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Abstract

1973 was a period in the history of the Atlantic Alliance when United States and
European interests diverged to an unprecedented degree. Kissinger's Year of Europe
initiative (1973/74) and the associated proposal, originally for a new Atlantic Charter
and later for a less far-reaching declaration of principles, was an American attempt to
inspire an explicit restatement of Alliance obligations. The intention was to take ac-
count of changes in the Atlantic relationship consequent upon EEC enlargement,
economic pressures, and a dwindling of US domestic support for commitments to
Europe at a time of détente with the USSR and the Watergate débacle. But the prob-
lems which the US sought to resolve were exacerbated by events, by different priori-
ties in Europe, and by the attitude of France, which chose to interpret American
proposals as a diplomatic offensive rather than an attempt to address Alliance prob-
lems. Closer US-Soviet relations, the eclipse of European interests during the 1973
Middle East war, and different approaches to the energy crisis created real tension
between the allies. It increased - temporarily - the rival attractions of greater European
cooperation before leading to recriminations within the Nine members of the EEC and
eventual French isolation in the face of Paris's continued hostility to Kissinger's pre-
scription for renewed cooperation.

This thesis re-evaluates these events. It looks at the background to 1973 and the
prevailing wisdom on such concepts as Atlantic partnership and interdependence. It
examines the view that the US initiative was misinterpreted because of unwillingness to
jeopardise newly-established European objectives for greater cooperation. It describes
how the difficulties were resolved by enhancing - albeit only marginally - the impor-
tance of consultation within the Alliance and permitting a degree of US influence
within European political cooperation on issues affecting US interests. Finally, it

touches on possible comparisons with the early 1990s.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The Atlantic Alliance in the early 1970s was widely assumed to be in real crisis
as a result of a breakdown of shared perceptions on economic, security and political
interests. There was a temptation, with good reason, for the US to attribute much of
this to the greater assertiveness of the the nine members of the European Economic
Community (“the Nine") following enlargement, and for the Nine to blame a continu-
ing American tendency to interfere in matters of European concern. Clarifying Al-
liance and EEC obligations in security, foreign policy and trade issues was the purpose
of the Year of Europe initiative put by Henry Kissinger, the US national security
adviser, to a dubious Nine and an apprehensive Alliance early in 1973. The problems
created as a result make 1973 historically important in its own right as well as for what
it tells us about the overall management of US-European relations and the differences
between how those relations were and are handled in the respective frameworks of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and US-EEC/Nine relations.

This thesis reviews those events and examines the progress of the US initiative in
revising Alliance relationships so as to reflect the changed international environment.
The thesis places the debates of 1973 into a theoretical context initially, and then
examines the issues on the Atlantic agenda throughout the Year of Europe. It looks at
the trade, monetary, energy and security/political issues which dominated the Alliance
agenda in the 18 months of the Kissinger initiative with a view to assessing the seri-
ousness of the crisis and the degree to which the resolution of specific problems con-

tributed to a stronger overall Alliance relationship.

A chronology of the Year of Europe

In a chronological view of the events of 1973/74, four discrete phases emerge:

1) the initial phase when the US administration's intentions toward Europe were first



Chapter 1

declared in Kissinger's speech in New York in April 1973, which articulated the
meaning of the Year of Europe and the need for a new Atlantic Charter. There were a
number of false starts, notably President Nixon's announcement in January 1973 that,
despite earlier suggestions of intent, he would not be visiting European capitals in the
first half of 1973;

2) the period from April to September 1973 when foreign ministers of the Nine decid-
ed in Copenhagen to formulate their own response in the light of the Community's
institutional and political difficulties with American proposals. European uneasiness
became clear, and tensions and irritation were growing between Europe and the US;

3) the period October 1973 to February 1974 when there were outright differences
over the Middle East war and resulting energy crisis. Failure to concert policy in the
face of the Arab challenge to the Alliance's economic security demonstrated weakness-
es in both the Alliance and the EEC. The rhetoric became acrimonious. The French
foreign minister accused the two superpowers of duopolistic intentions in handling the
Middle East conflict, and complained that Europe had been treated "like a non-person,
humiliated all along the line."! In response to Eurapean complaints that the US did nat
consult them adequately over the nuclear alert in October 1973, Kissinger accused the
Nine of failing to consult the US at all over the initiation in March 1974 of the Euro-
Arab dialogue which threatened to cut across US diplomacy in the Middle East and the
prospects for serious cooperation within the International Energy Agency (IEA), estab-
lished by the Washington conference of February 1974;

4) a period of reconciliation which concluded in June 1974 with the signing of the
Ottawa Declaration by NATO heads of government, and agreement within the Nine to
the formula agreed in spring 1974 at Schloss Gymnich, which allowed the US a consul-
tative role in certain elements of the Nine's decision-making. It coincided with - and
was made possible by - greater Alliance solidarity as part of a cooling of détente with

the USSR and a recognition by the EEC that, in the light of flagrant conflicts of inter-
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Introduction
est at their summit in Copenhagen in December 1973 and thereafter, more realistic
objectives were needed which above all did not lead automatically to differences with

Washington.

The importance of 1973

1973/4 was a landmark in the Alliance, as important as the Grand Design of the
Kennedy administration and the debate about the relationship between Europe and
America which took place at the end of the 1980s. The early 1970s marked the begin-
ning of a new era when the comparative optimism of the 1950s and 1960s about
working toward an Atlantic ideal became lost in competing rather than complementary
interests, and assumed common political objectives were subordinated to the less in-
spired hard-bargaining in trade and monetary issues. It marked the end of the rhetoric
on Atlantic community which had underlain assumptions about the Alliance in the
1950s and 1960s and which was temporarily revived in the late 1980s under very dif-
ferent military, political and economic circumstances. Even at the timg, 1t was realised
that the tensions in the relationship showed the Alliance to be at a decisivé stage in its
development. If it was "the end of the age of innocence for the Community,"? it was
also the end of unchallenged American domination in the Alliance. 1973 was a water-
shed in US policy toward the Nine and in the way the Nine approached policy-making
in those areas where US interests were affected. It proved to be a time of preliminary
skirmishings in what has become the now well-established pattern of Alliance man-
agement where apparent divisions are often more remarked on than unifying themes. It
marked a shift from American guardianship of the system to one of greater US ambiva-
lence. In the security sphere, NATO obligations were qualified by US-Soviet détente.
In economics, the US had demonstrated a willingness to take a tougher approach in
August 1971; it moved to floating exchange rates in early 1973, and in its unilateral
approach to trade policy was reflected in the 1974 US Trade Act.

