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PREFACE

The relationship between Great Britain and Germany
is centuries old. And &ll along it has been of 2 pixed
noture - iriendly &nd hostile, That vas thé pattern of
relationship existed betweep Liem till the end of the
Second World War. But after 1945, their relationship has
been marked by an unbroken record of emity and cordiality
with an underlying element of mutuality. While the British
attituds in genéra.l vag 'sympatha tic to the ro-~sstablishment
of Germany as an ipportant aéwr in the politic¢s and
security of continental Burope, the Federal Republic of
Germany, wWherever possible, had adopied an attitude helpful
to Britain.

Buty, from 1969 onwards, especially after the assumption
of willy Brandt as the Chencellior of the Federal Republic
of Germany, the ryelationship between (reat Britain and
the Federal hepublic entered a new phese of exceptional
warmth and cordiality that on aimost every important issue
in world politics their attitude was almost 1déntica1.

The present study covers an important seven year pericd

of their relationship between 1969 and 1976, And the focus
of the study is limited tc the politicel and military
aspects of their relationship.
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The study has been prosecuted with the help of the
English source paterial available in different libraries
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to the libraxies of the Jawamharlal Nehru University,
indian Council of wWorld Affairs, the British Council, the
British High Commission, the Embassy of the Federal
Republic of Gema'ny and the American Library.'. I am thenke
ful to the staff of all these libraries for the cooperation
and courtesy extended to pe during my research for this
dissertation.

Also, I would like to express my profound and special
gratitude to Dr. B, Vivekanandan, my Supsyvisor, for
encouraging mwe to undertake this fascinating study. H’:lthput
his patient and inveluatle guidance tids dissertation
would not have been complete. 1 am also grateful to
‘Dr. B3+ Bhopra for izis go0d-will and encouragement.

Finally, my special thanks are due {0 Mrs. Amell
Mathew who has typed this dissertation with her characteristic
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Chapter 1
IRTROLUCTICON

Traditionally, the relationship between Britain and
Germany was that of mtensa interaction tetween the two.
The British royal family was of German origin and tre
dynasty itself btore the nape the House of Honover and
william Kaiser, the Gelman monarch who declared war against
Britein in 191_%, was a great grandson of Queen Victeria,

The yole of Britaln in the painiend Europe had under-
gone significant change after the emergence of Germpany as
a unified nation following the creation of the Germén Empire
by Ottoc Von Bismark in 1871. EBefore Germany's emergence
as a great military povwer in the European Continent, the
Britisk role in the continent was thet of a mediator in
European politics. While doing so it generally stood by
the vweak against the stiong in the wntmwrﬁws ih Europe .
But this role was not available for Britain following
Gerpany's erergence as & major military power. Indeed,
towards the close oi the 19th century, in 1897, Joseph
Chamberlain, did speak of an a%li&nce be tween Britain,
Germany snd the United States.

During the 20th century, the European continent in
general, and Germany in particular, was a source of Sorrow
for Britaln as they fought btetween tlem two Werld wWars,
ﬁndA to contain tie aggressive nationalism of Germany and

Te




its expansion by ﬁse of force, Britain had to pay heavily

in terms of humen lives and rescurces. As a root ceuse

these wars were the schism between Germany and France,

after the end of First wWorld War meny in Britain thought that
it was still possible for Britain to play & balancing role |
between the two major contimental powers, But these hc»ge\s
were dashbed by the re-militarisation of Gemeny, under
Hitler in 19303, and the Germen occupation of the RKhineland
in March 1636. In faet, Hitler fimly belleved that although
Britain vould ixat promote nis expensionist schemes, it would
not stand cut to deter him from doing so. Butl this wag a
mis-calculation. Britain stood up against the German
expansionist line 'wnen Hitler attacked Poland in 1939. In

the Words of D.C. Watts |

Thus, although at the time of Halifax's
visit, Hitler was fryightening his generals
by tailking of the inevitability of wer with
Britain; although in May 1938 after the
diplomatic syebuff achleved by the Ca2ech semi-
mobilisation, he ordered his Kavy to prepare
a nevw armagents programie to enabie them to
challenge British maritime power; although
in the aftermath of Hunich, ke 1ssued orders
for militsry planning to defeat France and
deprive Britain of her only major flly in

the Continent; he was to spend the follove
ing year assuring both his nmilitary planners
and nis Italian ally that Britain wouléd not
intervene in his plans against Peoland, (2)

2.1 Imdo' P 27n



This, again, was a miscaleulation. DBritain resisted |
Germany throughout the Second World War until Hitler was
finally defeated.

