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In March 1971, Willy Brandt wrote a long letter to John McCloy, one of
the founding fathers of the Federal Republic of Germany and known for
his sceptical attitude towards Ostpolitik.! Brandt emphasized that his
Ostpolitik was embedded in the general Western policy vis-a-vis the
East. Ostpolitik did not ignore the conflict “between communism and
democracy.” The conflict would go on but military force must necessarily
be avoided. This did not mean, however, that the military power of NATO
and the political cohesion of the West could be disposed of. Brandt
siressed his government’s significant contributions in both of these fields.
He also pointed out that the process of European integration had been
pushed forward recently. “1 cannot share your anxiousness,” he wrole,
“that the Soviet Union will reach her goals® without giving something in
return and that her influence in Western Europe will increase.” Brandt
continued with a criticism of the old policy and a vision of what the new
Ostpolitik might achieve. The old policy of confrontation had not been
able to prevent the Berlin Wall and the division of Europe. The existence
of the German Democratic Republic as a state could not be disputed even
if the government in East Berlin was dependent on the presence of the
Red Army. In the existing sttuation, it was of the utmost importance that
the allegedly hostile Federal Republic could no longer be used by Moscow
and East Berlin as an excuse to discipline the member states of the Warsaw
Pact. It would serve Western interests il Ostpolitik removed the enemy
image of the Federal Republic, Thereby, a change in East—Wesl relations
to the advantage of the West might be possible. Brandt alluded to “interest-
ing information™ as to the effects of Ostpolitik. However, he observed, it
would nol be wise to put this down in writing.

Brandt's letter summarized the main assumptions of Ostpolitik as well
as American attitudes and reactions to it. Basically, Ostpolitik meant a
decisive tum in dealing with the German question and the post-war status
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quo, B_-!ﬂ aceepling the existing European borders and, consequently, by
improving East—West relations, the financial burdens and military dangers
of the confromtation between East and West were to be reduced. As to
the supposed implications of Ostpolitik, the Bonn government had to
react to [ears and suspicions which were uttered in public in the United
States and were shared to a certain extent by the Nixon administration
.*"ulcn:urdingly. Brandt dealt with these fears. Furthermore, he imii::atm:i
his 1_nng—lrnn expectations. Through dérente, and through Ostpolitik in
pm_lculur. the Eastern bloc and the conflict-oriented behavior of the Soviet
Un.mn migtjt change. Recognizing the status quo could be the first step
to 118 transformation.

It 1s interesting that Brandt did not mention explicitly that Ostpolitik
- a_!i_::r !ht: fatlure of Adenauer’s revisionism - was a new kind of
revisionism. The German question was still regarded as open. This was
realized at once in East Berlin (though, apparently, not immediately in
Moscow), and also in Washington. It goes without saying that this caused
some Amerncan uneasiness and suspicion. Furthermore, Brandt did not
reler to West German perceptions of the United States and the European
security system, He was silent about the impact which, in his view, the
Vietam War and America's over-commitment in world politics 111.'!1.?.1111
have on th future role of the United States in Europe and of Humpchns
an actor in international affairs.

Whlen Brandt wrote his letter, the treaties with Moscow and Warsaw
were signed but not yet ratified. The ratification by the German Bundestag
depended on a satisfactory agreement on Berlin, Any American dm:lhl_s
over the usefulness of Ostpolitik had to be removed in order 10 get the
full support not only of the LS. government but also of public opinion
II|:1|11::: Brandt’s efforts to convinee the “old protectors of (il:l'l'li‘lﬂ'li‘l}l’
MecCloy and Clay.” Apparently, he succeeded when he met them in New
"'t:ﬁrk on 17 June 1971, on the occasion of his speech to the American
Council on Germany.” Two days earlier, Brandt had talked to President
Nixon. At a press conference, he was able to tell journalists that there
was “complete agreement” on the issues of Berlin and Ostpolitik.* Brandi
and th‘e members of his cabinet regarded American support for Ostpolitik
as a vital En:-:r.:-ndiliun for its success. This chapter deals with the efforts
o I'ihbm;un:': i, manly between 1969, when the Brandt government tuulln
ﬁu :::;:nd 1971, when the agreement on Berlin was signed by the Four

For Willy Brandt, an ardent anti-communist and strict adherent to the
Wesu:p} alliance, it was nol easy to understand the scepticism and even
opposition he initially encountered in Washington. Brandt had visions
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but he was no dreamer. This was also true, for example, in the case of
Defense Minister Helmut Sehmidt who, in contrast to Brandt, had never
heen a left-winger in his political life and, therefore, could not be under
any suspicion of being disloyal to the Western cause. In his memoirs,
Schmidi describes the initial distrust by parts of the Nixon administration
as “unfounded.” The German self-perception and the American percep-
tion of Bonn's Ostpolitik differed at times. But these differences were a
maltter of perception, not of actual policy.