1973/4 is probably not the most important period in the Alliance's history. There

11



Chapter 1
were other actual or potential turning points which could, or did, change decisively the
US-European relationship (Suez; President Kennedy's Grand Design; President de
Gaulle's withdrawal of France from the military Alliance), and since 1973 there have
been whole series of disagreements: over policy toward Iran at the end of the 1970s;
the future of détente after the invasion of Afghanistan; German unification; handling
out-of-area threats in the light of the Gulf war; the collapse of the Soviet Union; and
further moves toward a more unified Twelve (Spain, Portugal and Greece having
joined the Nine), including defence cooperation. 1973 did, however, mark an evolution
in Alliance theorising moving away from Kennedy's advocacy of an indivisible part-
nership toward a relationship built on the sort of equality assumed by theories of the
two Atlantic "pillars", but without the accompanying assumptions of compatible inter-
ests across the board. The Year of Europe marked a change in the historical continuum
from the idea of an alliance community to a new vision of partnership which required
the US to head off the - still remote - possibility that European Community interests
might undermine the Alliance by conflicting with US interests, both within the Alliance
framework and outside it. Washington did so partly out of US self-interest (because the
Alliance served their interests as much as those of the Europeans), and partly to avoid
the paralysis which would otherwise result from the incompatibility of two rival con-
cepts: an "organic" Atlantic community or a bipolar relationship between the US and
the Nine.

While some events of the time (the culmination of superpower détente, the
Middle East war, and the energy crisis) have individually been treated seriously, the
Year of Europe has largely been dismissed as an irrelevancy, a piece of domestic
theatre, or a diplomatic stunt by Kissinger which went out of control as it became
caught up in the issues which were genuinely weakening the Alliance. The US's rela-
tionship with Europe has been seen as an issue which, in contrast to his more notable
and enduring legacies, Kissinger somehow failed to get right. In Alliance historiogra-

phy, the Year of Europe has become a model for how not to conduct US-European
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Introduction

relations.

This is too simplistic. Important issues were at stake which came to a head as a
result of competing US-European interests. In this respect, domestic timetables in
Alliance member-states, and how they affected those countries' perception of the
Alliance, were important. In the US there was Watergate, all the associated fallout
from Vietnam, and a determination to strike a deal with Moscow and not peg US
diplomacy on the wishes of increasingly unhelpful and intransigent European allies.
Among the most influential members of the Nine, for France, 1973-74 was a period of
reassertion of interests arising out of concern at US and German diplomacy in Europe.
In the UK, the priority for Edward Heath's government was presentation of European
credentials and consolidation of the relationship with Paris, if necessary at the expense
of what was seen in 10 Downing Street, if not the British Foreign Office, as wayward
US diplomacy. In Germany, the concern was marginalisation of Ostpolitik by super-
power détente and, latterly, the lengths to which France appeared ready to go to pursue
her interests at the expense of Community solidarity and long-term European interests.
They were objectives which, if not intrinsically competitive, were at least difficult to
reconcile simultaneously. Hence the problem of finding reliable Alliance interlocutors.

1973 demands proper analysis also because it was the first time that basic struc-
tural tensions, institutional differences between the Alliance and the Community, were
exposed. A potentially competitive relationship between the US and the EEC, and the
breakdown within the Alliance of agreement over what constituted shared security
interests at a time of détente, led to an acute crisis of confidence to which the Year of
Europe exercise contributed further. While the US believed the time had come to
review Alliance management and redistribute burdens according to the ability of the
now enlarged Community to pay, the Europeans took the opposite view; the Nine
wished to define their political role with respect to the US (both directly through the

Community machinery and indirectly through NATO), but they hoped to keep this
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Chapter 1
separate from the imbalance in the security/defence relationship. They were unwilling
to cooperate in Kissinger's initiatives - particularly when US foreign policy appeared
increasingly liable to respond to domestic pressures, and as a result responsive more to
the exigencies of détente rather than to long-term Alliance interests.

Which of the European/American approaches - that is, whether to leave the
future of the Alliance to chance or not - was more likely to be beneficial was never put
to the test. By the latter half of 1974, a loss in momentum of détente and a Community
more disposed to respond to US needs (important in this was the change in dramatis
personee, with the departure from office in four months of Heath, Pompidou, Brandt
and Nixon) led to an easing of tensions. The Ottawa Declaration (which broadened
slightly the scope of legitimate issues for Alliance discussion) agreed by NATO heads
of government in June 1974, and the Nine's Schloss Gymnich formula for improved
Nine-US consultations, satisfied the immediate requirement. They did not pretend to be
the revitalisation for which Kissinger had called, but they were to prove a workable
basis for future Alliance relations and for weathering the difficulties of the late 1970s
and the early years of the Reagan administration.

The Kissinger analysis® remains the most complete record to date. But it is not
the last word on the period, and does not close off this revealing piece of Alliance
history from further debate. Despite Kissinger's apparently painstaking preparation of
the diplomatic ground in advance of and during the initiative, he failed to convince
Europe that American ideas were intended to benefit the Alliance, not just the US. The
unveiling of US plans was late and poorly handled, and the initiative never recovered
from the Nine's attempt at their own Atlantic diplomacy as a European response to
what the US was trying to do. The difficulty was not that 1973 turned the spotlight too
much on Europe but that the US administration was unable to allocate sufficient time
and resources to it: commitments in Vietnam, relations with Moscow, and later Water-
gate, undercut the declared intention to review jointly the workings of the Alliance and

reallocate some of the burdens. Added to this was Kissinger's evident frustration every
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time the Europeans discerned US plotting in Washington's initiatives. The difficulties
in negotiating seriously for trade compensation and international monetary reform, and
formulating compatible objectives in handling the Warsaw Pact, were all symptoms of
a relationship lacking mutual confidence.

The European perspective was coloured also by the suspicion that Washington
was trying to work round or ignore the Community in areas, such as political coopera-
tion, which the Nine took increasingly seriously. The Year of Europe, rather than a
far-sighted initiative to address the Alliance's systemic problems, seemed to betray US
fears that further integration of the Community/Nine would be incompatible with
shared Alliance objectives, and so would erode US influence in Europe“. Washing-
ton's assumption appeared to be that even if Europe remained Atlanticist in disposition
it would be less frankly American-led. Rather than holding out partnership, Kissinger's
prescription for restoring Alliance coherency came across as a reassertion of US au-
thority. For European capitals, on the other hand, the way to strengthen Alliance
confidence was for the US to open up its own decision-making process to the Alliance
(given the Nixon administration's poor record on consultation), rather than for the US
to try to neutralise the Nine's cooperation in this area before it was properly estab-
lished. It was the partial satisfaction of this mutual demand for greater transparency in
decision-making which, in the end, permitted a peaceable resolution of the many
inflamed issues which came up on the Alliance agenda during the 18 months of the

Year of Europe initiative.
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Notes

(1) Michel Jobert's speech to the French National Assembly, reported in Le Monde, 14 November 1973.