But the relationsbip between the twWo countiries undere
went metaworphic changes aszer the Second World War,
Although the melationship between the two immediately after
the War was that of a victor and the vanquished, Britain
hed adopted a more constluctive &nd helpful attitude towards
Germany. It may be pointed cut that &t the last stages of
the Second World war Britain did not want a complete surrender
of Gemmany and favoured a negotiated settlement.But this
¢id not paterialise meinly be cause by the time Cermany wés
Gefeated, Hitler had destyoyed every representative political
ergenisation in the country, making a\.ne»gutiated peace
gettlement impossible .3 |

The first pssthar talks at the Fotsdam Conference
produced an agreement to which France did not accede till
later. This agreement eomamed certain provisions for
the disarmament, demilitarisation and denazification of
Gemany and for the payment‘.' of reparations and more important
st11l, and of greater significance for the futule, were
tWo further points relating to the restoration of political

30 FeSe
1

4, For the text see B. Euhm Von Gppen, Locupr
under Occupation (london, 1955), pp.




1ife in Germeny on & democratic basis and to the preserva-
ticn of her economic u&ity.s |

| The final declsration of tie Potsdam Conference did,
it was true, embody the principles of uniformity &f treatment.
of the Gexﬁan population, political decentralisuation, the
development cf democratic institutions, the treatment of
Germany as an economic Whole, tie re-establishment of
Central Gemén a&aiﬁistmuve machinery, and priority t‘gr
exports to pay for imports over repsrations deliveries.

- In the debate on iie German question in imt:am one
finds the presence of four main schools of thought; (a) the
Churchillian traditionalechauvinist conviction that the
reots ¢f the GCerman problem were to be found in Prussie;

(b) the Attleeian populist refomist conviction that the
problem was of social refomn, of bresking the alliance of
the Frussian land-owners and West CGerman industrialists;

(c) the Foreign Office's overriding concern to avoid a
@isruption of war-time coslition from which Germeny could
only benefit; and (&) the instinetive feeling of the
Chiefs.of-8taff that the main problem in the postewar balance
of pover was not to prevent & Ger?an yevival but an excessive

access of mwgr to Soviet Russia,

S Herman Proebst, "GemmaneBritish Relations since the War:
A Geman view“ m }iarl Kaiser am cher Morgan, eds.,

6. D C, watiy, n. ‘ig Pe .5{30
7o Xbiﬁcg Pe 3’4'0



The future of Germany bocame the bone of contention
between the three Western allies and Soviet Russia, They
came out open yegarding the treatwent of Germany. The
British Zone which included the coal and steel centre of
"Buhr was the highly industriallised one. Britain started
reconstructing the political and economic llfe of her zone.
Lr. Konarl Adenauer, the Federal Chancellor, hud acknovwledged
the genuine endeawvour of Biitain when he said;

in the part of Gemeny they occupy the
thiee Western powers, and especially the
United States and Great Britain, heve
furthered German economic development « a
fact ve gratefully acinowledge. Within
their zones the territory of Gexmen Yederal
fepublie, theg began and promoted politieal
democracy. (8)
Luring 1946 and 1947, in the midst of dollar crisis,
Britain was contributing some £ 100 million, mostly for
aupphes‘gof focdy one third of this had to ve paid in
dollars.

Eefore the negotiations began on the German ouestion
in 1949 the British position wag made clear in a geries of
statements. On § June 1946 Clewent Attlee, Prime Minister,
told the House of Conmmons:

we desire that Germany should be treated

as an economic whole. We have been placed

ina tﬂl"mmy difficult position se00 4in '

having an area which wag always a deficit ares
(ccntd.. )

8. Konurd Adensuer, hprld Indivisible (London, 1956), p.18.
S § Korthedge; 110, 3' Pe 751




égngtfm mméﬁﬁgﬁ;éﬁﬁﬁeﬁ@a@g‘@? .
mexely to be lines of occupation inte rigid
divisions of Germany into zones with separate
systens of administration. Our enceavour is
that Germeny should be treated as an economic
whole.
As for the political future of G%many, the British Goveirn-
rent adopted & federsl epproach,

Britain clearly expiessed its .miuetance to shoulder
the total economic burden of her zone. On 2 December 1946,
an agreement was reached in New York between the Undted
States and Britain by which tifze zones of these two countries
eccup%ﬁ in Gemany were fused to fom a single economic
unit. Subsequently, in May 1947, Eritain and the United
States had created &8 central economic adnministration at
Frankfurt. Emmest Bevin, British Foreign Secretary, told
the House of Commons in January 1948 that Economic Council
was only an interinm measure pending the establishment of &
West German govangant, if agreepent with Russia and Germeny
tocame difficult.