What worried Washington, and especially Kissinger, most was the self-
consciousness and independence of the new government in Bonn when
formulating the guidelines of Ostpolitik. This was done between 1966
and 1969, when Brandt was Foreign Minister in a Grand Coalition govem-
ment formed by the Christian Democrats (CDU) and the Social Democrals
(SPD). During these years, the planning staft of the Auswlirtiges Amt
(Foreign Office), directed by Egon Bahr, who had been Brandt’s close
confidant for many vears, dealt with the possibilities and options of a
more active Ostpolitik. Bahr emerged not as the only but as the principal
architect of Ostpolitik on the intellectual as well as the operational level.®
Throughout the period under consideration here, he emphasized both the
necessity for change in East-West relations and for continuity in the
Federal Republic’s relations with its partners in NATO. Security for the
Federal Republic, he was certain, was only conceivable as SEcurity prov-
ided by the United States.”

Although the CDU/SPD government started the first phase of a new
Ostpolitik, there was no real breakthrough. Chancellor Kurt Georg
Kiesinger, the leader of the CDU, was more reluctant than Brandt to
launch a new policy based on accepting post-war realities in Europe. At
the same time. the FDP, the small Liberal Party which was in opposition,
advocated a more radical departure in Ostpolitik, very much on the lines
of the views of the SPD and Bahr’s planning staff:® In October 1969,
after the elections for the Bundestag, both parties formed a new coalition
government. Ostpolitik and foreign policy in general was the essential
link between the otherwise often conflicting views of Social Democrats
and Liberals,

Henry Kissinger clearly understood that the new government would
pursue not only a new Ostpolitik but also a much more independent course
in foreign affairs, and this seemed to indicate the end of the post-war
period. The Federal Republic, in theory, was still a semi-sovereign country
and had to keep in mind the constraints which stemmed from the rights
of the Four Powers, not to mention the constraints which had to do with
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strict and faithful allegiance 1o the European Community and to NATO
But within these constraints, Bonn took initiatives of its own and did m:-;
ask for permission beforchand. Both Brandt and Kissinger later agreed
on this point.?

. When beginning its imitiatives towards the East, the Bonn government
tollowed the general Amencan lead. The Germans could refer, for instance
to the beginnings of détente during the presidency of John F. H_cnnrd}"
In fact, this had provided the background 1o Brandt’s reorientation tuwnrd;
the concept of détente in the early 1960s, when he was mayor of West
Berlin and had 1o realize that the U.S. government was willing to acu-:i;l
the status quo. Later, the Germans were encouraged by President Johnson.
Brandt met Johnson and Secretary of State Rusk in February 1967, Both
emphasized the necessity of improving relations with the East, Rusk
expressed his readiness to assist wherever help was needed.'"™ A few
ann!hs later, Johnson told two German journalists who played a prom-
inent role as supporters of a new Ostpolitik that the German government
did not need to ask permission for any initiative. In Johnson’s view
E'rf:rlm.e‘m hri::lge—huilding towards the East was highly useful. He had n-:::
anxieties with regard to German reliability within the Western alliance,
and no distrust of Willy Brandl.'"' The President felt reassured. as he
regarded himsell as undisputed leader in the process of bridge-building
r‘knpariznl.ly. Johnson saw the Germans as firmly subject 10 U.S. gu't::l-l
uimt-'- It is interesting, however, that reports reached Bonn in which the
!‘.rr:rmgn government was asked to be on its guard and to avoid any
inconsistencies in its policy which might follow from the overlap of NATO
membership, European integration, and Ostpolitik, !

‘ There was no change in the American reaction to Ostpolitik when
Ru:l.-.nrd Nixon entered the White House with Henry Kissinger as his
Nalmnfﬁ! security Advisor, Ostpolitik was not to be blocked. But there
was widespread disquiet over its wider implications. At least in the
beginning, Kissinger had “grave reservations.”'* They were shared!® by

the Pentagon and by some sections of the State Department, although
the U.5. embassy in Bonn gave full support. Opposition to Ostpolitik
also came from conservative Congressmen and, as mentioned above, from
people such as John McCloy, Lucius Clay, Dean Acheson, and G'Eurgc
Ball, who had shaped the post-war policy towards and in Germany
Satirically, Denis Healey, British Defence Minister between 1964 un:i
1970, called them “distinguished American dinosaurs from the occupation
age.” They “clearly find it difficult,” he noted, “to come to terms with a
wm:'ld so different from that in which they were able 1o determine the
policies not only of the U.S. but of Germany too."'®

oL B

Ostpolitik and the United States

As membership of NATO was not questioned for one moment by the
Brandt government or by West German society as a whole, American
perceptions of Ostpolitik were influenced principally by the legacy of
German nationalism'” and by the self-conscious way in which Ostpolitik
was implemented. Kissinger did not fear that the new government n Bonn
would do anything to endanger “Germany's Western association” deliber-
ately.'® But would the West Germans resist Soviet temptations for ever?
Moscow could conceivably offer something which might lead to unifica-
tion if the Federal Republic umed 1o neutralism. In Kissinger's view,
Brandt “possessed neither the stamina nor the intellectual apparatus o
manage the forces he had unleashed.”'” On the one hand, this was a gross
misperception of Brandt's abilities and politics. On the other, it has to be
taken into account when dealing with U.S. reactions to Ostpolitik.