(2) Sir Christopher Soames, in a private conversation, March 1982.

(3) Years of Upheaval, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, London, 1982.

(4) Lothar Ruhl's The Nine and NATO, The Atlantic Papers, The Atlantic Institute for International Affairs, Paris,

July 1974, addresses head-on the variable geometry of the Alliance/European fora in the early 1970s, and reflects
the problems of the Alliance as the framework for the more specific US-EC relationship.
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Chapter 2
Competing concepts of Atlantic cooperation

Alliance orthodoxy up to 1973

The difficulties which the Atlantic Alliance faced in 1973/4 in agreeing a policy
on issues requiring consensus were a result of pressures arising from the first real thaw
in the Cold War. These difficulties were also a product of unresolved problems and
differences of opinion about the ultimate destination of the Alliance which had existed
since its creation. Was this a working relationship based simply on mutual interest in
denying Soviet influence in the Western world? Or did there need to be more to the
relationship, like shared values and destinies? How far would these common values
alone take the Alliance in terms of creating an effective relationship in the face of
potentially competing interests in economic issues and foreign policy outside of Eu-
rope?

The difficulty in determining both the nature of the Alliance and its proper objec-
tives is shown, for instance, by its history up to 1973, characterised largely by the
tension between alternative policy positions: working toward either Atlantic community
or partnership. Hegemony was undesirable and, to be stable, the Alliance had to be
among roughly comparable entities. Community was believed to be the slippery slope
to institutionalised US hegemony, while partnership pointed to the other extreme, that
of a solely European Europe. The popularity of either variant fluctuated in Washington
and the European capitals during the 1960s and early 1970s. These fluctuations de-
pended on the prevailing similarity between US and European views at the time, and
on the US's assessment of its global responsibilities and the relative importance of the
European role in fulfilling them!. 1973 is important because it put to the test professed
American support for the concept of Atlantic partnership when, for the first time,
Europe looked capable of taking on the responsibilities inherent in partnership which

had been hypothesised by the Kennedy administration a decade earlier.
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These fluctuations reflected also the disparity since 1949 between the rhetoric of
plurality and the fact of US dominance. David Calleo describes the ambiguity in
NATO from the outset whereby "post-war American leadership developed a character-
istic style that clothed the realities of hegemony in at least the trappings of pluralism.
An American mini-protectorate for Western Europe was packaged in the multilateral
hocus pocus of NATO."? The eventual resolution of this tension between doctrine and
reality would come, it was assumed, through greater European unity heading automati-
cally to a more balanced relationship among equals. As a result, the theory ran, US
domination was temporary and benign. In fact, US support for European unity was
inconsistent and often more apparent than real; hence US irritation when Europe did
try to advance a separate identity, albeit one consistent with Alliance obligations. "In
short, NATO, which in theory suggests interdependence, integration and a potential

federation, in practice involves dependence, subordination, and potential empire. ">

Atlantic community and partnership

The events of 1973 were a test of existing orthodoxy about Alliance structure and
how far it was in European and American interests. The concept of Atlantic communi-
ty - a federation of western democracies strong enough to avoid the fate of less durable
historical alliances - dominated Alliance thinking in the early years. It led, for in-
stance, to an attempt to justify a broadening of Alliance concerns so as to include non-
military cooperation based on Article 2 of the Washington Treaty of 1949 (which
established the Alliance), and to the specific proposals of the Committee of Three Wise
Men in 1956, which recommended, "If there is to be vitality and growth in the concept
of an Atlantic community, the relations between the members of NATO must rest on a
solid basis of confidence and understanding. A sense of community must bind the
people as well as the institutions of the Atlantic nations."*

The lack of clear direction about how to achieve common objectives was indica-

tive of the weakness of the Atlantic community model and the degree to which the
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Competing concepts of Atlantic cooperation

Alliance had become the assumed and largely acceptable basis for perpetuating Ameri-

LY

can prevalence. "In a sense, America's post-war commitment to Western Europe has
been based on the assumption that the United States and Western Europe are, in fact,
part of a common Atlantic community. Behind this view has lain not only cultural
sympathy but also fear of what an unattached Europe might become. "> And there was
the more fundamental problem of how prepared the US was to accept such an ideal as
the -'basis of American security. President Kennedy's adviser for national security af-
fairs, McGeorge Bundy, struck a chord when he said in a speech in Chicago in
December 1961: "A full-blown Atlantic union is still constitutionally and psychologi-
cally out of range for the people of the United States."®

Given the prevailing feeling on both sides of the Atlantic during the 1960s on the
acceptability of partnership and a stronger European pillar, ideas of both Atlantic
community and temporary American leadership became unfashionable. Instead, as part
of the search for some overriding theory to provide a conceptual framework for the
US-European relationship, there was greater American support for a more coherent,
self-standing (probably supranational) Europe as a natural counterpart to US strength.
In contrast to Atlantic community, which emphasised the solidarity of North America
and Europe even in the absence of an institutional infrastructure to translate common
aspirations into joint action, the concept of partnership was more restrictive because of
the limited ways in which Europe could match the US. It referred primarily to econom-
ic relations and, as Gerhard Mally points out, "If Community emphasises unity in
defence, Partnership stresses competition in trade. Atlantic Community gives priority
to Euro-American integration whereas Partnership establishes European unification as
the immediate policy objective."” The objective was established by President Kennedy
in his "Declaration on Interdependence” on 4 July 1962 in Philadelphia which called
for a partnership of equals. The Grand Design would depend on political unity in

Europe which the US would continue to support. "The first order of business is for our
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European friends to go forward in forming the more perfect union which will some day
make this union possible." The important point was that the US would not regard a
strong and united Europe as a rival but as a partner. "To aid its progress has been the
basic objective of our policy for seventeen years. "

Although more in conformity with US and European thinking at the time, part-
nership still left much to chance. Rather than the hoped-for development of compatible
goals or the carrot-and-stick methods of Atlantic hierarchy as practised by John Foster
Dulles, American Secretary of State in the Eisenhower administration, the emphasis
was on bargaining and compromise. Partnership was assumed to be a desired US
objective, regardless of warnings from Kissinger and others that the supranational
route to European unity which it assumed would be encouraged "could in fact bring
about results quite contrary to those intended. The United States should therefore leave
the internal evolution of a united Europe to the Europeans and use its ingenuity in
devising new forms of Atlantic cooperation."® Writing four years prior to that, Kiss-
inger had advised that "the goal of Western policy must be to develop greater cohesion
and a new sense of purpose. Nowhere is this more evident than in the Atlantic commu-
nity. The minimum condition is to move in the direction of a North Atlantic Confeder-
ation,"1°
In fact, partnership and the challenge to Europe to prove itself as a viable equal
of the US was a policy which put the onus for completing the new Alliance architec-
ture on Europe rather than the US. The Grand Design did not add up to much more
than general ideas and descriptive phrases. By not requiring an active US role (beyond
the not inconsiderable assumption of US tolerance of the eventual costs of greater
European economic cooperation), it led to drift in US-Alliance policy-making in the
1960s. This laissez-faire approach to the Alliance fitted with the times: US preoccupa-
tion with Vietnam, French withdrawal from NATOQ, the progress of European détente,

and the weakness of the dollar "all produced impatience with American leadership and

indifference toward the Atlantic bloc".!! From these origins of US inactivity and
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Competing concepts of Atlantic cooperation