The West Germman politicians were unhappy over the
occupation of Ruhr and expressed against the establishnent
ol a separate West German sState which, they feared, might
postpone indefinitely the hope of a united Germany.

10. .K. House of Commons, Wm Vole.
3 {1946), Col. 2036,

11. Cnd, 698k ( 19%6),

12. U«Key House of Commons,
W46 ( 1948), col. WOk,




Consequently, they decided at & three«day Conference of
their ovwn in early August 19LE not to proceed for the moment
with the dmafting of a definitive West Germen Constitution.
They preferred to create the somewhat more provisionsl
instmmegg of a Basié iaw for the administration of West
Germany.

At & peeting in wWarsaw on 8 June 1948, of Central and
East Burpope and hussia, the weilelmawa Soviet positions on
¥our Power control over the Ruhr, reperations and the
'historic decisions'! ¢of Potsdam wexe reaffirmed with seem-
ingly littie dissent fiom Husslia's neighbours, The Constitu-
tion was approved in Rarch 1949 and the Geman Lemocratic |
lepublic based on tm%censumtion cage into being in
Octobter of that year.

Britain, France and the United States, on the other
hand, while ennouncing thet they, being ;Qxeelude‘d German
reunification under Four Power sponsorship,; haé no alternt-
tive but to write off Fast Gemany after the failure of the
four Foreign Ministers in London in Hovember-December 1947,

liowever, the rigours of the war suffered by the
Gemens had evoked sywpathy in some sections of the British
people and Bxiﬁain; no less than the US, was responsidble
_for tsringmg into existence the Federal Republic and helping

13+ Lucius D, Clay, &
PP U09-11,

14, Eeate hulm Von Gpﬁen ed., bocuments on Germany Under
gocupation 1948.54 (Loncon, 1955), ppe Wi2e22,

LA (Lendgn, 19%)1




the Gemmans 'co restore their economye. The babour Miniesters
favoured the aim of re-educating znd converting tho Germens
-$0 dem%acy before granting them responsibility for thems
selves. Earnst Bevin, Forelign Secretary, who had intense
resentment, believed that the Geimans must pay for what they
bad done before they could begin to have a say in matters )
again but Winston Churchill wanted to give Gemans a chance.

After tne Second World War, the British were notable,
in their zone of occupation, for putting much goodwill snd
effort into setting sn example and galning su;&p@rt for their
political ideas of liberal democracy. ¥From then on Eritain
treated the newly created (%many not a8 an objeet of its
poiicy but &s its partner. Indesd; in the occupation zone,
Britain not only toek care not to wreck the ecomomic 1ife
and industrial infrastructure of Germany, but also tock
interect to put back the living conditions in Germany to
noimaley ~ making industry work%gg:, houses bullt, and
schoolds andé hospitals repaired.

There was close cocperation between Britain and West
Gemmany on security matters. It may be recalied that the
Morgenthau Plsn for post-war Ga'ﬁsﬁm, provisionally approved
by President Roosevelt and Frime Minister Churchill ‘in
September 194k, envisaged that Gemmany should be reduced to

15. Ekerman Proebst, n. 5, p. 19k,
16. Ibid.

17. Exactly one yaaz- later the western Powers agreed to
end the state of War with Germany.

18, ¥.5. korthedge, ns 3, pp. 72=73s




19 .
& pastoralised state. But Britain dld not pursue this

plen in sny serious manner. On the other hand, it saw the
dangei' of keeping Cermany as & bankrupt and weak estate of
Europe especially in the context of the genersl dscline of
power'gf rurope after the Second World War and slso in the
context of growing military threat from the Soviet Union

to Western Europe. As Britain vas concerned about the
Soviet threat to the security oif free Governmentis of
vestern Zurope, it took interest to commit the United States
to continue its millitary presence in westemn Europe (Hest
Germmany included) beyond 1547, the year stipulated for the
retreat of the US military establishments from Furope. This
was done. It secured the US support for the Biussels Treaty
in 1946, and in 1949 got the MATO established with full and
indefinite US commitment to the security of Western Europe.

