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The Real Years of Europe?

US-West European Relations during the Ford administration®

A three year Presidency constitutes little timeléfine an era in international affairs.
When the President in question inherits a domif&atetary of State from his much
better known predecessor and shows little of tmemoand of world politics that
would have been needed to wrest foreign policydestdp from the established
expert, the prospects of the Presidency being dedaais a defining moment are poor
indeed. It is therefore unsurprising that, as téldiscussed below, the Ford
Presidency has been largely passed over by thodeéngan the history of US-
European relations. And yet this article will agghat somewhat counter-intuitively
the three short years of the Ford Presidency wetteally a period of considerable
importance in Transatlantic relations. This was l® do with Gerald Ford’s personal
contribution than the circumstances he inheritied constellation of European leaders
with whom he and Henry Kissinger found themselveskimg, and the collective
need for leaders on both side of the Atlantic tofiant the most serious economic
downturn since the Second World War. The outcdrogjever, was not only a
moment of striking Transatlantic cooperation whigbuld stand in stark contrast to
the much more problematic periods immediately etord immediately after the
Ford Presidency — it would also be a phase of aabipe that would leave a series of
legacies which would alter the overall pattern cdnsatlantic relations well beyond
the 1970s.

The current historiography on Transatlantic refaibas little to say about the
Ford Presidency. A fairly sizeable literature hexently sprung up on relations
between the United States and its European alligagithe Nixon era. Several
recent studies have thus tackled the notoriousr'ée&urope’ affair — the most
sophisticated treatments being that by Daniel Mdakdl the forthcoming book by

Aurélie Gfeller? Catherine Hynes and Niklas Rossbach also tahklsame episode,

! The archival research in the US upon which thislarbuilds was partially funded by a grant from
the Suntory and Toyota International Centres fasrteenics and Related Disciplines (STICERD) at the
LSE. The author is very grateful for this suppdBratitude is also due to the participants inGloéd

War History Seminar to which these ideas were firssented and to Odd Arne Westad, Nigel Ashton,
James Ellison, Kiran Patel and Arne Hofmann whoevadr kind enough to offer comments on a draft
version.

2 Daniel Mockli, European foreign policy during the Cold War: Heaftandt, Pompidou and the
dream of political unitfLondon: I. B. Tauris, 2008). Aurélie Gfelld@uilding a Political Europe:



albeit from a somewhat narrower United Kingdom-pethpperspective, and the
Anglo-American dimension of the affair is also gubject of several chapters in
edited volumes and journal articfesThere are also three relevant chapters in the
Matthias Schulz and Thomas A. Schwartz edited veliithe Strained Alliancé And
Marc Trachtenberg has recently explored the epigotiee context of a wider
exploration of Franco-American relations duringstheriod In all of these cases,
however, their treatment extends no further thafdl#nhd Richard Nixon’s
resignation. Naturally the literature primarilyctesed on Kissinger does also talk
about the Secretary of State and Europe. Even hewever, the main interest seems
overwhelmingly the sound and fury of the Nixon yeand much less Kissinger’s
period as Secretary of State to Ford. Jussi HaaiisA Flawed Architector
instance covers East-West negotiations, trianglifdomacy, the Middle East, and
Angola at some length in its Ford sections, buelyamentions Ford and Kissinger’'s
approach to Western Europe between 1974 and 1976.

The literature on the United States and Europei@giation is little better.
Schwartz stops short at the end of the Johnsoasedaes Guderzo, and Winand
rounds off her analysis even earlfeA little has been written about Nixon’s
downgrading of the relationship with the Europasastitutions (building in part on
Robert Schaetzel's contemporary denunciation & thut most such works have not
taken the analysis beyond the early Nixon y&afed Dimitri Grygowski’s survey of

France, Europe and the World during the Pompidose@id Era(New York: Berghahn Books,
forthcoming). See also Alastair Horréssinger 1973, The Crucial Yefilew York: Simon &
Schuster).

3 Catherine HynesThe year that never was: Heath, the Nixon adnriisin and the year of Europe
(Dublin: University College Dublin Press, 2009)kNis H. Rossbachjeath, Nixon and the Rebirth of
the Special Relationship: Britain, the US and tt& E969-74(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan,
2009); Alex Spelling, “Edward Heath and Anglo—Anoam Relations 1970-1974: A Reappraisal,”
Diplomacy & Statecraff0, no. 4 (2009): 638; Keith Hamilton, “Britaintghce, and America’s Year
of Europe, 1973,Diplomacy & Statecrafi7, no. 4 (2006): 871-895.

* See the chapters by Mockli, Noble and HilfriciMatthias Schulz and Thomas Alan Schwalftze
Strained Alliance: US-European Relations from NixoiCarter, Publications of the German Historical
Institute (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pre€)9), 195-256.

® Marc Trachtenberg, “The French Factor in U.S. Epré@olicy during the Nixon-Pompidou Period,
1969-1974,Journal of Cold War Studiek3, no. 1 (2011): 4-59.

® Jussi M Hanhiméki, The flawed architect: Henry Kissinger and American foreign polig9xford:
Oxford University Press, 2004).

" Thomas Alan Schwarttyndon Johnson and Europe: In the Shadow of Vietf@ambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2003); Massimiliano Gadeinteresse nazionale e responsabilita globale:
gli Stati Uniti, I'Alleanza atlantica e I'integra@ne europea negli anni di Johnson 1963¢6Bbrence:
Aida, 2000); Pascaline WinanHisenhower, Kennedy, and the United States of EuiBasingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 1996).

8 N. Piers Ludlow, “Transatlantic relations in tiehdson and Nixon eras: The crisis that didn’t happe
— and what it suggests about the one that diolfinal of Transatlantic Studiél no. 1 (March 2010):



the US and European monetary integration, whildicomg that there was
something of a rethink during the Nixon years, g&simost of his early chapters on
either the US-European row surrounding the Nixasckh of 1971 and their impact
on plans for monetary union, or on US responséisedaunch of the European
Monetary System at the very end of the decadée intervening period is passed
over in silence. Similarly both Duccio Basosi’s atiabert Zimmermann’s work on
monetary relations examines the 1969-73 perioahbuthat which followed,
although Basosi has also written on the late 187Meanwhile one of the few texts
currently to attempt an overview of US-Europeaatiehs over the whole postwar
period, Geir Lundestad’s useful, but sligmpire by ‘Integration’ deals with the Ford
period in a couple of sentences — the chapter Hoeak includes sections on the
Nixon ‘rethink’ and the troubles of the Carter ek but nothing on the period in
betweent!

This article will argue, however, that despite thisk of scholarly attention
the brief Ford periodid matter in terms of West-West relations. Indeedili go
further and argue that the Ford years were a timenwin a largely pragmatic and
unspectacular way, the whole architecture of Trdaustic relations was rearranged,
creating structures and features that would endetebeyond the Ford and Kissinger
double-act into the Carter, Reagan, Bush and Cliatas. In so doing, it draws upon
research conducted in the Ford Presidential Libiarthe collection of Nixon
Presidential materials (held until recently in M&ional Archives in Washington DC
although since transferred to the Nixon Presidehiiaary in California), and upon a
variety of sources available online. Throughoetplerspective is that of an expert on
Western Europe looking at US sources as much fait ey demonstrate about the
jockeying for power and influence amongst the déig states of Western Europe as

for what they show about US foreign poliogr se The arguments advanced are thus

44-55; J. Robert Schaetz&he unhinged alliance: America and the European @amity(New York:
Policy books, 1975).

° Dimitri Grygowski, Les Etats-Unis et I'unification monétaire de I'EpexBrussels: Peter Lang,
2009).

1% puccio Basosill governo del dollaro. Interdipendenza economigaoéere statunitense negli anni di
Richard Nixon 1969-197@lorence: Polistampa, 2006); Duccio Basosi, “Eigle or power? Jimmy
Carter's ambivalent endorsement of the Europeandtéoy System, 1977-1979burnal of
Transatlantic Studie8, no. 1 (March 2010): 6-18; Hubert Zimmermannntéleling the Ties That
Really Bind: The Dissolution of the Transatlantiohtary Order and European Monetary
Cooperation, 1965-1973" in Schulz and Schwarte Strained Alliangel25-144.