European preoccupations elsewhere came Kissinger's own efforts to resurrect the
Atlantic Community idea, first in his call for a new Atlantic Charter to be the "fresh
act of creation" to serve the common objectives which underlie unity, and then later on
in his statement that "the United States is committed to making the Atlantic community
a vital, positive force for the future as it was for the past".!? The two concrete
achievements of the Year of Europe were in line with these philosophies. The Ottawa
Declaration of June 1974 affirmed "the common destiny and the values which are the
heritage of their civilisation" while the International Energy Agency emerged as the
first supranational organisation in the Atlantic region (albeit as part of the OECD, the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, rather than the Alliance, as
Kissinger would have preferred).

Illustrative of the potency of rhetoric about either community or partnership is
the fact that the advocacy of the former by the Nixon administrations was not couched
unambiguously in those terms. As much as the Nixon administration saw the dangers
of encouraging greater European unity through the EEC, it too spoke as though there
was compatibility in the concepts of community and partnership between Europe and
America. Hence Nixon had been prepared to say, "we favour a definition by Western
Europe of a distinct identity. Our support for the strengthening and broadening of the
European Community has not diminished. I went to West Europe [in 1969] to reaffirm
America's commitment to partnership with Europe."!* In his 1971 Foreign Policy
Report to Congress, Nixon had also fused the two concepts together. "To link together
the foreign and defence policies of a uniting Europe and the US will be another test of
community... In the near future, however, the tangible expression of the new partner-
ship is in greater material contributions by the allies."'* Kissinger's writings had
similarly supported greater political unity in Western Europe, even accompanied by a
European nuclear force, as the next best solution to the unlikely emergence of NATO

as a single political unit!®. In spelling out the content of the Year of Europe in May
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1973, Nixon again reverted to the language of partnership: America and Europe were
"challenged to forge a more mature and viable partnership" in which there would be
cooperation in "developing a new and more equitable international economic system, "
in "providing a strong defence" and in "building a common framework for diplomacy
to deal with fundamental security issues."!® Squaring the circle of community/partner-
ship, Kissinger envisaged something amounting to partnership as the precursor of,
rather than alternative to, Atlantic community. In his Year of Europe initiative, Kiss-
inger spoke of continuing US support for European unification on the basis that "we
have no intention of destroying what we have worked so hard to help build."!” In
going on to say that "we shall continue to support European unity as a component of a
larger Atlantic partnership,” Kissinger was carefully hedging US support in favour of
an Alliance relationship which, while it might need to carry the label of partnership
(given the heightened European sensitivities about their role in the Alliance), was
closer to US thinking about an Atlantic community (in which initiatives such as the
Nine's European identity issued in July 1973 would be kept more under careful US
control). The tendency of the rhetoric tilted further to community as European policy
became more out of step both with US objectives and as Kissinger would argue) with
long-term European interests.

The conclusion is that although these concepts were described in heavily weight-
ed terms, their use was not always consistent and could not always be taken at face
value. Whatever the rhetoric, underlying the argumentation and theorising was the bald
fact that up to the early 1970s, US-European relations were more or less dominated
across the board by the US. The terms on which it would share responsibilities while
not giving up that dominance remained the principal stumbling-block of the Year of
Europe. The policy of the Nixon administration, based on the rationale of the Nixon
doctrine, was to discharge some of the burdens of this position but without foregoing
real influence over the Nine at a time of the European Community's enlargement and

over the Alliance at a period when détente made it important that the West stay in step
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so as not to expose weakness.

' The Europeans approached resolution of the competing objectives of Atlantic
community and partnership from a different direction. They aspired to greater freedom
of manoeuvre and a stronger international identity. At the same time they did not wish
to see a diminution of the US security commitment, nor were they prepared to respond
to US requests that Europe do more to meet the costs of the collective Alliance effort.
As a result, and not for the first time in Alliance history, discussion of ultimate ends
became confused, reflecting the current state of Alliance relations rather than trying to
determine long-term policy.

Up to 1973, this de facto hegemony had been a relatively stable pattern for
Alliance relations. As Calleo said, "Europeans have remained confident that since
America would defend their territory whatever they did, their competing diplomatic
and economic initiatives need not be sacrificed for Alliance solidarity."!® Kissinger
expressed it similarly: "As long as NATO strategy was nuclear and the United States
had no obvious alternative to nuclear retaliation, our allies were ready to acquiesce in
the hegemonic position of the United States."!® Although it survived, this pattern was
badly shaken by President de Gaulle's drive to establish Europe as a third force, and
by the more brusque style of the Nixon administration under pressures from Congress
and middle America to reverse a situation in which the US was growing weaker as
Europe got stronger.

One clear sign that the post-war Atlantic relationship could not continue as before
was the redefinition of the economic relationship attempted by Nixon in August 1971
in the NEP (new economic policy). The US's refusal to continue to accept uncomplain-
ingly the burdens of Alliance leadership led to concern in Europe about US neo-isola-
tionism and to a determination to work toward a more equal relationship and be less
dependent on US leadership in those areas where the Nine were capable of acting

together.
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The NEP demonstrated that various American formulae to provide hegemony on
the cheap had lost their efficacy. New ones were needed for Europe to be shaken out
of its lethargy and contribute commensurate resources to the Atlantic commitment. But
the tendency for each side to draw selective conclusions? diffused the shock adminis-
tered by the NEP. It did not transform the Alliance from a dependent relationship to
one between equals, but to an unstable, semi-pluralistic one in which the US and
Europe pulled different ways on economic and political issues while neither had a
serious interest in revision of the integrated military structure. As much as the US

sought hegemony on the cheap, so Europe sought independence on the cheap?!.