The government in Bonn made ils own contribution to Kissinger's
reservations, as the U.S. government was not really consulted on
Ostpalitik, but only informed. Willy Brandt insisted, in his memoirs, that
his Ostpolitik did more than echo American initiatives. It had its own
roots and logical basis.™® As early as March 1969, Brandt wamed of
overrating the role of the Federal Republic as an independent actor in

East-West relations.?’ But he was equally sure that Bonn should not
underestimate its role *as a partner of the Soviet Union."? Without any
publicity, a period of intense talks between Bonn and Moscow had just
ctarted.? The Social Democratic—Liberal government in Bonn wanted
1o accept the post-war realities in Europe as results of the war. This was
in accordance with the expectations of Germany's NATO partners, the
U.S. included.?* At the same time, Brandt and his Foreign Minister, Walter
Scheel. wanted 1o win some freedom of action. Their strategy of over-
coming the status quo by first accepting it in the end conflicted with the
post-war order. Other Western governments, which at times felt uneasy
aboul the possible consequences of Ostpolitik, also had this conflict in
mind.

Brandt's critics deplored the advantages the Soviet Union got by
Ostpolitik. But Brandt expected to get something in returmn for recogmizing
ihe territorial status quo. In the medium term, he and Bahr looked forward
to a transformation of the Eastern bloc. Instead of turning to neutrality,
as feared by many observers in the West, they wanted to play a more
active role in European and world politics. Their wish was to emancipate
the Federal Republic from its postwar supervision by the Western powers.
Konrad Adenauer had been the model pupil of the West (although lime
and again he had complained about U.5. policy).”® Brandt, and even
more so Scheel, wanted to leave school and enter normal life. They
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consequently questioned one of the central elements of the post-war
European architecture, namely the containment of the Federal Republic
by the Western alliance.”® Twenty-five years after the end of the war, a
new democratic and Westernized Germany wanted to be accepted as an
equal partner. Ostpolitik has 1o be seen in this wider context (it is revealin g2
that Brandi spoke of “legitimate national interests™).27

When dealing with the Sovict Union, the Bonn government was fully
aware of the above-mentioned constraints. Egon Bahr even emphasized
them in his talks with Gromyko, held early in 1970, when he referred 1o
the rights of the Four Powers in *Germany as a whole.” He was, thereby,
able 10 reject certain suggestions made by the Soviet Foreign Minister.
Also, Bonn did not fail to keep its allies, and especially the United States,
informed. Even before he was clected Federal Chancellor, Brandt asked
the LLS. government to receive Bahr as his special envoy. The first contact
between the White House and the SPD leadership after the election
of 28 September was on | October 1969, Henry Kissinger talked to
Bahr on the phone and apologized for President Nixon's earlier call to
Kiesinger, the leader of the CDU and then still Chancellor, Immediately
after the election, Nixon had congratulated Kiesinger, who headed the
poll but had no majority in the Bundestag. Now Kissinger told Bahr he
was looking forward to cooperation with the Brandt government. He
agreed upon an carly meeting. In a note to Brandl, Bahr commented:
“That sounds good."**

Kissinger and Bahr had met before. But their meeting on 13 October
1969 began a series of talks and other communications between these
two men at the center of power. After the elections, Bahr moved to the
Federal Chancellery, where he was in charge of Ostpolitik, He now tried
to implement the various steps which had earlier been envisaged by the
planning staff of the Foreign Office. According to Bahr's notes, three
Issues were on the agenda in his conversation with Kissinger. The first
was the way in which both governments should relate to each other. Bahr
announced a greater degree of independence. The new government in
Bonn wished to think for itself. Alluding to the peculiarities of American—
German relations in the post-war period, Bahr added that Bonn would
not ask every two months whether the American ally “still loves us”
(Kissinger’s reaction was: “Thank God!™), Second, Bahr dealt with the
Non-Proliferation Treaty. Bonn was willing to sign it. But before doing
so, certain clarifications by the Soviet Union would be needed, although
for Bahr they were of minor relevance. *Absolutel y central,™ he believed,

