in 1959. It was a timely reply to the desire of the
European allies to have a voice in nuclear defence. By responding to that
legitimate quest, Norstad hoped to forestall a proliferation of strategic weapons,
that is, the emergence of a European Political Union with a capacity for self-
defence against the Warsaw Pact. The Eisenhower administration was slow to
respond to the Norstad Plan, however. The outgoing administration was willing
to furnish ballistic missiles to form a NATO nuclear force (NNF) but remained
silent on control measures. Recommendations on sharing in the nuclear field
were worked out but not implemented, for Eisenhower considered it appropriate
that the final decision should be left to the incoming administration.*> Norstad’s
own presentation of the plan to Adenauer, Dirk Stikker and Paul-Henri Spaak at
Cadenabbia on 9 September 1960 nevertheless made France’s EEC partners
reluctant to rush matters among the Six. Adenauer was thoroughly impressed by
the Norstad Plan, which would give the Europeans a voice in the control of the
Western deterrent.*® He therefore requested that French Prime Minister Debré
accept the principle of the NNF, embrace Norstad’s plan, which envisioned the
utilization of nuclear weapons by NATO without previous consultation with the
president of the USA. An implementation of the Norstad Plan would make it
superfluous to furnish the EPU with military competences. The future EPU must
be limited to its proper sphere, politics.*” Lacking the support of the chancellor,
de Gaulle decided not to insist on furnishing the EPU with a commission of
defence. The now rather moderate French proposal, introduced at the Conference
of the Foreign Ministers of the Six on 10-11 February 1961, was nevertheless
rejected thanks to Dutch resistance to the inter-governmental character of the
proposed EPU, which would necessitate British membership to counterbalance
Franco-German ‘domination’. The Six, however, decided to study the question
further. For that purpose a Commission d’Etudes, the so-called Fouchet
Commission, was established.*®

Although he had inherited far-reaching recommendations on co-determination
from the previous administration, the issue was still undecided when John
F Kennedy assumed the US presidency in January 1961. Among these was
Robert Bowie’s report on NATO in the 1960s. Bowie recommended a two-step
approach to the creation of a NATO deterrent force (NADET). The US should
immediately furnish NATO with Polaris missiles to meet the NATO
requirements for 1963. A pre-delegation was advocated which would give the
SACEUR the authority to utilize the NADET if an emergency precluded a
decision by the NATO Council. The US would, however, retain the right to
utilize the Polaris unilaterally. The second step would be the creation of an
indigenous strike force of a multilateral, multinational character. The warheads
of this multilateral strike force would remain under control of the Americans
(who would, however, refrain from vetoing its utilization). Bowie even proposed
that the US ‘might consider allowing NADET to be organized under the
European Community or WEU” if the Europeans so desired, once they met
prescribed conditions and put the deterrent force at the disposal of NATO.*® Yet
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he also recommended that the USA propose a package deal making its offer
conditional on a previous decision by NATO partners to increase their
conventional capabilitiecs—which in turn would allow the USA to reduce their
forces in Europe without weakening the shield forces of the alliance.’® There
were other preconditions. NADET had to be a multinational submarine missile
force under common financing and ownership, and with mixed crews, to
forestall the development of national potentials. To utilize NADET as a system of
nuclear non-proliferation, the USA had not only to refrain from installing a
directing council and from enhancing France’s nuclear programme but had also
to secure British abandonment of its national nuclear forces altogether and
accept membership in the European Communities. Under this scheme, a
transatlantic ‘partnership of equals’, a two-pillared structure of NATO, would
evolve.’!

Yet while Kennedy’s new administration was formulating its European policy,
the concept of NATO strategic forces suffered a major setback.’> The UK and
France voiced opposition to the arrangement since it challenged the
independence of their national nuclear defences. In fact, Harold Watkinson, the
UK'’s Minister of Defence, rejected the notion entirely: The British Government
was quite clear that in their view NATO should not become a strategic nuclear
power.”>® Similar voices could be heard on the other side of the Channel.
According to Pierre Messmer, Watkinson’s French counterpart, ‘France was
utterly opposed to making NATO a fourth or fifth nuclear power.”>* Paris and
London expressed instead their interest in a revival of the WEU, trilateralism and
nuclear ‘cooperation’. Harold Macmillan even suggested that Kennedy might
remodel NATO to safeguard joint tripartite political control of all nuclear
weapons assigned to the alliance.> The Franco-British flirtation and the
perspective of NATO reform left its mark on the ‘Bonner Erklarung’ of the Six of
18 July 1961. De Gaulle, meanwhile, showed restraint. The French president
even agreed to make the EPU compatible with the Atlantic alliance, that is, with
a reformed alliance.’® Taking advantage of the Anglo-French honeymoon, the
UK on 31 July 1961 announced its decision to apply for membership in the EEC
—a move encouraged by French Foreign Minister Couve de Murville. He had
signalled that France would not block the UK’s application, which was made on
9 August 1961. The Benelux countries heartily welcomed this. They strongly
endorsed European emancipation but not a construction of Europe that would
secure French hegemony, advancing de Gaulle’s own policy of creating a class
structure within NATO. As a result, hardly any resistance emerged to a
cooperation among the Seven. Instead, there began a revival of arms-cooperation
within the WEU. Emancipation, on the basis of an Anglo-French alliance, was in
the making.>’