Kissinger and the American approach

The question which confronted Kissinger in 1973 was where, in the light of
increasingly overt structural tensions and the implications for the Alliance of the NEP,
these oscillations between US domination and a more plural Alliance structure would
lead. As a result of evident Atlantic tensions, and above all of serious deterioration in
the US's relationship with France, Kissinger came to abandon the Nixon administra-
tion's earlier rhetorical support for equal partnership as an interim solution which
would satisfy immediate American wishes to have greater freedom of manoeuvre and
European grievances arising from this turn in US policy. European military weakness
meant there was no short-term stabilising position in overall Atlantic relations: Kiss-
inger's policies came to be framed more unambiguously in terms of an Atlantic
community, always his long-term prognosis for the Alliance, and regarded by him in
1973-74 as the most realistic model for keeping the US closely bound up in European
affairs at a time when many Europeans would have had it otherwise.

His conclusion that Atlantic partnership left too much to chance and to Washing-
ton's ability to influence European capitals marked the end of unthinking optimism
about the Alliance. The description by Harlan Cleveland, former American ambassa-

dor to NATO, of the Alliance as "a large, complex and dynamic bargain kept political-
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ly acceptable by constant recalculation of the costs assumed and benefits received by
each party to the deal" reflected more the hard currency of Alliance business?. But,
although Kissinger's revised intellectual framework did affect the Atlantic debate, in
practice, rather than resolve the lack of clarity in Alliance rhetoric and policy, the
policy of half-hegemony/half-pluralism continued as the least controversial way to
preserve US influence across the board. At the same time it allowed the Nine greater
scope for coordination of policy and development of a more coherent identity.

The handling of Alliance business throughout the Year of Europe is associated
inextricably with Kissinger. His freedom of manoeuvre was conditioned mainly by two
factors in 1973-74: the declining influence of Nixon and the time the president had
available for foreign policy issues, with a resulting increase in Kissinger's influence;
and the overall decline of the presidency under siege from Congress over Watergate,
incipient protectionism and a diminished disposition to internationalism?3. While it is
true that the so-called special relationship between Nixon and Kissinger remained as
important during 1973-4 as during the first Nixon administration, the president's
domestic preoccupations and the influence which the office of national security adviser
had accrued under Kissinger meant in practice that, long before he became secretary of
state in August 1973, it was Kissinger who assumed overall responsibility for foreign
policy and therefore for Alliance management during the Year of Europe. "The Nixon-
Kissinger partnership stands as a wholly exceptional one, remarkably, in which the
power and influence of the aide increased even as that of the patron diminished. "%

In the particular instance of the Year of Europe initiative, the balance of evi-
dence is that this was Kissinger's brainchild®®. He brought to the task precise views on
where US interests in Europe lay and how they should be secured. He contributed to
bringing about a crisis in Atlantic relations which, while consistent with his own read-
ing of the dynamics of Western cooperation, he had sought to avoid.

Given Kissinger's significance in making and implementing the key policy deci-

sions, it is important to examine briefly his philosophical approach and the basic
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assumptions and predispositions which lay behind that policy. The strength of the
correlation between Kissinger the academic and Kissinger the statesman has been tested
with respect to his Alliance policies more than in any other area, given his extensive
writings and expertise®®. These studies show a man guided strongly by concerns about
international stability and the domestic legitimacy of governments rather than moral
absolutism as the criterion of policy formation; by the belief that, as part of the new
"structure of peace", US policy could no longer be motivated by the unthinking con-
tainment of Communism which had led to its involvement in Vietnam, but instead
needed a more realistic, practical philosophy which took account of US interests and
resources and the overriding issue of security through avoidance of war; and (follow-
ing from that) by a strong disposition to fatalism. This manifested itself particularly in
the way Kissinger sought a new approach to the end of the bipolar world: working
with regard to prevailing circumstances in order to secure the best results, rather than
operating either as though the international order were different or as though the US
should view itself as having a self-imposed task to transform the international commu-
nity. Writing in 1968, Kissinger had summed this up as the need for coherence, "relat-
ing our commitments to our interests and our obligations to our purposes"?’. It was a
search for a foreign policy based on "permanent values and interests. "2

In Europe, this sober assessment came across particularly acutely. As Dickson
has pointed out:

"Calculated moderation is not really sufficiently inspiring as a political principle

to convey a sense of idealism or moral purpose. The philosophy of moderation

and restraint cannot really motivate men to greater deeds. There was clearly an

unmistakable lack of vision and sense of ultimate purpose in this world view

which Kissinger's successors have tried to overcome by formulating policy in

terms of traditional American ideals and democratic values. "2’

The particular problem by the late 1960s was that, despite Kennedy's offer of
partnership, an Alliance blueprint in which US influence in effect continued unchal-

lenged no longer reflected the relative economic strengths of the US and Western

Europe®. It ran counter to the evidence of greater diffusion of economic and political
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power both within the Alliance and globally and the European aspirations aroused as a
result. While Atlantic community was a principle to which Kissinger would return in
1973, it was contrary to the immediate priority of US foreign policy in the first Nixon
administration: international stability (which meant détente with former adversaries),
and a reduction in unnecessary US commitments overseas. Addressing Alliance prob-
lems was not the chief concern for as long as the Soviet Union remained to be fully
engaged in the détente process. Furthermore, Kissinger believed it was unlikely to
repay the diplomatic effort expended, because of the structural limitations imposed by
concerns about sovereignty in a multilateral Alliance, concerns linked to the asymme-
try created by the preponderant influence within the Alliance of US nuclear weapons.
Hence, argues A G Andrianopoulos, the disappointed, because misplaced, expectations
in Europe in 1969 that the US would "do something" about arresting the atrophy of
Alliance relations. Pessimism about the possibility of genuinely reforming the Alliance
relationship was an example of the much-scrutinised "doctrine of limits" associated
with Kissinger's approach to policy-making, in which politicians could not expect, and
should not try, to transform the world>!.

Kissinger's position, therefore, was that no simple solution existed to make
American and European perspectives compatible. The Alliance's problems owed much
to the false premises of US policy toward the allies and a policy of partnership which
had failed to take account of the real economic weight of the EEC and to recognise
that, while there was a price to be paid for either Atlantic community or partnership, a
common Atlantic policy was more likely under the former®?. The Nixon presidency
needed to break out of a well-established pattern of believing Alliance problems could
be resolved through architectural adjustments, recognising that “structural constraints
and the nature of the issues to be resolved imposed limits [and made] the solution of
the beleaguered problems of the Alliance unlikely in the foreseeable future regardless

of who governed in Paris or in Washington."** Hence, despite his call for a fresh act
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of creation, Kissinger proposed in the: Year of Europe initiative only a small shift in
respective American and European obligations to meet Alliance burdens. By Kissing-
er's standards it was a minimalist inittiative aimed at adjustments, not the wholesale
reform as was the interpretation in Europe.