“was the German-American relationship and the alliance.” Concludin [
this point, both Bahr and Kissinger “moaned about the Russians in a
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moderate way.” The third point was Ostpolitik. Bahr cxpi?ined his ideas
and concentrated on two aspects: the essential continuity of Gm:man
foreign policy and the renunciation of force in German-Soviet n_:l.atmns-
Kissinger's advice was to start negotiations as soon as possible. He
concluded: “Your success will be our success,”™™ _
Whether Ostpolitik would be a success or not was an open question.
Kissinger did not say so, but there is no doubt that he was more sce [:I-Iu:al
than Bahr. Whatever their expectations might have been, Bahr and Hlﬁﬁl_ngn:r
not only arranged to stay in touch, but Kissinger proposed to ilzstﬂblimh 3:1}
back channel between the White House and the Chancellery in Bonn,
This enabled them to communicate directly and without interference I'mr+n
the bureaucracies of the respective foreign ministries. As a }'r:sull, Hahrfl
contacts with the State Department were only of secondary importance.
Within a few days, this channel was used. On 23 October, B:ﬂ'{r n?cewcd
information that the Soviet government had suggested beginning the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks on 17 Nm-emh_:r. Washington wanl.c:j
to accept this.”* Bonn also kept the White House informed over Brandt's
letter of 19 November 1969 1o Kosygin. In this, Brandt suggested h|ialrr=_l'i
talks on the basis of the existing commitments of both sides 1o their
security systems.? Washington's backing was expressed by Secretary of
State William Rogers when he came to see Brandt in Bonn on 6 szmhcr
19693 Later that month, Kissinger was informed about the imminent
talks between the Germans and Russians o be held in Moscow. ™
The first two rounds of these talks between Bahr and {'jrumyk:.n had
been completed when Chancellor Brandt himself lraveiigd 1o ‘l-‘u’_ashmglun
in April 1970. The White House did not give any spc::m[adwm‘t on the
negotiations with the Soviet Union, nor did it voice specific objections
to Ostpolitik.’® Nevertheless, Henry Kissinger felt deep-seated reserva-
tions congerning both the new govermment in Bonn and its foreign pﬂl{cy.
In June, he wld Paul Frank, the new Staatssekretiir in the German Fﬂrtig]l;
Office: “I tell you! If a course of détente is to be pursued, we dn it
Kissinger's claims to leadership must be seen in the context of his I'!;:ari
that the Soviet Union might be successful in pursuing “selective détente,
improving relations with European countries while remaining tough
towards the United States.”® Although the NATO meeting in Dccemblcr
1969 had strengthened Bonn’s position for its negotiations with lh:_ Snv}el
Union, while at the same time imposing some constraints,’” and in spite
of the intense exchange of information between Bonn and Wasﬁmgl_un,
Kissinger still remained nervous about the dangers ol German I'EEIIII:II‘IE|I5'|11.
and the possibility that Ostpolitik could weaken the NATO alhnnm?.
As Ostpolitik was officially backed by Washington, any doubis conceming
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the reliability of the West Germans could only be spread in the form of
rumor. When such rumors reached Bonn, Bahr, in a letter to Kissinger,
did not attach much importance to them. He reminded Kissinger of their
mutual trust and added: “Whao ever has a question or feels any cause for
concern should express it frankly,™!

Kissinger’s doubts over the reliability of the Germans were shared by
the French President, Georges Pompidou.*” The British Prime Ministers
Harold Wilson and (since June 1970) Edward Heath endorsed Ostpolitik,
although Heath did not hide his anxiety that the Soviet Union wanted
to test “the solidarity of the Western Alliance.” In Western European
perceptions of the Federal Republic, there was still a big question mark.
How solid was the attachment of the West Germans 1o NATO? Had they
really become an integral part of the Western world? Or was the contain-
ment of Germany still necessary? Heath wanted Brandt to remain “very
conscious of the pitfalls on the way . . . 1 am confident that the Alliance
can stand the strains of détente as it has survived the test of the Cold War,
But in a climate of relaxation we shall have to be, and indeed more, on
our guard, ™

Kissinger's attitude was much more patromizing, at least as it is shown

in his memoirs. He consoled himself with the thought that the Federal
Republic did not have the means to pursue its Ostpolitik independently
“on a purely national basis.™** Bonn was not Paris. and Brandt was
not de Gaulle. The problem of West Berlin could only be solved in
cooperation with the Four Powers. In his memoirs, Kissinger, in great
detail and almost crowing with pleasure, demonstrated the constraints of
Ostpolitik which followed from the postwar settlement in Germany: “The
linkage to Berlin was our ace in the hole.™* Since Bonn wanted 1o de velop
a linkage policy as well, there was no disagreement in substance. There
was disagreement, however, with respect to the speed of Western-Soviet
talks on Berlin. Bonn wished for some carly progress. Only the Western
allies could put pressure on Moscow in order to improve the situation of
West Berlin. Bonn insisted on Soviet recognition of the special links
between the Federal Republic and West Berlin.* The success of ¢ Istpolitik
was dependent on progress in Berlin, and progress in Berlin was not only
a matter of Soviet but also of LS, policy.*” In contrast to Brandt, Kissi nger
was not in a hurry.*® For him, the Berlin problem was only one issue in
his linkage strategy which included a wide range ol questions such as
SALT and Vietnam. Consequently, the speed of the German—Soviel
rapprochement seemed to be too high, Why not wait for the results of
the German-Soviet encounter?