M Geir Lundestad‘Empire” by Integration: The United States and Epean Integration, 1945-1997
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998).



primarily intended as a contribution to the discus®f the West-West diplomacy of
the Cold War, the patterns of Transatlantic diatguod the evolving nature of

international governance.

Rebuilding Transatlantic trust

The first and most obvious transformation of Tralasaic relations during the Ford
period was the rebuilding of mutual trust and cderfice after the highly bruising
latter stages of the previous presidency. Richaxdn had initially made a real
effort to foster dialogue with Western Europeanegaments. The briefs for his first
visit to Europe in early 1969 noted that ‘you viaé the first American President to
undertake a working trip to Western Europe in #st five and one-half years’ — and
highlighted the positive European response to tim@anced American intention ‘to
listen not to lecture*? Particular care, moreover, had been given to éeel o

rebuild a relationship of trust and cooperatiorhvtite French® The March 1, 1969
meeting between Nixon and President Charles del&audhebéte noirof the
previous Democrat administrations - was thus botistuctive and amicabfé But
despite the good intentions on both sides, theessfal Nixon visit was not the
prelude an easy phase of US-West European relati@nghe contrary, Western
European governments grew frustrated with the wayhich the initial priorities of
the Nixon administration lay elsewhere — Vietnantaidirse, but also the opening to
China and détente with the Soviet Union — and #he,more nationalistic edge to US
economic and monetary policies. The Americans mvbde, and especially
Kissinger, seemed highly sensitive to any sign thetEuropeans were ganging up on
the US. The terminal agonies of the Bretton Waondsetary system and the
European attempt to shield themselves from theslglgmns by creating a regional
zone of exchange rate stability, were thus accomepary a level of Transatlantic

resentment and mutual sniping that cast doubt emotingstanding US policy of

12NARA, Nixon Presidential Materials (NPM — now aixbin Presidential Library, California), NSC
Subject Files, Box 443, President Nixon’s Trip tar&pe, Feb-Mar 1969 General Background
materials folder, Rogers’ Memorandum for the Preisidundated.

13 Marc Trachtenberg, “The French Factor in U.S. Epréolicy during the Nixon-Pompidou Period,
1969-1974,” 5-9.

14 Seehttp://www.nixonlibrary.gov/virtuallibrary/documesifan10/088.pdf




supporting European integration for political reasand regardless of the economic
costs™

Kissinger’s belated and poorly handled attemptdress these uncertainties
through his ‘Year of Europe’ initiative only madeatters worse. Not only did the
National Security Advisor misjudge the tone of fpeech — most notoriously with
the passage that, in contrasting Europe’s ‘regiormatests’ with the United States’
‘global responsibilities’, seemed to endorse aityetiat all European leaders were
keen to change — but his central message, nanely tansatlantic problems needed
to be dealt with ‘comprehensively’ proved counterhrctive® For a holistic
approach would maximise American bargaining stieagid European weakness.
The economic gap between the US and Western Elnagpearrowed considerably
over the postwar decades. On economic matterguhgeans could with some
justification expect to be considered as near egoythe US. The military balance
by contrast had if anything become even more unewareast because of the way in
which nuclear arsenals had become the key yardstickernational power. An
approach that lumped together economic, politindl security questions also entirely
overlooked the way in which the gradual integratiburope meant that in some
policy fields, such as trade, the newly enlargetbpean Community had to deal as a
single entity with the US whereas in others thevigdial European states retained
their full autonomy. A single undifferentiated ldigue was hence not practical. The
very suggestion of one however only confirmed thepgcions of those many
Europeans who had long feared that Kissinger nelitked nor understood the
integration process. The European response, mel@nwamely to respond to
Kissinger’s call for a new Atlantic charter by drafy one collectively, only frustrated
the Americans further and made yet more explicéisiiger’s impatience with
European cooperatidi.The slow-moving realities of European collectivelomacy
and their inevitable corollary that presentatiaesiponsibilities would fall to whoever
held the six-month rotating EC presidency — in tase Denmark - collided head-on
with the preferences of a US foreign policy supremno favoured secretive bilateral

bargaining and who had notoriously little patiefmesmall state representatives. As

5 william Glenn Gray, “Floating the System: Germathg United States, and the Breakdown of
Bretton Woods, 1969-197 3 iplomatic History31, no. 2 (April 1, 2007): 295-323.

18 The full text of the speech is at

http://www.ena.lu/address_given_henry kissinger_ngnk 23_april_1973-020003978.html

" DanielMackli, European foreign policy during the Cold War: Heatandt, Pompidou and the
dream of political unitfLondon: I.B. Tauris, 2009), 151-179.




Kissinger complained: ‘there is no real negotiatisince the Europeans state their
position, we state ours, and then the Europeamssvgy to work out their response
after which the whole process is repeated. Thugreas we had hoped that the
Common Market would lead to better relations witd U.S., we are now forced into
a type of consultation that is worse than we haite any other country*® An
attempt to improve Transatlantic relations thus wksastrously awry, accentuating
rather than mitigating the structural problemsithgative had been intended to
address. It has been pointed out with some jaatibn that there is scarcely a period
when relations between the United States and Eurapenot been described as
being ‘in crisis’ — a state of affairs which mididve something to do with the fact
that it is always much easier to make a speechega article, or sell a book with
‘crisis’ in the title, than one with ‘status qué&alm’ or still worse ‘consolidation’.
But if any period can justifiably claim to be onTwansatlantic crisis it is the Nixon
years from 1970 to 1973.

The process of mending fences had, admittedlyytégfore Gerald Ford
took office. The rapid disappearance from thetjali scene in the first months of
1974 of all three of the European leaders mostluggbin the Year of Europe spat -
Georges Pompidou, Willy Brandt and Edward Heatireugh death, resignation and
electoral defeat respectively, proved extremelpfuéin drawing a line under the
affair. That their replacements, Valéry Giscarsiaing, Helmut Schmidt, and
Harold Wilson were all more Atlanticist in theial@ngs made this near simultaneous
cast change even more significdhtBut the full extent of the transformation would
only become apparent once Nixon himself had ldit@in August. The healing of
the Transatlantic rifts can thus be accurately@ased with the Ford era.

First and least surprising of the changes in Wedteiropean policy towards
Transatlantic relations, was the effort by the melvour government in Britain to
undo any suggestion that Britain was de-emphastbi@gpecial relationship in the
interest of closer ties to its new Community pardneOver recent years a lively
historiographical debate has sprung up about ho®davard Heath actually went in
redirecting the United Kingdom’s foreign policy grities away from the United

States and towards Europe. Kissinger himself legh lmne of those responsible for

18 hitp://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/polisci/faculty/trachiery/ffus/00928.pdf

¥ For Kissinger’s positive reaction to the changss Bord Presidential Library, Ann Arbor
(henceforward FPL), National Security Advisor (NSMemoranda of Conversations 1973-7
(MemCons), Box 4, Cabinet meeting, June 21, 1974




popularising the notion that Heath forewent class to Nixon in favour of greater
European commitmerf. Nor was this just a line taken in his memoins1974

itself, he described Heath to Nixon as ‘the onlitiBn leader who was indifferent to
the United States. All the rest preferred tiet®U.S. rather than to Eurog@.’ But

a succession of younger scholars have challengeédstablished view, suggesting
instead that the pull of Washington over Londonagred strong and that a great deal
of Anglo-American cooperation continued unhindefedwhile this new work does
go a long way towards demonstrating that the Coasiee leader did not deliberately
seek to weaken links with the US, however, it inNay disproves Heath's
commitment to greater European involvement. Tiaretfo lead Britain into the EEC
was the foreign policy priority of the premierslaipd even before the UK had
formally become a member, Heath participated emdbktisally in the collective
European effort to create a more unified foreighcyoAt a time of Transatlantic
tension and US impatience with the practical eff@ftEuropean integration, such a
pro-European stance was bound to create problemeée London and Washington.
As a result, Heath'’s replacement by a Wilson-ledegoment that was much less pro-
European — almost the first action of the incontiagour team was to request a
‘renegotiation’ of Britain's terms of entfy— lessened some of the difficulties in the
Anglo-American relationship. It was true admittethat neither Ford nor Kissinger
appear to have had much time for Harold Wilson kiinsThe Secretary of State,
typically, dismissed the new British Prime Minister a ‘sneaky, devious character’
and ‘a greasy sort of mafi’. The bilateral encounters at the top level wéteno
rather unfocused and unproductive during the Feribd?®> And it was also the case,
as will be stressed below, that the growing ecoromues of the United Kingdom

under Wilson'’s leadership, tended to marginaligeBhtish in the Transatlantic

2 plex Spelling, “Edward Heath and Anglo—American®®ns 1970-1974: A Reappraisal,”
Diplomacy & Statecraf0, no. 4 (2009): 639; Henry Kissing&vhite House Year®New York: Simon

& Schuster, 1979), 933.

ZLEPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 4, Ford, Kissinger, Scovitcconversation, Aug. 14, 1974

22 gpelling, “Edward Heath and Anglo—American Relasid 970-1974"; RossbadHeath, Nixon and
the Rebirth of the Special Relationshinomas Robb, “Henry Kissinger, Great Britain dinel ‘Year

of Europe’: The ‘Tangled Skein’Contemporary British Historg4, no. 3 (September 2010): 297-318.
% Aoife Collins, “The Cabinet Office, Tony Benn atite Renegotiation of Britain’s Terms of Entry
into the European Community, 1974-1976@ntemporary British Historg4, no. 4 (December 2010):
471-491.

2 EPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 4, Ford, Kissinger, Scovitotonversation, Aug. 14, 1974

% See FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 9, Ford, Kissinger,sé#fil, Callaghan conversation, Jan. 30, 1975 &
Jan. 31, 1975; MemCons, Box 12, Ford, Kissingeow&coft, Sonnenfeldt, Wilson, Callaghan &

Hunt, May 30, 1975; MemCons, Box 14, Ford, Kissm@®onnenfeldt, Wilson & Callaghan, July 30,
1975



dialogue about how best to respond to the glolwassion. But Kissinger did quickly
strike up a stronger relationship with James Chbag the British Foreign Secretary,
and Anglo-American conversations about political aacurity related developments
rapidly regained a high degree of trust and shiantedest®® 1974 until 1976 may not

feature prominently in any list of periods when thaecial relationship’ has been at

its most intimate or intense. It was nonethelesseked improvement on the period
that had gone immediately before.

Second and of still greater significance for wivas to follow was the
improvement in relations between the United Statekthe Federal Republic of
Germany. Helmut Schmidt was a much more reasstignge than Willy Brandt had
been, with neither the suspect leftist leaningefformer Chancellor, nor his desire
to prioritise dealings with both Eastern Europe hrscWestern European partners
over the Bonn-Washington relationshipHe and Kissinger moreover were friends
and sparring partners of long-standing: Kissingét Ford that he had first met him
in 1957 as ‘a brash young senator from He$5&his is impossible to verify, but
certainly as early as 1969 a note from Helmut Sofelét of the National Security
Council to the National Security Advisor urged Kigger ‘to utilize your personal
relationship with Schmidt to make some basic paatisut the US-German
relationship.?® The Defence Minister and then, from July 1972Nfieister of
Finance, had in other words become the interlooutwrm Kissinger could most trust
in a West German government towards which hisrigeNere decidedly mixed.
Once Schmidt became Chancellor this level of thestame even more important.
And the links between them were strengthened hy shared interest in strategic
affairs and by Kissinger’s evident respect for Schi® economic expertise — and
made light of the misgivings that the US policy makften had towards left-wing
political figures. Kissinger indeed commented ts@n Thorn, the Luxembourg

Prime Minister, that the only reason why Schmidt jaaned the left of centre SPD

% For Kissinger’s evident pleasure that Callaghath hecome Foreign Secretary, see FPL, NSA,
MemCons, Box 4, Ford, Kissinger, Scowcroft conveosa Aug. 14, 1974. For an example of
interaction between the two over Cyprus, Bep://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/fru839
76v30/d114

" Gottfried Niedhart, “US Detente and West Germatp@litik: Parallels and Frictions” and Bernd
Schaefer, “The Nixon Administration and West Gerr@atpolitik, 1969-73” in Schulz and Schwartz,
The Strained Alliance23—-64.

2 EPL. NSA, MemCons, Box 7, Ford, Kissinger, Scovitcconversation, Dec. 3, 1974.

2 NARA, NPM, NSC Country Files, Box 682, Europe, any Vol. Ill, July 1969 — November 1969
(2 of 3), Sonnenfeldt to Kissinger, Nov. 5, 1969




was that ‘because he entered politics in Hambudgrealized that he could only be
elected there if he was a Socialf&tSimilar interests, a common streak of
ruthlessness, a shared tendency to speak theirmegaddless of the consequences,
and a comparable degree of impatience with burafia@r diplomatic niceties, were
more than enough to compensate for the party pallitlifference between the two
men.

More substantively Kissinger also wasted no timglling the incoming
President that West Germany was the European gowhich would matter most
over the coming years and that Schmidt was herecéettow leader with whom a
strong relationship was most essential. In Aud@3#, the German Chancellor was
characterised as ‘our strongest ally in Eurdbetwo weeks, later, in the euphoria that
followed a successful bilateral meeting betweerdfaod Schmidt, Kissinger
asserted: ‘With the two of you working togethee WWest, the alliance is going to be
alright’ and celebrated the ‘miraculous change fBrandt and Scheel? And this
auspicious start does seem to have been followesh lmnusually close and friendly
collaboration between US and German leaders ifolleving two years.

Revealingly Schmidt entitles the relevant sectibhis memoirs ‘Freundschaft mit
Gerald Ford’ — friendship with Gerald Ford - and theling seems to have been
reciprocated on the American sitfe.

To some extent this emphasis on the importantéSeGerman relations
could be seen as a ‘rebound’ from the early Kissirygars when both Nixon and his
foreign policy guru had perceived France as thegiayer in Europe only to see their
overtures towards de Gaulle and then Pompidou sgstbusly wrong? The Federal
Republic might thus be a more reliable partner thaFrench. Rather more
significant though was probably Germany’s burgegr@nonomic strength — essential
at a moment in international relations when so narthhe most pressing challenges
were economic - its new foreign policy self-confide, and its ability to act as an
intermediary and guide in Washington’s careful &ady systematic effort to rebuild

% FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 12, Breakfast meeting betw&horn, Wurth, Helminger, Ford,
Kissinger & Hartman, May 29, 1975.

3LFPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 5, Cabinet meeting, Aug. Z374.

32 FEPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 5, Ford, Kissinger, Scovitcneeeting, Sept. 6, 1974.

3 Helmut SchmidtMenschen und Mach(@erlin: Siedler, 1987), 202—221; Gerald R. Fdkdjme to
heal: the autobiography of Gerald R. Fofldew York: Harper & Row, 1979), 220-221.