Much has been made of Kissimger's and Nixon's allegedly Gaullist view of
Europe, and their shared view that more fundamental structural problems than de
Gaulle's nationalist perspective and intransigence had been the cause of Alliance
recriminations during the 1960s®*. It iis true that a greater readiness to understand de
Gaulle's views within the unbalance:d relationship and to work for improved US-
French relations was the starting point for Nixon's European policy in 1969. Further-
more, federalist ideas on augmenting the power of Community institutions were not
ideal for advocates of Atlantic partne:rship because too ambitious and not promising
quick results in terms of better Europe:an cohesion and a greater European contribution
to NATO. But if concerns about the e:ffect on US interests of greater European unity
amounted to compatibility with Gaulllism, it was with the opposite intention to de
Gaulle's. For the French president, a lioose intergovernmental rather than supranational
grouping of European states would pre:serve the Franco-German axis from interference
from Community institutions and develop an independent European role in world af-
fairs, so creating the conditions for wider, Atlantic to the Urals, European cooperation.
This would be too difficult if conducited through an elaborately-organised but weak
federal government based in Brussels.. Such an intergovernmental model for Western
Europe would mean an Atlantic relationship in which the European voice was stronger
than hitherto. But if achieved through intergovernmental cooperation, Kissinger inter-
preted it as consistent with American iinterest in the Atlantic community, and certainly
the best means of keeping open the US's bilateral channels in European capitals. The
latter point was expressed in Nixon's 1970 Annual Foreign Policy Report: "For many
years to come these [bilateral relatioms with several European countries] will provide

essential trans-Atlantic bonds - we will therefore continue to broaden and deepen
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them. "3’

Kissinger was clear-sighted about the scope for Atlantic disagreement and about
the responsibility for past disagreements®®, As Western Europe - which for the pur-
poses of this thesis primarily means the Nine - became more assertive and increasingly
sensitive on the quality of America's Alliance leadership, so new differences would
emerge, particularly over policy outside Europe (including the particular instance of
out-of-area threats). West European unity diminished some of the economic and politi-
cal influence which Washington could deploy with allies, but fell short of relaxing the
structural tensions within the Alliance. Instead of creating a new equilibrium, it would
only increase the potential for US-European conflict. The implications of the imbalance
of military capabilities would never be far from the surface, and would receive new
impetus once the inevitable conflicts of US and European political interests became
more distinct. Kissinger saw no prospect of resolving them, but at the same time he
believed that such disputes would not break the Alliance for as long as it was Europe
rather than the US which stood to gain most from collective Alliance security.

In short, Kissinger did not bring to the National Security Council and subsequent-
ly the State Department an idealistic view of Alliance relations and of the tasks which
lay before him. Post-1945 rhetoric about the automatic identity of Atlantic interests
disappeared after 1973 despite Nixon's good intentions on coming to office (and
remained out of sight really until the speech in Berlin in 1989 by secretary of state
James Baker which called for a new Alliance initiative). Not only was solving Alliance
problems now assumed to be impossible, but even superficial harmony in US-European
interests was regarded as too difficult an objective at a time of détente (when US-USSR
relations would develop their own dynamics) and at a stage when the Nine were liable
to become more assertive on both issues affecting the US-European relationship (such
as economic policy) and foreign policy issues where no immediate Alliance interest

was apparent.
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Kissinger's diplomatic style

All these problems were aggravated by Kissinger's lack of openness in foreign
policy management and the consultation of allies. In Washington, as within the Al-
liance, information and ideas were exchanged on a highly selective basis. Kissinger
equated institutionalised diplomacy with bureaucratic statesmanship, and made clear
his conviction that a large bureaucracy could not produce good foreign policy, howev-
er well it might be organised, because of the competing tendencies to inertia and crea-
tivity: "The spirit of policy and that of bureaucracy are dramatically opposed. The
essence of policy is its contingency; the essence of bureaucracy is its quest for safety.
Profound policy thrives on perpetual creation; the attempt to bureaucratically conduct
policy leads to a quest for calculability which tends to become a prisoner of events. ">’
Kissinger's inclination to free policy-making from this was fully shared by a president
mistrustful of a State Department staffed by eight years of Democrat presidency.
Nixon's determination to run foreign policy from the White House without interference
from the Democratic foreign policy establishment goes to the heart of the Nixon-Kiss-
inger special relationship. The assumption that the formulation of foreign policy was
primarily a presidential function was spelled out by Nixon before becoming president.
He said in an interview, "I've always thought this country could run itself domestically
without a president. You need a president for foreign policy, the president makes
foreign policy."?® The respective appointments of Kissinger at National Security and
the inexperienced William Rogers as secretary of state appeared to confirm that foreign
policy would be an executive responsibility.

This was not simply a matter of policy-making by a small circle of close advis-
ers. It was Nixon's and Kissinger's preferred way of operating. Even when the style
became less secret once Kissinger became secretary of state in August 1973, the result
was not open foreign-policy making but rather a situation in which the process became
more decentralised if still highly personalised®®. Throughout, the room for manoeuvre

required by Nixon's less ideological foreign policy was inimical to institutionalised
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foreign-policy making, with the result that policy making "became a perpetual tour de

"40 which prevented domestic consensus-building. And while having possible

Jorce
merits in building new bridges with the USSR and China, secrecy over the next US
moves on détente, and on Alliance diplomacy, increasingly corroded Alliance confi-
dence in Kissinger's handling. "It meant that as much as the allies, either collectively
or individually, wanted to believe what Henry [Kissinger] told them, their better
judgments told them to act more carefully."*! From a European perspective, the
conclusion was that Kissinger's Alliance management simply meant deploying in

Europe the sort of diplomatic practices which had transformed radically and rapidly

(and successfully) the US's relations with its former adversaries.

Kissinger and Europe

Kissinger's preference for policy-making in secret to reach and execute decisions
made it inevitable that US policy was shaped with a view to carrying Alliance support
in the absence of proper consultation. This alone would have been a recipe for Alliance
tension, particularly as the Year of Europe was launched inauspiciously amidst Al-
liance claims of lack of consultation, rather than as an opportunity to remove the ten-
sions which had arisen from the first Nixon administration. Anthony Hartley*? de-
scribed this as "secrecy and centralisation normal to European diplomacy." It had the
effect of moving the US approach away from traditional Alliance policy toward the
kind of unilateralism practised by de Gaulle. Under Kissinger, the US aspired to the
role of a balancing force within an emerging international multipolarity, so allowing
the US a less committed military and diplomatic posture. As a result, distinctions
between allies and adversaries were less sharply drawn. The erosion of this distinction
was a product of what Kissinger's critics regarded - and still do regard - as a tenuous
concern for "morality" in foreign policy, and by extension less regard for those of
America's friends who had such status simply because they were "like-minded". The

perception (particularly strong in Europe after Kissinger's surprise visit to Peking in
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July 1971) that Kissinger's priority was stability rather than international morality was
an uncomfortable one for American allies in Europe who stood to lose much from the
subordination of the ideological cement of the Alliance in order to open the way to a
more stable and therefore predictable relationship between the US and the Soviet
Union.