The first result was the Treaty of Moscow, signed on 12 August 1970,
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Immediately after the ceremony, which he had watched on TV in his
summer retreat, Helmut Schmidt sent a remarkable handwritien letter 1o
Brandt. In Schmidt’s view, the treaty was a “great step” ﬁ:r_rwa;rd, There
was every reason to believe that a “new era” I!ad begun in li:ast—We.lv.t
relations. Yet, almost in the same breath, Schmidt warned of e?]{rhur?c
propaganda” which might shed doubts on the West Glennuf] position in
the Western camp. Euphoria would be r::]unl.erpmdur:n:.ft with respect to
East Germany, the Western allies, and the forthcoming debulle in the
Federal Republic. Washington, London, and Paris t_:ught to be informed
immediately. Schmidt’s 5ml‘f‘r'f§iﬂ“ was that the White House was frown-
ing at the speed of Ostpolitik. | |
’ ES«“: y ﬁL'E days after iI:lir!u: signature in Moscow, Bahr arrived in Washing-
ton, Kissinger seemed to be impressed with the Rusm—ﬁcnnm agreemenl.
The Federal Republic had been successful in n:glmmg v_-rhal it haq e:_;rlmr
proposed in public and in the confidential Ialk?f in \?':"aihlnglun. KIEEI!‘IEEF
expressed the wish 1o continue “our close relationship. E‘:unn. he m:llwsed,
should not believe in rumours, The Nixon administration gave s full
support to Ostpolitik. Time and again, FI:EI‘PZ-]DEEF Strauss, the mighty
leader of the Bavarian branch of the Christian Dﬂ:nrmcram, had been on
the phone. But Kissinger only listened to him :md. dl::i nullencumtfge hi :1
in his opposition to Ostpolitik. 1t may be Ihajt Kissinger’s trust in Bahr
had increased by August 1970, But it is rev?almg_thm he '»Ivanl:d to know
how Bahr perceived the molives of the Soviet Union. a"'h.HSIS!.EI‘I.I. S?Ercl,ary
of State Hillenbrand also wanted to know whether the :‘i'mth Unmnl was
hoping to undermine the Western alhiance. Inlmspupﬁmg Bahr pointed
to the Soviet interest in economic cooperation with the ‘We*st. As o
American fears with regard to NATO, he took the contrary line, contend-
ing that the Soviet Union wanted to preserve the cxmlllng bloc structures,
including the Federal Republic’s NATO memt?ershtp. D;]hcnwsc, the
Soviet grip on the Warsaw Pact states would be in danger. ‘
Bahr did not only want to give information ahuul_lhi: Gtﬂ:llafl'l—SEIs‘;'1ﬂl
Treaty. He also urged Kissinger to speed up the Er.:rhn: negotiations.”' In
October 1970, Chancellor Brandt asked for consultations on the part of
the “four Western governments” (including the Federal chu!:lir:} over
Berlin. Difficulties between the United States and the Enw:ll Unlmn
should be solved, he argued, by improving the means of communication.
“Whether the Soviet Union is really interested in a détente in Central
Europe,” he wrote to Nixon, “what | assume, will be proved in t!w test
case of Berlin . . . We should not be discouraged by srulhar.lks which are
common practice in Soviet tactics.”** Brandt was impatient and also
critical of the American handling of the Berlin problem.* Bonn felt under
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enormous pressure of time. It was concerned that the frustrated govem-
ment in East Berlin might, as a result of delay, regain some influence
with Moscow,

During the autumn of 1970, the Federal Government in Bonn also
Ft:uk action to deal with public opinion in the United States. U.S. reactions
i general lowards Ostpolitik still seemed mixed. Hans Apel, deputy floor
leader of the SPD in the Bundestag, reporied home from Washington
that he had found “odd ideas” about the aims of Ostpolitik among many
members of the administration, Congressmen, and journalists.** Defense
Secretary Melvin Laird also appeared concerned that certain sections of
the SPD might harbor “illusions about the Soviet Union, ™

In Bonn, it was realized that something had to be done. One strategy
was to employ a public relations company in New York. Another was
1o use any contacts with American politicians or institutions in order to
work on those who remained sceptical about Ostpolitik.57 Although the
attitude of the Social Democrats towards the United States had changed
during the 1960s, becoming at the same time more pragmatic and more
positive,”® not many Social Democrats had first-hand knowledge of
American politics and society.*” One outstanding exception was Horst
Ehmke, a professor of law before he entered politics and, eventually,
became Head of the Chancellery under Willy Brandt. Afier the German—
Soviet Treaty of August 1970, he travelled twice to the United States,