3 Marc Trachtenberg, “The French Factor in U.S. Epré@olicy during the Nixon-Pompidou Period,
1969-1974.”



its relationship with the French. Giscard and Sichinvere known to be very close
(the two men had served simultaneously as Finanoestdrs in the early 1970s and
had emerged from this most difficult of economicipés with friendship and mutual
respect intact) and both Kissinger and Ford wordduently consult the Chancellor
about the best means of reaching out to the nemchreresident. Schmidt's work
as an intermediary between Washington and Parigavaisstance an essential part of
the preparations that led to the successful Maumisummit of December 1974 at
which a number of long-standing Franco-Americafedé@nces were (temporarily)
resolved®®

Rebuilding relations with France was the third amast gradual part of
undoing the difficulties of the Nixon years. Gista Estaing was immediately seen
as an easier person to deal with than Pompidolbé&ed; Jean Sauvagnargues his new
Foreign Minister, greatly preferable to his predssosg, Michel Jobert. (It helped of
course that both Giscard and Sauvagnargues warsyalty for French leaders,
perfectly comfortable speaking Englisti.)The way in which an ongoing rift with the
French could infect the wider Transatlantic relasioip was also well understood in
Washington, hence Ford’s warning to Kenneth Rushnéw appointee as US
Ambassador to France, that ‘on occasion they [tkadh] try to get Europe together
organized against ug®. But such was the level of mutual mistrust thatould take
some time before ties could be entirely rebuilhe Barlier Ford era memoranda of
conversations thus feature Kissinger outbursts abanch behaviour which would
not have looked out of place in the worst phaseb@Nixon yeard® The French
refusal to participate in the structures which Kigsr had set up to coordinate the
Western consumers’ response to the Arab oil prike Wwas also a source of discord
between the US and France which would take quiteestime to heal® And the very

% Elizabeth J. Benning, “Economic Power and Politieadership: The Federal Republic, the West
and the Re-shaping of the International Economiteé8y,1972-1976” (London School of Economics,
2011); Michéle Weinachte¥aléry Giscard d’Estaing et I'Allemagne: le doulbése inachevéParis:
L'Harmattan, 2004); Héléne Miard-DelacroRartenaires de choix?: le chancelier Helmut Schratdt
la France, 1974-1982Berne: P. Lang, 1993); Helmut Schmilltenschen und Machte: Die Deutschen
und ihre Nachbarr{Berlin: Siedler, 1990), 185-222.

% Benning, “Economic Power and Political Leadershipe Federal Republic, the West and the Re-
shaping of the International Economic System,19926]1" 139-143.

3" FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 4, Cabinet meeting, Junel®74.

% EPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 7, Ford, Rush, Scowcrofetimg, Nov. 8, 1974.

% see esp. FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 5, Ford, Kissin§eowcroft meeting, Aug. 28. 1974; but also
Box 7, Ford, Kissinger, Scowcroft meeting, Dec1374.

0 For a non-meeting of minds on the subject, see KA, MemCons, Box 6, Ford, Kissinger,
Scowcraft, Sauvagnargues and Kosciusko-MorizetimgeSept. 28, 1974. For the background see

10



ostentatious French distancing of themselves fro;mNATO centred initiative also
went on irritating the Americans throughout theipéf* In the Spring of 1975 —i.e.
some time after the initial breakthrough had beedenn US-French relations —
Kissinger could still tell Ford, a propos of Gisgarreluctance to attend a NATO
summit, ‘It is a disgrace. To think he can medhwihe Communists but not the
Allies. | can point out to the Ambassador that yauld not take it lightly’ —a
sentiment the President seemed to endorse, addiegsonally resent it All of
these features of Franco-American relations wergennaore difficult, furthermore,
by Giscard’s lack of a sufficiently large persopalitical base to free himself from
dependence on Gaullist support. The French Prasidel to go on appearing loyal
to some aspects of the Gaullist foreign policyitrad even when his interests and his
instincts would have pushed him in the oppositeation??

Despite all of these problems the 1974 to 1976odesaw a dramatic
improvement in Franco-American relations, beginnintl the successful Martinique
meeting between the two Presidents, continuing fattd’s productive participation
in the Rambouillet summit suggested and hostedibga@&l, and culminating with a
visit to Washington in May 1976 in the course ofieththe French President was
quite open about his desire to be cooperative thitHUS** The somewnhat effusive
claim by Ambassador Rush to Ford in January 19&7‘# Martinique you laid the
basis for the best U.S. —French relations everukhprobably be viewed with all the
scepticism necessary when interpreting a farewsll o an outgoing president by an
ambassador whom he had appoirife@®ut rather more trustworthy was the spectacle
a month or two earlier of Kissinger advising thes$tdent not to side with his own
Secretary of Commerce, Frederick Dent, in a row tve US tariff on cognac, so as

to avoid a fight with France in his last few weék®ffice*® The contrast with the

Fiona Venn, ‘International Co-operation versus biadi Self-Interest: the United States and Europe
during the 1973-1974 Qil Crisis’ in Kathleen Bui&eVelvyn Stokes (eds.)The United States and the
European Alliance since 194®xford: Berg, 1999)

“LFPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 11, Ford, Findley, Scowtrméeting, Apr. 24, 1975 & Ford, Kissinger,
Scowcroft meeting, May 9, 1975.

*2FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 11, Ford, Kissinger meetifgr. 18, 1975.

*3The Americans were aware of this potential problemm the outset: see FPL, NSA Country files for
Europe and Canada, Box 3, France (1), Issues fapire Secretary’s briefing of the President, Aug.
21,1974,

*4 For Martinique see FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 8; fue May 1976 summit, box 19. The
Rambouillet meeting will be discussed below.

“>FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 21, Ford, Rush, Scowcrafeting, Jan. 14, 1977.

“°FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 21, Ford, Kissinger, Scadtomeeting, November or December 1976.
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bellicose and combative language that Kissingerddesh using about France two
years earlier could hardly have been more stark.

Also important in this general trend towards ltigateral relations between
Washington and its main European allies, was theiwavhich Kissinger himself
appeared to have learnt the dangers of trying &md to play one European power off
against another. One of the most insidious asédte Year of Europe affair had
been the National Security Advisor’s tendency te his various back-channels to the
main European leaders to convey a subtly diffeneedsage to each. Needless to say
such Machiavellian games had played directly tostiraewhat competitive element
that has always existed in West European jockefginmfluence, intimacy and trust
in Washington and had made it still more diffidalt Paris, Bonn and London to
devise a common stance towards the US. Duringdné period, however, there are
few signs of this game continuing. Instead, Trdas#c transparency was helped
both by the trend towards direct communicationegittetween leaders themselves or
their foreign ministers rather than through unoffidack channels, and by the
growing number of multilateral encounters. If #ey problems of the day were
going to be discussedquatre a cing, a sixora sept(the issue of how many
countries should be included in multilateral distoss will be looked at below),
there was little point in trying to arouse suspision one European capital about the
behaviour of their partners since such mistrustldionly serve to snarl up

multilateral diplomacy in which the US itself wasetttly engaged.

Towardsa political directorate?

In his stimulating study of the early years of Epegan Political Cooperation (EPC),
the mechanism for foreign policy coordination ceellby the EC member states in the
early 1970s, Daniel Mockli paints a generally coring picture of the way in which
the short-lived hopes of genuine European foremity emancipation from Nixon’s
America faded in the course of 1974. In partichlarargues that the so-called
Gymnich compromise of June 10, 1974 (named afeea@rman castle where the
foreign ministers of the nine EC member statese-Nime - gathered to hammer out a
compromise on the issue of how the EPC shoulderétethe US) made it all but
inconceivable that the Nine would take a united&tao which the US was opposed.
Under the new rules an item could only remain @anERC agenda were the Nine in

agreement about how to handle consultation withx8e A single loyally Atlanticist
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member state could thus force an issue which displtthe US off the European
agenda. The radical vision of multilateral coopierawithin Europe enabling the
Nine to acquire the collective strength to say 1@US leadership, thus faded in the
face of the British, but also the German and elerFrench, desire to rebuild
bilateral links with the United Satés.