P W Dickson*® suggests the intellectual origins of this moral relativism: scepti-
cism about moral progress in history and acceptance of a value system in which power
was the basis of political activity, even at the expense, if necessary (Kissinger's critics
aver), of the US's democratic values. Under Kissinger's influence, US foreign policy
was interested less in reinforcing and sustaining anti-Soviet alliances than in the pursuit
of a relaxation of US-Soviet tension. Replacing containment with negotiation, and
elevating détente to the mutual acceptance by the US and Soviet Union of a given
structure of international politics (Kissinger's "legitimate order") involved a less robust
opposition to Soviet interests as part of détente. It required a fundamental shift in
Alliance perceptions of the US as the leader of Western resistance to the Soviet threat.
In the late 1960s, the Nixon administration saw a better chance than hitherto to estab-
lish stability in the international system. That subordination of Alliance interests would
be a price worth paying, irrespective of the awkwardness of the timing given Europe's
already aggravated sensitivities, had been reflected in Kissinger's earlier writings: "We
cannot permit the balance of power to be overturned for the sake of allied unity. We
must beware not to subordinate the requirements of the overall strategic balance to our

"4 The fact of this came out clearly in the Declaration on the

policy of Alliances,
Prevention of Nuclear War signed by Nixon and President Brezhnev of the USSR in
June 1973 (although strong European criticism of this missed the point that there was a
great deal of superpower theatre in the agreement). Although the Europeans overdid

the moral indignation, Kissinger's willingness to gratify a long-standing Soviet objec-

tive which was not in NATO's interest demonstrated painfully that US global interests
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now revolved around the Soviet Union, not NATO.

This was the damaging context of the Year of Europe. Once the pursuit of peace
and avoidance of war had taken on such importance (amounting, says Dickson, to what
in Kantian terms was the highest moral imperative for Kissinger), it became possible
both theoretically and in practice to justify any action that could be described as con-
tributing to the prevention of war, whatever its implications for other, subordinate,
policy objectives. The Nixon doctrine announced the shift in US doctrine from chang-
ing the system to maintaining the system and working within it. "The pivotal impor-
tance of this principle transformed the Nixon-Kissinger diplomacy into the art of the
possible, the science of the relative."* It was materially to affect Alliance relations
during the euphoric phase of détente from May 1972 to October 1973. Kissinger's
view was that the Alliance would not split badly over détente because Europe still had
more to gain than the US from NATO; his tendency was therefore to bank on NATO
even when the ground was not prepared. While the allies might go their own way from
time to time on political and economic issues (where the penalties for non-cooperation
with the US were small), "it was hard to visualise a deal between the Soviet Union and
Europe which would jeopardise our interests without jeopardising European interests
first."“¢ In that way the structural problems which Kissinger identified as lying at the
root of Alliance difficulties (that is, the imbalance in the US-European military rela-
tionship) were a serviceable instrument for supporting US foreign policy objectives.
But the wisdom, in the context of Alliance confidence, of displaying a readiness to
downgrade the Alliance while relying on its acquiescence was, even at the time, open
to question - even more so in the light of the setbacks to détente which began with US-
Soviet (and US-European) divisions over the handling of the October 1973 war in the
Middle East.

As much as Andrianopoulos and others explain the basis of Kissinger's ideas and
the obvious priorities of US foreign policy in 1969, the fact remains that Kissinger's

assumption that the inherent structural tensions of the Alliance were too difficult and
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sensitive to handle resulted in continuation during the first Nixon administration of the
neglect of Europe which had begun wnder Johnson. Even in the absence of long-term
solutions, this was not itself a reason for allowing the Alliance to deteriorate further.
By 1973, it had done so because of the structural problems which Kissinger had cited,
divisions over economic issues, and European fears that the Nixon administration was
prepared to be too soft on the Soviet Uniom by conceding strategic parity and too liable
to sell European interests short, without proper consultation, in the search for super-

power accommodation®’,

Kissinger's approach to NATO and the Nine

Allied uncertainty about the implications for them of the Nixon-Kissinger special
relationship and of incipient US neo-isolatiionism was not based only on the less doctri-
naire attitude of the US administration. The Nixon doctrine, the counterpart to détente,
involving a limited devolution of US powter at the periphery, was an attempt to reduce
US commitments while preventing a resuilting security gain for the Soviet Union and
China. To preserve a regional security neit as part of a multipolar world, the doctrine
relied on the development of regional "middle" powers to enable a drawdown of US
forces. The Nixon doctrine as applied to the Alliance envisaged, however, the same
level of US political-military involvement: (albeit at reduced costs). This differentiated
application produced a superficially contriadictory result. The US administration with-
held a transfer of regional security respomsibilities to those two theatres most capable,
in theory, of assuming new tasks - West Europe and Japan. But this provided little
comfort to the Europeans: toward West Eiurope a new ambiguity had been introduced
in US policy (an ambiguity which, admitttedly, had always existed in other regional
theatres): uncertainty about the degree tto which the US would in future underpin
regional security where this was no longesr consistent with progress in the US-Soviet
relationship. The Nixon doctrine, ratherr than dispelling this uncertainty, provided

valuable negotiating capital for the US in iits dealings with its allies. In European capi-
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tals, continuation of US security responsibilities was interpreted as requiring genuine
economic burden-sharing, such as offset payments for US forces in Europe.

The US policy of linking security with economic issues, while not a new tempta-
tion for Washington, was a logical part of the Nixon doctrine's application in Europe.
It put the squeeze most immediately on the EEC (despite the high profile of the Octo-
ber 1972 Paris summit meeting and the objectives established there), but it also fea-
tured largely in Washington's approach to the Alliance. The linkage (by which the
EEC would finance the burdens of the European members of NATO) highlights an
important point in Kissinger's differentiated policy toward the Fifteen and the Nine,
and his views about the inherent tension in US-European relations. The importance
given to improving US-French relations in the early years of the Nixon administration,
and the desire of the administration's foreign policy-makers to preserve influence in
many different centres of decision, led to a tendency to downgrade the importance of
links with the institutions of the EEC. This exacerbated the growing malaise in US-
EEC relations which Nixon had inherited from the Johnson administration.