The first trip, in late September, was to influence American public opinion.
Ehmke met not only jounalists but also representatives of the trade unions
n"d. the Jewish community, two important segments of public opinion
which were known to be highly pessimistic about the implications of
Ostpolitik. He also held talks in the State Department, where he asked
for quicker negotiations on Berlin. Ehmke discovered that people in
New York or Washington had a much broader view of the Soviet Union,
The United States, unlike West Germany, confronted Soviet power and
ambitions on a global scale. Some Americans complained about Soviet
activities in Cuba and the Middle East. American Jews wanted 1o know
whether Bonn’s relations with Israel were likely to change, given the
:lll:lﬁ—lﬁl'ﬂﬂi stance of the Soviet Union. The AFL/CIO (trade umon) officials
did not oppose détente on principle, but rejected any closer relations
between German and Soviet trade unions. Because of the allegedly
“soctalist” element in the Social Democratic—Liberal govemment in Bonn,
:Ehmkc was faced with anxious questioning — from both his AFL/C 10
interlocutors and members of the State Department - on whether the
F-:dcfal Republic would move to the left. He was able to gIve reassurance
on this point. In general, Ehmke found that Ostpolitik was being received
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in an open-minded way, although Americans had some questions and a
number of reservations.™

Al the start of his trip, Ehmke had been briefed by the public relations
company in New York working for the government in Bonn:

Today Germany is a full-fledged economic and political pariner of the U.S,,
and its power in both those areas is respected and perhaps a little feared by
Americans. The public relations status has entered a new phase which, for
want of a better term, could be called the equality phase. The new Germany's
coming of age has coincided in time with a period of great political, racial
and economic stress in the US.

Under these circumstances, Bonn should not ignore the strictly anti-
communist stance of the AFL/CIO and of big business as well. Occa-
sionally, the company mentioned, the Federal Republic was depicted as
a “workshop of the Reds.” The main advice it offered was to organize a
new “German clique in the U.S."” which would be a substitute for the old
one headed by MeCloy and Clay: “Unfortunately no real attempt has
been made to form a new and liberally oriented group to serve the same
purposes as the old group.™' Ehmke fully endorsed this recommendation.
Contacts in America, he believed, had to be intensified. In particular,
Karl Schiller, Minister for Economic Affairs, should go to Washington
to try and improve the relations of the SPD with business and finance in
the Umted States. In Ehmke’s view, no such relations currently existed.
This might be easily explained, but was at the same time deplorable: “This
group, being not on close terms with the Social Democrats, is very close
to the Republican government.™?

Within a very short time, Ehmke made a second trip. In December
1970, just before Christmas, he hurried off 1o see Kissinger in order to
find out definitely what the White House had in mind with regard
to Berlin and Ostpolitik in general. Again, Bonn had received reports
announcing *‘a storm mounting in the American right wing on the subject
of Germany's Eastern politics."®® Shepard Stone, who was in favour of
Ostpolitik, advised taking such objections to Ostpolitik seriously.* This
more or less normal American accompaniment to Ostpolink might, how-
ever, have caused no particular alarm in Bonn had it not been for more
dramatic developments. On 16 December, Russell Fessenden, from the
LS. embassy in Bonn, talked to Ulrich Sahm from the Chancellery and,
three days later, also to Bahr and Ehmke, The White House and the
Pentagon, he warned, were not happy with the speed of Ostpolitik. In
Washington, the Soviet Union was still regarded as an expansionist power
active in many parts of the world.**
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From the German point of view, any slowing down of détente meant
a delay in the solution of the Berlin question. The matter was urgent
enough for Ehmke to telephone the White House. Kissinger was asked
for a !n:eting, which took place on 21 December, He seemed completely
surprised when informed about Fessenden’s warnings. Ehmke’s impres-
sion was that Kissinger’s reaction was honest and not merely for show.
But he could not find out on whose orders Fessenden had been acting.
Hillenbrand and Sonnenfeld, when they joined in, were also either unwill-
ing or simply not able to disclose the secret. With respect 1o Berlin, Ehmke
repeated what the Germans had said before. Since the Soviet ambassador,
Zarapkin, had hinted to Brandt that Moscow was interested in a Berlin
settlement in order to get the Treaty of Moscow ratified, he argued that
the Americans should not hesitate, Ehmke agreed that the Soviet Union
stlll pursued a policy of confrontation in other parts of the world. But
this did not justify risking a standstill in Berlin as well. Kissinger's
response was typical. The United States, he asserted, was interested in a
Berlin settlement. The main interest, however, was on the part of the
Federal Republic. He added that President Nixon wanted to decrease
tensions with the Russians. The Europeans should continue their policy
of détente also, providing the Western allies were not played off against
each other. As Ehmke shared this concemn — Kissinger’s principal obses-
sion®® — there was full agreement. Security and détente had to go hand in
hand. Ehmke also took the opportunity to explain that any American
concermn about economic and technological cooperation with the Soviet
Union was unfounded. One should not overestimate, he maintained, the
importance of trade with the East.®’

It is difficult to say whether Ehmke’s fleeting visit achieved very much
or, indeed, changed anything in American policy. The story of the meeting
with the Americans is perhaps mostly revealing with respect to the anxie-
ties on both sides. The well-known American misgivings notwithstanding,
Bahr was quite happy with the kind of communications that were taking
place between Bonn and Washington.®® In January 1971, a German
Journalist reported home from Washington that “tiresome talk™ about
Ostpolitik had apparently come to an end.®” In the final resort, Ostpolitik
was perceived as what it had been all the time: an integral part of Western
detente. When Brandt and Nixon met in June 1971, Ostpolitik was no
longer on the agenda. The issues of China and relations between tle
United States and Europe had proved themselves more interesting.™