By stopping his analysis at the end of the Nixogsmlency, however, Mockli
rather overlooks the way in which this very bilalesm also brought about a
significant change in the pattern of Transatlarglations. The abortive end to a truly
revolutionary change in Transatlantic change digl tooput it slightly differently, lead
to a simple return to th&tatus quo antbut instead to a less radical, but still
important, alteration in the pattern of ties betwdee US and Western Europe. For in
the course of 1974-6 bilateral discussions betwi&ashington and the three largest
European capitals became more intense, and moe ieceerms of the relative
standing of the three European powers involved) theer before. Furthermore, the
Americans fell into a habit of Transatlantic conatibn that European partners had
periodically sought (and fleetingly believed theadrattained) but which before the
1970s the Americans had always fought shy of imstinalising*® The NSC country
files of the Ford Administration thus reveal a pattof growing consultation and
discussion between Kissinger and the foreign nmenssof Britain, Germany and
France. At first the French were excluded from moftthis correspondence. Thus
in August of 1974, at the height of the CyprusisriKissinger had written in fairly
similar terms to both Callaghan and Hans-Dietrigm§&her, the West German
foreign minister — but not yet Sauvagnargues — alppgfor any ideas they might
have on how to resolve the criéfsBut in the course of 1975 the steady improvement
of US-French relations turned these ad hoc threeemasultations into a much more
regular pattern of four-power discussions, invajMiegular meetings, both official
and ministerial, as well as intensive correspondenf September 1975 brief from
Kissinger to the President underlined quite howttiese had developed:

" Méckli, European foreign policy during the Cold Wa&15-322.

8 Matthew Jones, “Anglo-American relations after Sube rise and decline of the working group
experiment, and the French challenge to NATO, 1887 Diplomacy & Statecrafi4, no. 1 (March
2003): 49-79.

9 The letter to Callaghan is http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/fruda9 6v30/d144for

that to Genscher, FPL, NSC Country Files, Germaate®Dept Tels, From SECSTATE — NODIS (1),
State 186660, Aug. 24, 1974,
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‘Taking up a suggestion put forward by UK Foreigrctary Callaghan, |
convened two extended dinner meetings in New YorSeptember 5 and 24
[1975] with my French, British and West German eatjues, to discuss the
sensitive questions of NATO'’s Southern Flank, speadly Portugal, Spain,
Italy, Yugoslavia, Greece and Turkey. The nexhsmeeting will take place
during the December NATO Ministerial in Brussels.the meantime, senior
officials of the four foreign ministries will meeds they have twice in the past
two weeks, to follow up the Ministerial discussiarsl to prepare analyses for
the next meeting. The initial purpose of thessises was to exchange
assessments, develop common policies, and cooceddidiactions in Southern
Europe.

The foreign ministers are, however, ranging muchenwoadly over Western

interests and policies and as a result a de fadditical steering group is

emerging. This is something the French have irouarways been seeking

since de Gaulle in the early sixties; yet at theeséime they are extremely

sensitive about these meeting, both because df likaemestic Gaullist and

left-wing criticism if they become known, and besawf resentment among

the smaller members of the Nine. For us, thesdinusegive us what we

strugagled for fruitlessly during the “year of Eugjp- organic association in

which we work jointly on common problert®.

So why had a model of Transatlantic dialogue tlogl the British and the French had
sought in vain in the 1950s (albeit without Gerrparticipation), and which

Kissinger had suggested in 1973 only to have tha iddignantly rejected by the
Europeans, come to partial fruition by 1975?

It helped of course that the 1974-6 period wasiomwehich the United States
felt severely over-stretched and where the exeewtias acutely conscious of the way
in which an assertive Congress was intent upon ganthlly successful in) clipping
the foreign policy making wings of President andr8&ary of State. In circumstances
where Congress had disregarded Presidential phebsrgposed an arms embargo

upon Turkey that only added to instability in theskern Mediterranean, it made

0 FPL, NSA Country Files, Box 3, France (6), Kissintp Ford, Meeting with French Foreign
Minister Sauvagnargues, Sept. 27, 1975. Emphaskeioriginal.

*L For the earlier US suggestion of a similar pattgrdialogue, see Marc Trachtenberg, “The French
Factor in U.S. Foreign Policy during the Nixon-Padgu Period, 1969-1974,” 56.
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logical sense to use European allies as intermediar the struggle to avoid either
Greek-Turkish confrontation or Turkey abandoning @fliance entirely? It also
helped that the problems in the Eastern Mediteaangere not the only primarily
European crisis of the peridd. The aftermath of Portugal’s Carnation Revolution
the fate of Spain once the ailing General Franed,dand the issue of whether or not
the electorally weakened Italian Christian Demacvabuld bow to pressure and
conclude the much discusseaimpromesso storidaringing the Italian Communist
party (PCI) into government, were all pressing @ns, and all issues on which
European allies had means of influence and sowfdesormation that
complemented those of the United Stafeg&ven the still mistrusted Willy Brandt
was listened to with interest - if not much agreetmevhen he talked about his
contacts with Mario Suarez and other Portuguesendsatic leaders®> Cooperation
in Europe’s own backyard made sense, especially trecEuropeans had largely
abandoned their unwelcome attempts to engage tihezagmolitically into the Middle
Eastern peace process.

It was not just on European affairs that the Ufsl Britain, France and
Germany established their new pattern of regulasgltbation and cooperation. Had
it been, after all, it might have offended thoseed&uropean sensibilities which had
been so riled by the tactless contrast that Kigsih@d drawn in his Year of Europe
speech between America’s global responsibilities Enrope’s regional interests.
But in fact joint discussion and planning also enpassed African affairs: Giscard
was able to interest the Americans in his idea g@éreralised increase in aid towards
sub-Saharan Afric& the US was well aware and intent on exploitingaBnis long-
standing links with southern Africd;and Washington was very conscious that the

Federal Republic was one of the few Western caemtkith deep enough pockets to

2 The depth of Ford’s frustration over the line taky Congress on aid to Turkey is well captured by
the conversation he had with the British oppositeader, Margaret Thatcher, in which he termed it
‘the worst decision | have seen in my 26 years asWngton’. FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 15, Ford,
Thatcher, Ramsbhotham and Scowcroft meeting, S8ptldr5.

%3 Antonio Varsori and Migani, Guid&urope in the International Arena during the 197Batering a
Different World(Brussels: Peter Lang, 2011), 301-374.

>4 Mario Del Pero et alDemocrazie: I'Europa meridionale e la fine dellétaliure (Florence: Le
Monnier, 2010).

*FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 10, Brandt, Ford, von Stadéssinger & Scowcroft meeting, Mar. 27,
1975; the briefing materials for this meeting aré&liSA Country Files, Box 5, Germany (4).

*FPL, NSA, MemCons, Box 19, Ford, Giscard, Kissm@auvagnargues & Scowcroft meeting, May
17, 1976.

°" See the range of Anglo-American consultations ®Rtevdesia: FPL, NSA Country Files, Box 15, To
SECSTATE — NODIS (4), multiple telegrams, July 1®#6vards.

15



provide aid in Angola and elsewhefe And the main European allies were equally
central to the much more general debate about hewlbbal economy might be
revived and how the imbalances and stresses tedd®r the oil crisis might be
resolved. The United States could not addres thexblems alone and was hence
keen to involve the big three European powers -thadapanese - as much as was
possible.

Another factor which facilitated the emergencéhid quasi political
directorate was the temporary near equivalencewep of the three Western
European powers and the widening of the gap bettesm and their closest
European challenger. In terms of objective powes,Federal Republic of Germany
was undeniably the strongest of the European bbegethThe 1970s were a time when
its relative economic strength reached its apougeslifare of world trade rivalled that
of the United States during the first part of tleealde and would not be overtaken by
that of Japan until the late 1970s) and economiegpavas backed up by budgetary
wealth, the consequent ability to avoid the typaidfand defence spending cut-backs
that other states were obliged to make during to@@mic downturn, and a newly
acquired readiness to speak its mind in internatiaffairs. That it also had a
Chancellor who was unusually expert on the typecoinomic issues that loomed so
large on the international agenda, but could gh&alks with authority and knowledge
on pressing security issues, again only accentubheeBederal Republic’s burgeoning
influence> But for all its new found power, Germany of t1870s remained a
country highly conscious of the weight of the pasd of its anomalous and divided
state, and very loath to punch its full weight wiggtin Europe or beyond. It
therefore went on being instinctively drawn towatdsperation with the other major
Western powers rather than more hazardous unilatpeaations. To put it in
musical terms, Germany for all its new found coefide, was more at home as a
chamber musician than as a soloist. It was thexefery ready to play harmoniously
with Britain and France — as well, ideally, as viite Americans also - rather than
striking out on its own.