Once again fearing the political exclusion of the Federal Republic in these
deliberations, German Defence Minister Franz-Josef Strauss signalled to US
Secretary of Defence Robert McNamara on 5 December 1961 that a decision on
NNF be presented soon, otherwise the creation of such a force would be
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forthcoming within the WEU.*® Strauss surely exaggerated the threat, not only to
save West Germany from Anglo-French domination, but also to create a fait
accompli. A NNF would save the Federal Republic from being discriminated
against in a comprehensive, all-European, settlement of the pending Berlin
question and therefore Bonn was determined to forestall any legal status
different from the other non-nuclear NATO countries. The Germans now
steadfastly refused requests by the allies to link Germany’s renunciation of the
manufacture of ABC weapons with the East—West negotiations. The Berlin
question had to be dealt with in isolation. A linkage would only allow the Soviets
to use Berlin to achieve other ends and would only invite the allies to
discriminate against the Federal Republic.®

In Washington, meanwhile, the Kennedy administration began to fear that
NATO nuclear forces not subject to a direct US veto would only allow the
Europeans ‘to drag the US into a general war’. The USA thus remained
unresponsive. The US A even declared at the NATO Ministerial Council
Meeting of December 1961 that Europe’s security would be best served not by
IRBMs but by a conventional arms build-up allowing a more flexible response to
any aggression against Western Europe by the Warsaw Pact. The creation of a
sea-based multilateral IRBM force controlled by a NATO Nuclear Committee
remained a remote possibility. The conventional build up—already outlined in
Bowie’s report—was given priority. German hopes were shattered. The US plan
breathed discrimination instead of emancipation. The very creation of a NATO
deterrent force was questioned, and there loomed the threat of an all-European
settlement based on a denuclearized Central Europe. Furthermore, ‘flexible
response’ made European security even more dependent on US good will.
Consequently, the German quest for a European Defence Identity received fresh
impetus.©0

Shortly afterwards, at the Anglo-American summit meeting in Bermuda (21—
22 December 1961), Kennedy signalled to Macmillan his support for both British
membership and leadership of the EEC—on the condition that ‘the British would
phase out of the nuclear deterrent business’, refuse to furnish France with
nuclear technology and ensure that the EEC would be tightly knit without the
association of the British Commonwealth. Kennedy implemented Robert
Bowie’s recommendations. The United Kingdom must become a member of the
EEC and the NNF. Stripped of its power and influence, Britain would be
reinstated as the leader of Europe, to safeguard a liberal development of the
European Communities and the establishment of the EEC as the European pillar
of NATO.%! Four weeks later, de Gaulle was informed by the US A that there
was no prospect whatsoever that France would receive nuclear assistance from
the USA for the build-up of its own, independent deterrent forces. Eisenhower’s
former restrictive policy on nuclear sharing was likewise adopted by Kennedy.®