In the end, a Four-Power Agreement was reached in September 1971,
Bonn was involved in the negotiations when, at a crucial point, secret
lalks took place. Its participants were two of the Four Powers, represented
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by ambassadors Kenneth Rush and Valentin Falin — and Bahr. Times had
changed: Bonn had become part of a system of back channels in the
triangle Washington-Bonn-Moscow.”' Kissinger pointed out to Bahr that
nobody outside the White House knew anything about the “Rush-Falin-
Bahr meetings, or your channel to me."” The new situation did not alter
the dependency of the Federal Republic on the United States. But the
impact of the Federal Republic on inter-allied relations and on the conduct
of Fast—West relations was now evident. This was confirmed when Brandt
went to see Brezhnev in Oreanda, in the Crimea, roughly two weeks after
the signature of the Berlin Agreement. Brandt was convinced that both
sides had entered a phase of normality. They “know where they agree,”
he commented, “where a rapprochement is conceivable, where they have
differences.” According to Brandt's notes, both sides demonstrated “strict
loyalty 1o their respective allies.”"”” The Federal Republic was not in
danger of neutralism, Instead, it was suceessful in undercutting German-—
Soviet enmity by starting a process of confidence-building. Former enemies,
Brandt and his government believed, should become normal opponents.
If approached in the proper way, Ostpolitik — as an integral part of the
Western policy of détente — might influence Soviet politics for the better.
This was one of the key arguments put forward by Brandt when he
met President Nixon in Key Biscayne in December 1971.7* The meeting
was part of a series of talks the President had before going to Peking and
Moscow. Nixon naturally consulted the British Prime Minister Edward
Heath and the French President Georges Pompidou. But Brandt was a
must, too. Apart from the good personal relationship between Nixon and
Brandt and the increasing weight of the Federal Republic within the
Western alliance, Brandt's government had been a driving force of détente.
Also, Nixon had no personal knowledge of Brezhnev and was as keen as
Brezhnev had been in Oreanda three months earlier to gain reliable
information about his opposite number. [t is interesting that both Brandt
and Nixon gave assurances of their loyalty to NATO. Ostpolitik — as an
independent German approach to détente — was simply not conceivable
without close cooperation within the alliance. Nixon, on his pan, ruled
out any idea of a bilateral understanding between the superpowers which
might be detrimental to the interests of America’s allies. Nixon asked
about Brandt's perceptions of Soviet policy. Brandt believed he saw an
opportunity for more political communication and economic exchanges
and even, though this proved wrong, for a reduction in Soviet armaments.
Al the same time, he warned against illusions. The West must remain on
guard. It would never know for how long the Soviet Union was prepared
Lo respect Western interests.
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Most reassuring of all for Brandt was that Nixon stressed the inter-
relationship of Ostpolitik, the agreement on Berlin, and a breakthrough
in American—Soviet relations. Instead of fearing a German move towards
the East, Nixon acknowledged the achievements of Bonn's Ostpolitik,
which had smoothed the way for better East—West relations. Consequently,
he was interested in having the German-Soviet Treaty ratified by the
Bundestag before his own meeting with Brezhnev. But he emphasized
that it was Bonn’s decision to make. The Federal Republic, as an “indz-
pendent power,” should have “every room of manceuvre.”

The Federal Republic seemed to have become established as an equal
actor on the world stage. Ostpolitik was approved of “everywhere in the
world,” as Defence Minister Helmut Schmidt noted on a trip to Asia,
Australia, and New Zealand. It was also important, he thought, that it
was regarded as an independent German initiative.™ For Bonn, the feeling
of independence and the support of its allies, in particular the United
States, were equally important, During the whole process of détente,
German Ostpolitik and American approaches to the Soviet Union were
mutually supportive. Among those who suffered from this growing concert
between Washington and Bonn were the Federal Republic’s Christian
Democrats, who opposed Ostpolitik. They wanted to use American counter-
arguments as a lever in the intra-German debate, which tended to be full
of emotion and outright bitterness. ™