If the 1970s were the apogee of German relativeepathey were the nadir
for British strength and influence. The Britistoeomy has seldom performed worse

%8 See the discussion of German aid for Egypt, Zaie: Zambia in FPL, NSA Country Files, Box 7,
To SECSTATE - NODIS (5), Robinson to KissingerB®4046, Mar. 11, 1976.

%9 Benning, “Economic Power and Political Leadershipe Federal Republic, the West and the Re-
shaping of the International Economic System,199261”
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than it did between 1973 and the end of the dedawlsh internal politics has rarely
been as fractious and divided. 1976 after all faawusly the year in which the IMF
had to be called in to rescue the British econonhyle the decade also saw both the
Labour Party and the Conservatives fall prey tqpdeternal divisions and engage in
increasingly bitter contestations with each offiéthe hoped-for solution to Britain’s
economic and political woes, namely EEC memberdtag,turned out moreover to
be source of further controversy and further dis&attion rather than the promised
panacea. No sooner had the British entered ‘Eutbpa they found themselves at
odds with their supposed new partners, engagedeingihy but ultimately almost
entirely fruitless renegotiation of the terms ofmieership, and deeply divided
amongst themselves as to whether Heath’s great\aarhient was a backwards or
forwards step’ Britain’s turbulent career as the leader of thedpean
Community/Union’s awkward squad had begun. Buufbthese problems Britain
retained enough of the habits and reflexes of méomgreat power, especially when
dealing with Washington, to go on acting as onthefEuropean big three. The
multiple levels of the dialogue between British @derican officials that have
always been the special relationship’s core strepgtsisted even at the height of the
United Kingdom’s most troubled decade, enablingdamto play a role in the
Transatlantic debate out of all proportion to itgeative strengths. This was
particularly the case when discussion centred ditigad and security affairs rather
than economics.

The French meanwhile occupied an intermediateipadietween German
economic strength and British economic weakneszd tHe ‘realities behind
diplomacy’, to use Paul Kennedy’s phrase, beersdtihe factor in determining the
Transatlantic power hierarchy, France would haventsmme way behind Germany
for much of the 1970s but some way ahead of Brftailis economic performance
lay some distance behind the former and some wegdbf the latter. As it was
however its position was equally affected by seMess objective measures. Thus
the Franco-American relationship both derived gitlefiromandwas weakened by

the legacy of previous tension between Paris anshligton. Ford and Kissinger

% Mark D Harmon;The British Labour government and the 1976 IMFisi§Basingstoke: Macmillan
Press, 1997).

®1 John W. YoungBritain and European unity, 1945-199Basingstoke: Macmillan, 2000), 111-120.
2 paul M. KennedyThe realities behind diplomacy: background influemon British external policy,
1865-1980(London: Fontana Press, 1989).

17



were that much more assiduous in their effortsater, charm and woo Giscard,
because of their awareness that French goodwillnnash less automatic than that of
Britain or Germany. For similar reasons they wesaly to tolerate a series of
anomalies and inconsistencies in France’s pro-fitdatance that would not have
been as easily accepted had they involved eitheddo or Bonn — notably France’s
ongoing refusal to participate fully in the intetioaal structures devised to respond to
the oil crisis. But the exceptionalism of the Waglon-Paris entente of the mid-
1970s also meant that the relationship was mog#dérand less deep than either the
special relationship or the ties between WashingtmhBonn. When the socialist
leader Francois Mitterrand sought to arrange aimgetith Ford in August 1975 for
instance, the NSC advice on the subject rathert@diynobserved that no pattern of
regular meetings existed with the leader of then€meopposition, in marked contrast
to the state of affairs with Britain and Germanyene both Margaret Thatcher and
Helmut Kohl had been received at the White HdlisAs a result, Mitterrand did not
meet the President. The durability of Franco-Awcearirapprochement were Giscard
to lose power was hence open to considerable doubt.

The net effect of all this was, however, to make 1970s a period of
remarkable equality in terms of all three key laitat Transatlantic relationships.
Whether measured in terms of the frequency of teetimgs, the numbers of subjects
discussed, or the willingness to share secrets, efthe European big three was
treated in pretty similar fashion by the Ford adstmation. Naturally differences
remained. The Germans were thus the partnersoidefor most economic affairs;
Britain’s strength meanwhile remained security amelligence cooperation. And as
argued above, the newness of the Franco-Americamtengave an edge and an
intensity to high level encounters between the bi&Erance which was largely
absent from the more ‘normal’ discussion betweenBs and Germany or the US
and Britain. But the overall effect was to create@e balanced situation between the
three powers than had prevailed in most earligoderand to lessen (although never
to eliminate entirely) the jealously and rivalrytiween the United States’ three
European lieutenants. And this balance was fudgtrengthened by the fact that the
only other European power which might have aspiogdin the ‘big three’, namely
Italy was going through such a period of economig political disaster that its

% FPL, NSA Country Files, Box 3, France (5), Clifemorandum for Secretary Kissinger, Aug. 11,
1975.
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claims for equal treatment were exceptionally wekiks true admittedly that the
Italians did successfully argue their way into ¢agly economic summits on the
grounds that exclusion from high level internatiaialogue would weaken still
further the prestige of the ruling Christian Denadsrand thereby accentuate Italy’s
internal weaknessé&8. But while Aldo Moro and his successors wouldradtéhe
Rambouillet and Puerto Rico summits (and all ofudrsequent G6 or G7 meetings),
Italy was in most other respects more the objecboterned Transatlantic dialogue
than a fully fledged participant. In the wake lo¢ tPuerto Rico summit for example
the United States, the British, the Germans andrtbech met secretly in Paris for an
emergency discussion of how to put together an@oanaid package for Italy to be
offered to Rome only in return for a cast iron gedhat the PCI would not be invited
to join the Italian governmefit.

Economic summitry and the downplaying of NATO

The other fundamental alteration in the internal@rchitecture that was to take
place during the Ford years was the advent of aeguaultilateral summitry between
the main five, then six, and finally seven Westgowers. Bilateral economic
consultation across the Atlantic was of courseatuie of the Western system that
stretched back to the Marshall Plan. The overagcbconomic framework moreover
had been assured since the Second World War [Bréton Woods institutions —
particularly the International Monetary Fund (IMFand, for trade matters, by the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). c8ih960, moreover, this
economic architecture had been supplemented hyséitution for multilateral
economic coordination amongst the main Western poimethe shape of the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Developn(®@ECD). The latter’s
remit had remained somewhat limited, however, autrarely led to the type of high
level political meetings that might have profoundliered the economic behaviour of
the bigger powers. High-level economic coordinatiemained something of a rarity

outside of the European Community — and even witiénearly EEC, member states

% FPL, NSA MemCons, Box 14, Ford, Kissinger, Hartir@annenfeldt, Moro, Rumor, Manzini &
Vallauri meeting, Helsinki, Aug. 1, 1975 and Box Bord, Rumor, Gaja, Scowcroft meeting, Sept. 23,
1975.

8 Antonio Varsori, “Puerto Rico (1976): le potenzeidlentali e il problema comunista in Italia”,
Ventunesimo Secqlgear 8, number 16 (Oct. 2008).
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retained essentially free hands when it came td masro-economic decision
making.

The collapse of the Bretton Woods structures énethrly 1970s was to change
this picture dramatically. With the monetary sti&ppf the earlier era gone, and with
a darkening economic outlook across the West madesdstill by the oil crises,
economic discussions amongst the big powers cauldnger be left to mere
technicians. Instead, first the finance ministdrghe leading powers began to gather
informally — in a forum dubbed ‘the library group’and then, from 1975 onwards,
the Heads of State and government themselves begaeet for what would soon
become a regularised meeting every six moffths.