It was a tendency discernible frorn the time of Nixon's visit to Western Europe in
early 1969*8. The visit had been intended to underline Nixon's commitment to Europe
and to reducing Cold War tensions, particularly in Berlin, but it was clear that the
EEC did not rank high among the president's priorities. His meeting with the Commis-
sion was conspicuously less important than the discussions at NATO. The problem was
compounded as the State Department became ever more removed from the centre of
decision-making in Washington. Philosophical distrust of the Community machinery in
Brussels and the impetus toward supranational cooperation were to become two of the
raisons d'étre in the Year of Europe. Blunting the growing political and economic
power of the EEC was an integral part of an initiative ostensibly holding out an olive
branch to NATO countries but on condlition the Nine showed themselves responsive to

American economic grievances.
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Using NATO to rein in the Community was a high-risk strategy, producing
strains in the US's relations with both institutions. Formally, the administration's posi-
tion was that "the structure of Westefn Europe itself is fundamentally the concern of
the Europeans. We cannot unify Europe and we do not believe there is only one road
to that goal. When the United States in previous administrations turned into an ardent
advocate it harmed rather than helped progress."*’ But Nixon's and Kissinger's stud-
ied neglect of Community institutions (reinforced, it was widely held at the time, by
Kissinger's lack of background in economics) was based on opposition to established
thinking (which previous administrations had shared) that the only road for European
unity was federation. The automaticity of the federal route was, for instance, instru-
mental in how Alastair Buchan saw the evolution of the Community:

"In order to become partners in their own right and to claim equality of status, if

not of strength, in this new relationship with the United States, the European

countries must construct an intimate Community which will be sufficiently inde-

pendent not to become a satellite. Their final objective is the creation of the

United States of Europe. This is a federal structure, with a federal parliament

and a federal government to which the component states surrender powers of

decision in the field of economic, monetary, defence and foreign policy. "*°

The fear that the European sense of identity would create difficulties for the
Alliance relationship and ultimately diminish American power on the Continent®! was
very real in the early 1970s. Whatever the short-term effect on American policies,
which ocasionally appeared to work in the opposite direction, that the US should con-
tinue to place primacy on the Alliance was not, therefore, surprising. NATO was the
institutional link which guaranteed US influence in Europe; and it had a coherency of
subject matter and obvious areas of common US-European interest which were lacking
in the fine detail needed to assess the state of US-EEC business. Consistently with the
more cautious approach to the prevailing wisdom on the desirability of a federal
Europe which Nixon and Kissinger brought to the White House, the state of Alliance
relations dominated the American approach to solving European problems:

"For Nixon and Kissinger it was important to subordinate everything to the

Atlantic community. They were convinced that only the United States could
effectively take on the leadership of the industrialised democracies, all the while
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acknowledging that its material means, more limited than in the past, forced

them to redefine their strategy on a more cynical basis. Consequently, they

demanded virtually exclusive freedom in the management of détente with the

Soviet bloc and a more equitable redistribution of the Western European defence

burden. "2

Lukewarm American endorsement of the role of the Community became the
central dilemma (more for the Nine than the US) in 1973/4 in resolving the apparently
conflicting obligations involved in joint membership of both Alliance and the Nine: the
common Alliance military purpose was forged by the threat from the Soviet Union and
based on US security guarantees, whereas the common aspirations of the Nine for
increased international status and more effective internal cooperation would lead in-
creasingly to differences with the US.

The bottom line for Kissinger was, therefore, that the US would always feel
more comfortable with the Alliance than with the EEC given the shared purpose and
the opportunities for the US to lead and control discussion. The EEC was more prob-
lematic for Washington since the US was excluded by definition and there were no
institutional penalties if the Nine failed to cooperate with US policy. Apart from its
potential for aggravating trade problems between the US and Europe, the degree to
which the US could control its allies was particularly important during the period of
building bridges with the Soviet Union. Even within NATO it was not always easy to
carry US proposals for handling the Soviet Union. But there was an even greater
underlying tension between US policy of détente and support for a more united Eu-
rope. An assertive Nine might deflect US diplomatic energies away from non-Euro-
pean priorities. By providing the Soviet Union with an alternative potential partner for
doing business with the West, it would also complicate the use of American diplomatic
trade leverage as an element of the linkage strategy within détente. An assertive Nine
would, in short, confuse the dynamics of superpower détente and diminish American
control over the process. The US had a strong interest in Atlantic cohesion in order

that the priority of détente be not jeopardised by the Nine's pursuit of parallel agree-

ments with Moscow.

37



Chapter 2

Events did bear out Kissinger's view that American foreign policy had to recog-
nise that there was an implicit price to be paid for European economic and political
cooperation in terms of US trading interests and US influence in Europe. Sometimes
that price might be worth paying (for example, to secure British accession to the
Community), as President Nixon had said explicitly in his first annual foreign policy
report to Congress in February 1970 (at the time of negotiations for EEC enlarge-
ment):

"We recognise that our interests will necessarily be affected by Europe's evolu-

tion, and we may have to make sacrifices in the common interest. We consider

that the possible economic price of a truly united Europe is outweighed by the

gain in the political vitality of the West as a whole."?

Nonetheless, expansion of the Six came at a time when the US was feeling
embattled over the weakness of its trading position and the role of the dollar, reinforc-
ing pressure for protectionist trade measures and troop reductions. These pressures
threatened the administration's control of foreign policy. The trade negotiations (of
which Kissinger had been a strong advocate) which began with Community officials in
October 1970 were intended to head off this very real problem, but they were over-
whelmed by the announcement of the 15 August 1971 package of measures which
responded to the protectionist tide in Congress and the country by suspending dollar
convertibility into gold and placing a unilateral surcharge on imports. It was Kissinger
who sought a diplomatic solution to the Atlantic rift over dollar policy, orchestrating
the ﬁixon-Pompidou discussions in the Azores in December 1971 which led to the
Smithsonian agreement ang the agreed devaluation of the dollar. Kissinger sought a
similar role in 1973. To avoid a repetition of 1971, he warned, economic matters could
not be left in the hands of the technicians. An overall political approach was required.
To some degree he succeeded in smoothing the rougher edges of the US's negotiating
position; but the handling of the GATT trade talks and of international monetary

reform were driven more by US Congress than by the Year of Europe initiative. As

relations between the US and the institutions of the European Community deteriorated,
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Kissinger himself became instrumental in increasing the pressure on the Nine as the

means to reassert Alliance discipline.

The problems of interdependence

Interdependence as an Alliance problem rather an automatic force for unity
became an issue of intensive study in the late 1960s and early 1970s and an important
element in Alliance literature which hitherto had not focused much on transnational
influences on relations between the US and Western Europe’*. It became the theoreti-
cal context of the specific US reappraisal of economic ties with Europe, and of the
Year of Europe initiative generally. In the spring of 1974, the insertion of a reference
to "interdependence" was to become one of the principal American desiderata, meeting
strong European - mainly French - opposition. While in that context "