Members or supporters of the Social Democratic-Liberal government
tried it the other way round, happy when they could refer to American
support for Ostpolitik. In the course of 1971, they gained the upper hand
in the debate. Bahr himself was invited to give lectures at the universities
of Harvard and Georgetown in April and June 1971, In the invitation he
got from the Center for Strategic and Intemnational Studies in Georgetown,
he was told that Ostpolitik “has not received a full hearing in Washington.”
Many speakers from a CDU background had had a chance to advance
objections, with the consequence that “an imbalance of views on the
Ostpolitik has emerged.””” This was eventually corrected and, in March
1972, James Reston compared Brandt’s Ostpolitik and Nixon's moves
towards China. Both, he maintained, “are trying to dismantle the Cold
War."™® Even the American labor unions, whose attitude to Ostpolitik
had been a continuous concern 1o the SPD,™ seemed 1o be less negative,
At an official level, Bahr had the impression of an excellent working
partnership. In March 1972, Kissinger proposed meelings every three

months. “For the first time,” Bahr noted, “the conversation with Kissinger
could be described as cordial ™!
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There is no doubt that, during the period of Ostpolitik, the Federal
Republic’s foreign policy continued to rely on the United States. For the
simple but vital reason of security, there was no alternative.®™ At the same
time, as demonstrated above, there had been a change in the relationship
between the American superpower and the semi-sovereign Federal
Republic. The United States was still the cornerstone of the Western
alliance, but the perception of the American role in international affairs
had changed. The Cold War pattern had to alter, in part to serve the cause
of peace, in part because U.S. resources were now clearly limited. Hence
the vital German interest in improving the European security system. It
was always assumed, however, that the United States would remain an
essential part of that system. In particular, no European Sec urity Conler-
ence — proposed by the Soviet Union and regarded as useful by the
government in Bonn — was conceivable without the participation of the
United States. Kissinger was not at all enthusiastic about the prospect of
such a conference, but he did not prevent it either. Addressing a group of
American and German parliamentarians in November 1971, he dismissed
it as “superfluous.”® Bonn, however, wanted the Harmel formula to be
further developed. The existing balance, it believed, ought to be supple-
mented by additional moves towards confidence-building. This aim
seemed attainable because the Soviet Union was currently behaving in a
promising way. But it also seemed lo be a necessity: "It 15 not Holy Writ,”
remarked Helmut Schmidt, “that U.S, forces will have to remain in Europe
at present strength for ever and ever."™

In the overall assessment, there was no short-term alternative to the
role of the United States in Europe. Though its responsibility for its own
secufity was growing, Western Europe could not “substitute the balance
of Soviet Union/United States™ in the foreseeable future.® But the Federal
Republic and the other European states had to be aware that the role of
the United States might change. Given the isolationist voices in America
and the never-ending rumours of a reduction of U.S. troops in Europe,
given the impact of the Vietnam War on U.S. foreign policy and the
financial strain caused by the American global overcommitment, a policy
of détente seemed vital for the Federal Republic, which might find itsell
greatly disadvantaged by renewed tensions with the Soviet Union. In this
different situation, the United States was regarded as an indispensable, if
somewhat uncertain, ally. “Is the U.S. going to continue Lo be a greal
nation, number one?" — President Nixon's nervous question,™ asked in
August 1971 when the dollar was taken off the gold standard and a symbol
of the post-war order disappeared — was answered by Willy Brandt in a
simple and affirmative way. For him, there was no change in the American
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role as a Western world power.™ But it seemed both highly probably and
timely that the United States should adapt to new circumstances.

The accommaodation to realities was a characteristic feature of inter-
national politics from the 1960s to the 1970s. The Federal Republic had
to accept the territorial status quo as the result of the Second World War.
The superpowers had to acknowledge that their resources were limited
and that the days of the bipolar world had gone. More specifically, the
United States had 1o come to terms with an integrating Europe and, m
the same time, to realize that maintaining a military presence in Europe,
rather than isolationism, was in its own best interest. For Moscow, the
economic shortcomings of the Soviet system could only be overcome by
a reduction of armaments and economic cooperation with the West,
Western financial, economic, and technological aid was dependent on a
Soviet willingness to accept realities in Europe, including the closer
integration of Western Europe, the links of West Berlin with the Federal
Republic, and the continuing presence of LS. troops in Europe.

In the long run, the policy of détente proved profitable to the West
and especially to the Federal Republic of Germany and its revisionism.
From the outset, Ostpolitik disputed the Soviet view that frontiers in
Europe were forever unalterable. Bonn accepted the status quo only in
the sense of a modus vivendi. Bahr put it succinetly as carly as 1968:
“The Soviet goal is to legalize the status quo. Our goal 1s to overcome it,
It 1s a real conflict of interest.™® OF course, this could not be said openly,
But there is enough evidence that the architects of Ostpolitik had in mind
not only West Germany’s reconciliation with the Soviet Union, but also

a change in the postwar order. A policy of détente with its implications
(better Easi-West communications, an increase of trade relations, etc.)
might transform the Warsaw Pact. Contrary to Kissinger's early pessi-
mistic anxiety that the Soviet Union might be the only winner,"™ Brandt
and Bahr did not rule out the chance that it might be the loser. Or., 1o put
it more precisely, the Soviet Union might be forced 1o accept peaceful
change. Although they had no timetable in mind for the change they
envisaged, their policy was not only directed towards the recognition of
the status quo but also towards its transformation. At a later stage of
Ostpolitik, Bahr disclosed their strategy 1o Kissinger. The expansion of
trade with the East, he argued, would produce more and more friction

within the communist countries. As a result, it would contribute to chang-
ing them.™
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