The initiative for economic summitry came from thagropean side, with the
proposal being launched officially by Giscard, aligh it is unclear whether the
original idea should be traced to the French Pessidr the German ChancelfSr It
was certainly something that both leaders discubsattrally before the proposal
was made public and Schmidt energetically backedrtench scheme once launched.
Furthermore, it was the German leader who was liargeponsible for turning the
initial French suggestion of a monetary summitrreion that would almost certainly
not have been acceptable to most of France’s partni@to the much more appealing
and further reaching idea of a summit covering eauin affairs more broadly
defined®® But nothing would happen without American pagition, so the reaction
of Ford and his advisors was crucial. This dodsappear to have been entirely
straightforward. William Simon, the Treasury S¢arg and many of his officials
seem initially to have been oppos&din the end, however, Simon’s misgivings were
overridden and Ford’s assent was given. Westarmstry had begun, the first major
gathering occurring at Rambouillet in December 1875

This was a major development. For a start itgrdla& much greater obligation
on each leading Western government to consult abeunain aspects of its
economic policy. It was true of course that the G6 and G7 imposed no formal

% Harold Jamednternational Monetary Cooperation Since Brettonatfs(Washington, D.C:
International Monetary Fund, 1996), 266—270.

67 Johannes von KarczewskiVeltwirtschaft ist unser Schicksal”: Helmut Schrnithd die Schaffung
der WeltwirtschaftsgipfgBonn: Dietz, 2008), 111-127.

% Benning, “Economic Power and Political Leadershipe Federal Republic, the West and the Re-
shaping of the International Economic System,19926]1" 195-205.

*ibid., 201.

O For the US record of discussions at Rambouilks, s
http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/fru8d9F 6v31/ch3documents 122-125

20



obligation on any of its participants. Any panpiant could in theory walk away from
the meeting and then do precisely the oppositehaftWwad been agreed collectively.
More seriously perhaps, the lack of well-developedctures for following up
decisions taken at Western summit level, did mhahdompliance with what had
been decided was less thorough than was the caseniparable European structures
which did have well-established enforcement medmasi But the start of summitry
nonetheless signalled a major change. First ftligted the fact that economic
affairs and in particular a response to the glabiais waghe priority field of
governmental action. Second it reinforced the goreakscommitment of individual
Western leaders to economic policy decision-makiNgither domestic economic
policy-making nor international coordination of@ffs to fight inflation, combat
energy shortages, or re-start economic growth aeydonger matters that could be
left to finance ministers and their staffs. Thdurn made it less likely, although not
impossible, that individual countries would carit enajor economic policy changes
without giving any advance warning to their forempunterparts — it is a genuinely
open question whether the Nixon shocks of 1971cchal/e been carried out in an era
of regular Western economic summitry. Third, ecoimosummitry drew a much
more clear-cut line between the big and the smallgrs in the world economy than
previous decision-making structures. Giscard'soni®f the summits as an informal
fireside chat involving just the key leaders wofslde over time as the membership
gradually rose, as the structure became more bena@ed, and as the size of each
national delegation increased inexorafiyBut the basic notion of singling out a
small group of key countries as those primarilypoesible for the direction and
health of the international economy remained ansl araimportant departure from
previous practice. Fourth, and of particular intpoce for the argument of this
article, the advent of summitry represented a r&atde acknowledgement of
Europe’s weight in global economic decision makifgur of the six participants at
Rambouillet were Western European (Germany, FraBwgin and Italy; the two
non-Europeans were the US and Japan) and whil€ahadians would participate
from the Puerto Rico summit of June 1976 onwatus,move away from European
over-representation was more than off-set by theeguent agreements to permit the
participation of first the European Commission Riesst and then, from the early

"L Robert D Putnam and Nicholas Bayhknging together: the seven-power sumiiitndon:
Heinemann for the Royal Institute of InternatioAéfairs,, 1984), 44-58.
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1980s onwards, also of the country representingdtating Presidency of the E€.

At most G7 summits from 1982 onwards, three noropean leaders were flanked by
five or six Europeans (the number varied dependmghether the EC Presidency
was held by one of the larger four EC member stateswould be going to the G7
anyway or one of the smaller countries who didmimally attend). In meetings
which did not operate by means of formal votes Ehisopean over-population need
not have mattered too much. But given the wayttheatG7 was a forum which
emphasised debate, discussion and peer presseiextthordinarily high number of
European ‘peers’ undoubtedly had an impact on dhieas concerns that were likely

to be brought to the G7 table and upon the dea@diaken or not taken.

Finally, the start of regular summitry signallediemportant change in the way
that the Americans conceptualised both their tigs Burope and the means by which
they exercised leadership. Up until the mid-19M@st American leaders and foreign
policy decision-makers perceived NATO as beingntmst vital institutional
Transatlantic bridge. The regularity with whicletNATO Secretary General visited
the White House would be one illustration of tlastf the way in which US
Presidents periodically used NATO summits to meanany European leaders as
possible in a short period of time, anotfierAnd the role played by NATO in
resisting the Gaullist challenge of the mid-196@aila only provide further
confirmation’* But economic summitry abruptly altered this patteSuddenly it
was the G7 that most regularly brought US Presgdiend direct contact with their
European counterparts and that gradual move toveaygipping NATO with the
wherewithal and the expertise to become a foruneéonomic as well as security
debate — a trend to which Mockli’'s otherwise exaetlistudy wrongly attaches some
importancé® — came to naught. NATO representatives indeedrbeauite anxious
at what was taking place, with at least one permiargpresentative complaining at

the way in which even issues such as East-Wes {eadeconomic topic with a very

2 Roy JenkinsEuropean diary, 1977-198@ondon: Collins, 1989), 20-2. See also Giuliano
Garavini, “The Battle for the Participation of tReropean Community in the G7 (1975-1977)",
Journal of European Integration Histqrg2/1 (2006), 141-158.

3 The March 1969 visit to Europe by President Nixeferred to above is a case in point. Revealingly,
however, the meeting with de Gaulle while occuriim¢ghe same visit didot take place on the
margins of the NATO meeting.

™ Andreas. Wenger, “Crisis and Opportunity: NATO'safisformation and the Multilateralization of
Detente, 1966-1968Journal of Cold War Studie®, no. 1 (2004): 22-74; James Ellisdie United
States, Britain and the transatlantic crisis: rigito the Gaullist challenge, 1963-§Balgrave
Macmillan, 2007).
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clear Cold War edge) were now debated at the Gierghan within the structures of
the Atlantic Alliance’®

At one level this transformation was primarily v@duct of a changed
international environment in which economic chajjesrhad become more important
than security issu€$. Moving the key locus for Transatlantic dialogweag from
NATO and towards a new structure primarily concdit@discuss economic affairs,
made sense at a time when the principal thre&iet®test came not from Soviet
invasion but instead from the type of internal eaorc dislocation which was likely
to push ever greater numbers of western votersrsa@mmunist partie. But as
important was the way in which France ceased tgeka by the US and its main
allies as a likely source of turbulence within ¥Western bloc — the state of affairs that
had characterised most of the period when de Ghatldbeen in power, but also, to a
lesser extent, the Pompidou years — but insteath amportant part of the solution.
NATO'’s usefulness as a vehicle for solving the Veedifficulties during the 1970s
was restricted by French sensitivity to participatin any initiative which bore a
NATO label and by the tendency of senior Frenchasgntatives to absent
themselves from key NATO meetings. Giscard fomeple did not attend the NATO
summit in 1974 (despite its billing as a major bed¢ion marking the Alliance’s first
25 years) and only travelled to Brussels in 197&ttend a dinner hosted by the
Belgian King that was not formally part of the NABOmmit’® The French also
blocked a Canadian suggestion that NATO summitobeened on an annual
basis®® So if France was to be brought into any collectestern response to the
economic crisis and not to allowed to be a potéptiisruptive outside influence,
new structures distinct from NATO needed to be sksi G7 was part of the answer.