The expected reform of NATO was not forthcoming. The French reacted
instantly. Negotiations among the Six were reactivated. The Fouchet Plan of 19
October 1961, the French blueprint for a European Political Union, was redrafted
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to make the planned EPU an instrument of emancipation. The references to
NATO were deleted, and a commission of defence reintroduced. Once again,
President de Gaulle was challenging NATO supremacy.®® His measures,
however, lacked the support of the Europeans.®* The fact that the USA seemed
unwilling to grant France any special status might have even reinforced NATO
solidarity. For Adenauer, US impertinence toward Europe generally was much
easier to bear than impertinence toward the Federal Republic alone. The
Chancellor therefore considered it unwise to challenge the USA. The Europeans
should concentrate on a common foreign policy and not on an EDI. A
commission for defence could be installed any time after the EPU had taken
off.% The Netherlands and Belgium likewise opposed de Gaulle’s plans and
quickly insisted upon a ‘package deal’ between the EPU and the British EEC
application negotiations. The blocking vote of the Low Countries guaranteed that
there would be no EPU unless the UK was admitted to the Common Market.®
The French hoped to achieve a lifting of the blocking vote, enabling France to
form a European Defence Identity based on the Six. These hopes faded when
Lord Privy Seal Sir Edward Heath used the WEU Council meeting on 10 April
1962 to declare that the United Kingdom ‘quite accepts that the EPU will have a
common concern for defence problems and that a European point of view of
defence will emerge’, which will change the balance within the Atlantic alliance.®’
The EPU negotiations stalled. Why should the EEC member states, which were
ill prepared to defend themselves, risk a transatlantic rupture and face the danger
of French hegemony in Europe when Europe’s emancipation seemed achievable
without risk? At the Foreign Ministers Conference of 17 April 1962, the French
plan to lead Europe finally did not come off.%

De Gaulle was trapped. He must either accept British leadership in the EEC or
choose a showdown, rejecting the UK’s admission and thus hoping to regain the
momentum to organize Europe politically. The USA feared that de Gaulle would
make his decision dependent on British nuclear cooperation, placing the UK
under pressure to build up the EEC militarily.®® These concerns were well
founded. Pierre Pflimlin, a member of the French Cabinet, left no doubt that de
Gaulle would use the defence issue as the touchstone for forming his own
opinion as to whether the British were sincere in their desire to take part in
Europe. Consequently, what the prime minister could say to de Gaulle on this
subject would determine the success or failure of the Brussels application
negotiations.”

On 17 April 1962, the day the EPU negotiations stalled, Counsellor of the
Department of State Walt Rostow advised the president that the USA must
negotiate at an early stage a limited long-term role for Europe within a unified
Atlantic plan and command structure to pre-empt any European scheme
challenging trans-Atlantic supremacy.’! And, indeed, Macmillan seemed not to
have resisted the temptation, but seemed to have toyed with the idea of forming a
European ‘independent deterrent force’ based on the EEC. This is revealed in
minutes of a meeting of the British prime minister with Ambassador Chauvel on
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19 April 1962.7% Soon thereafter, during the prime minister’s stay in Washington
of 27-29 April 1962, Macmillan was told yet again that the USA would not
tolerate any form of nuclear sharing—even if the French bargained for British
nuclear technology as their price for admitting the UK into the Common Market.
Dean Rusk made it crystal clear that despite speculations to the contrary, ‘the US
were determined not to help France in the nuclear field, either directly or
indirectly through the United Kingdom’.”> Having tested the UK’s leeway,
Macmillan changed his strategy. Facing an almost certain rejection of the UK’s
application to join the EEC, the British Prime Minister focused on isolating
France. Sensing this in his encounter with Macmillan in Champs on 2 June 1962,
de Gaulle instructed the French delegation in Brussels to maintain its position
but avoid isolation.”* The UK and France started to position themselves for the
struggle following a rejection of the UK’s application, instead of negotiating a
settlement.

As de Gaulle remarked on 21 June 1962, ‘I’Europe a manqué son heure’.
Days later, alternative planning set in and France now approached the Federal
Republic. During the Franco-German Summit of 3-5 July 1962, the French
President proposed a Franco-German accord along the lines of the Fouchet Plan
in case the EPU, that is, the application negotiations, were to fail. The Franco-
German Union would serve as the nucleus for a revival of the political
cooperation among the Six. Adenauer acquiesced once de Gaulle assured him
that the Franco-German Union would serve to form a common foreign policy
towards the East. It would be a “veritable osmosis’ of the two countries. Once the
emergency efforts of Italy’s Prime Minister Amintore Fanfani for an agreement
on the basis of the Six had faltered (due to the fact that the proposals were
entirely based on the US conception of Europe, that is, a supra-national Europe
within transatlantic bounds), Adenauer and de Gaulle reached agreement on
Franco-German Union at a summit on 6 September 1962. Unimpressed by
threats from the USA not to contemplate a Franco-German axis at the expense of
NATO, de Gaulle presented two weeks later the outline of what would serve as a
basis for the Elysée Treaty of January 1963.7°

Britain meanwhile approached the USA for a common assessment of
European attitudes toward the nuclear problem. The British