One final institutional change that dates from phesiod which deserves to be
mentioned is the advent, from the end of 1974 odsyaof institutionalised European
summitry, with the creation of the European CouficiThis was clearly of major
importance for the subsequent trajectory of Eurnpegegration history — indeed it

S FPL, NSA MemCons, Box 20, Ford, Kissinger, Scovtaneeting, July 7, 1976
" Benning, “Economic Power and Political Leadershipe Federal Republic, the West and the Re-
shaping of the International Economic System,199261”
8 Schmidt was particularly prone to pessimism altmege lines. See e.g. FPL, NSA MemCons, Box
14, Schmidt, Genscher, Ford, Kissinger, Scowcreitimg, July 27, 1975.
;i FPL, NSA MemCons, Box 12, Cabinet meeting, Jure9Z5.

ibid.
8 Emmanuel Mourlon-Druol, “Filling the EEC leadershiacuum? The creation of the European
Council in 1974,"Cold War Historyl0, no. 3 (August 2010): 315-339.

23



was arguably the single most important institutia@ange in the EC/EU since the
1957 Treaty of Rome. But it was also a step whielttered in Atlantic terms. For a
start it made it more likely that those multipler&oean powers that attended Atlantic
level gatherings would do so with a greater degfemordination of their individual
national positions. The issue of European overasgmtation in other words became
even more acute given the fact that on quite adkte issues that were likely to be
discussed at G7 level, the four, five or six Eusspeepresentatives would be bound
to a predetermined common position. But is alstiened because of the way that
European summitry softened the division betweesdHeuropean powers that were
included in the putative political directorate witte United States and/or in the G5,
G6 or G7 and those that were fidtBelgium or the Netherlands for instance would
know that they had a valuable additional forum imch to press their views on those
European countries that were represented in theekidevel of dialogue with the
United States and an occasion when they couldteegkd the hands of Europe’s
global level representatives by means of prioremive European decisions. This did
not stop the smaller European countries from labdpyultimately with some success,
for the G7 circle to be widened to include both EBweopean Commission and the EC
Presidency. But it did make rather easier to smathe new, rather more naked,

hierarchy which had appeared amongst the Westawenso

An enduring impact?

Ford’s term of office was a short one and by 19&ahd Kissinger had lost power
and had been replaced by Jimmy Carter who woulel tik foreign policy in general
and relations with Western Europe in particulaa iseries of rather different
directions. The Transatlantic convergence of #rop analysed in this article, would
be replaced by arguments over whose responsiltiliggis to inject growth and
dynamism into the world economy, disputes over sgcmatters (particularly the
neutron bomb affair), and, most fundamentally,dtzet of a real divergence between

a US view of the Cold War that increasingly rejeatiétente and a Western European

8 An indication of the sensitivity of this issue file smaller European countries is provided by the
Luxembourg and Belgiademarchesbout the potential of the Puerto Rico summitamelge the EC,
see FPL, NSA Country Files, Luxembourg, HormatS¢owcroft, June 7, 1976, Sonnenfeldt to
Kissinger, undated but enclosing, Sonnenfeldt-Memmnversation, June 5, 1976 & Sonnenfeldt to
Kissinger, June 4, 1976.
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approach that continued to value the con&&pt.could therefore be asked whether it
is worthwhile getting excited about a series ofitngonal and attitudinal changes
made in the course of one of the shortest US peasids of the twentieth century.

There are at least three reasons why the changiésed above do deserve to
be reflected upon. The first is that the genei@lfareign policy approach to Western
Europe and the behaviour of Henry Kissinger dutiregFord period, and in particular
Kissinger’'s seeming readiness to accept a muchegrdagree of multilateralism and
international consultation than he had been comlbetwith during the Nixon years,
does suggest that a significant change occurred Kissinger as Ford’s Secretary of
State appears to have been significantly moretedi-player than he had been under
Nixon. Whether this reflects Ford’s moderatinguehce, the sobering effect of
Nixon’s resignation, the greater strictures impogpdn US foreign policy by an ever
more powerful Congress, the accumulated learnioig imistakes made in the earlier
period, or something else entirely is a judgemest keft to those better versed in the
internal workings of the US administration. Buatlhere was a real change in
Kissinger’s behaviour and approach to West-Wedbdipcy at least in the course of
the 1974-6 period seems to be beyond dispute.

The second historiographical impact of the aboayais is to erode still
further the notion that the 1970s were little mitv@n an extended foreign policy and
economic disaster for Western Europe. This hag bmen an assertion that has been
open to question, despite the undeniable econondgalitical difficulties
experienced by many Western European states iftivenath of 1973 economic
downturn: in the integration history field for iasice, the identification of the 1970s
as ‘a dismal decade’ overlooks the four crucialedepments of the period, namely
the first enlargement (1973), the creation of theojpean Council (1974/5), the move
towards the direct elections of the European Radid and the launch of the
European Monetary System, both 1979. But whatdttisle also suggests is that the
1970s were a time when Western Europe actuallyegam collective weight on the
world stage rather than lost influence. It is tofi€ourse that the radical vision of the
early 1970s, centred upon the idea that a uniteddeucould become a truly

emancipated foreign policy actor equipped not avith a single voice in world

8 Kristina Spohr Readman, “Germany and the Polifahie Neutron Bomb, 1975-197%iplomacy
& Statecraft21, no. 2 (2010): 259; Klaus Wiegref2as Zerwiirfnis: Helmut Schmidt, Jimmy Carter
und die Krise der deutsch-amerikanische Beziehu(@erin: Propylaen, 2005).
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affairs, but also a single currency, soon fadedt i® replacement by an international
system in which the United States had fallen ihtohabit of regularly consulting all
of Europe’s big three on many of the key foreighgyassues of the day, and in
which the US had agreed to participate in a systteatonomic summitry in which
Western Europe was almost grotesquely over-reptedestill represented a highly
significant advance from the pattern of purelyteital consultations with Britain,
sometimes with Germany, and occasionally with Feahat had characterised the
first twenty five years of the Cold War. The lemgeconomic crises of the 1970s and
early 1980s and the way in which their latter ssagere marked by a much stronger
than average performance by the Japanese and bgraquicker US recovery under
Reagan than was the case in Western Europe, wettlirdy lead in the medium

term to a structural weakening of Western Europestion in the world; but in
institutional terms at least, the 1970s were sona¢whradoxically characterised by a
significant strengthening of Western Europe’s posit This strengthening
constituted the belated institutional response &stéfn Europe’s dramatic economic
and political recovery since 1945.

Finally and most importantly, most of the chantjed are described in this
article would appear to have been remarkably endurNo formal political
directorate admittedly ever emerged. And the sitgrof individual bilateral
dialogues between Washington and the Europearhteg twvould wax and wane on
the bases of the issues of the moment and ther@@rsloemistry between the US and
European leaders. But from a first reading ofRieagan papers at least the same
pattern of regular consultation with Britain, Gemgand France which had begun
under Ford does seem to have endured into the E3&Dprobably, in the light of the
recent releases of documents on Germany unificatipmuntil the end of the Cold
War and maybe beyorfd. Likewise economic summitry continued with Europe
continuing to be disproportionately over-represéntp until the very recent move to
replace the G7, or G8 as it had become, with th@ G2deed the increased
dynamism of the European integration process duhagost-1985 period at least

almost certainly meant that the solid phalanx afdpeans who turned up at every

8 For a first assessment of Western European-USaesain the Reagan period, see a volume under
preparation by Kiran Patel and Ken Weisbrode. HKalimgen Kusters, Daniel Hofmann, and Germany
(West). Bundeskanzleranideutsche Einheit: Sonderedition aus den Akten desi&kanzleramtes
1989/90(Munich: Oldenbourg Wissenschaftsverlag, 1998)i@aSalmon,German Unification 1989-
1990: Documents on British Policy Overseas, Sdtie@\bingdon: Taylor & Francis, 2009).
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G7/8 meeting was even more likely to act in a yaunified fashion and punch
significantly above their global demographic or mammic weight. As a result, it is
fair to conclude that the international architeetaf the final stages of the Cold War,
both in security terms and as far as the manageofi¢hé¢ world economy was
concerned, was surprisingly Eurocentric. This inaye been an era of the global
Cold Waf® — but the institutional mechanisms that the Wesiskd to respond to the
global challenge were overwhelmingly centred onatetinent where the East-West
conflict had begun.

8 0dd Arne Westadlhe global Cold War: third world interventions attee making of our times
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005).
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