The Vandenberg resolution, in June 1548, provided a
pelitical basias for & fomal alignuent of the United states
wvith the munt%ea that felt threasterned by the aggressive
Sovict policy. On k April 1949, the Bn%%ed States put her
signature on a multilateral pact, KATO, Permission of the

19. winston S, mrcm.ll% The Second Horld war (london,
195u), vols V1, ppe. 35‘90

20. Josef Korbel, iLete in Burope: F
(Pﬂnmtﬁﬂg H.Jn; 19?‘2 " ﬁ&

21, F.8. Rorthedge, N.3, P« 4,
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western powers for west Germany to estublish tmg Federal
Republic of Cermany, with limited rights of sovereignty,
in September 1949, and the Soviet reaction to it in the
following m‘onm» elevating East Germany to the status of
the German Democratic Republic (GDR), led to an indefinite
postponement of the most crucial Eurvpean pioblem, the
reunification of Germany.

The British atiitude to the North Atlantic Treaty
was pragmatic. When ths Four-PFovwer Cooperation faile@
that vas the only slternative left to ensure security
sgainst any future war. Horeover, it was aimed to be a
temporary arrangement. ExXpleining the British attitude
Philip Naeliaéket, Hinlster for Commonwealth Relations,
told the liouse of Commons on 12 May 1949 that the treaty
was & "stop-gap and a stop-gap" only. "ve want a world
security systen as soon A4S ever we can, bubt we do believe
that 1f ve are having & collective pact at all it should
be as styong 48 possible in oxder that its restraining
effect on gga pind of the eggresser may he 6s great as
possible "

Since 1945 the Germans ceased to be a mwore object
of intemational polditics. WwWith the recovery of sevexaigﬁty
Germeny was treated as an important power and hence the
Eesﬁugur@peans vanted to kwop Gemany within their fold;

22. UK, Bouse of Conmons, Parlispentary Debates, vol. LbL
(1949), col. 2127.
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This had inczeased the stock of Gemeny in the eyes of

other countries of kestern nurcpe. This changed image of
Germany was not without effect on Anglo-Geman relations

and this copmpelied the British to keep West Germany permanently
tied up vith the West. Therefore, Britain thought that
Gemany cculd only be ze~-built within an Atlentic systenm

and vould e able to realise her true position. Konrsd
&%hauer, the Chancellor, had promptly agreed to Pritish

line and West Germsny tecame a member of BATC in 1955.

‘ihen Britsin and the United States had contemplated
rearmament of West Gexmany, it was besed on five different
consicerations. Firstly, thexw waos disparity in Soviet Land
foree in East Burope and that ol the NATO allies. West
Eurogean countries had clearly expressed their insbility to
gaintain forces for Germany due to economic constraints,
Therefore, Germany had to share the burden. Secondly, the
Soviet Union went on increasing the amed forges pretending
that they were merely to police. Thirdly, theye was the need
of Geman reameament within a kuropeen framevwork, logically
from the steps taken to integrate West Germany into uWest
BEurope in the economic and political spheres. Fourthly,
tiere was the necessity of an equalizantion of burdens
be tween uwest Germany and the rest of Westerrp Europe, Other-

wise Germeny would achieve economic preponcerence in Furope



at the expense of those who were defending it., Lastly,
Cermen participation in Western defence vwas necessary.

The British sgreement to Gemam rearmement had bteen
given only '4in principle’, Prime Minister Clement Attlee
laid down some conditions in February 1951 to be satisfied
by the Britishers teforye the goverrment finally agreed.
Firstly, in tke provision of ams for Europe, Germany must
cope at the end of the queue. Secondly, Gemns would not
be allowed to work on their ovn in Western defence, Thirdly,
there must be agmemen}; vith the (emmans themselves,

After September 1951, the British policy continued to
te governed by their conviction of the political meed to
bind Germany to the vest and the economic need of not adding
to the eccnomic burdens of Britain's own rearmupent
progranme . The Germen rearmament was to take place with the
proposed Eurepean Lefence Community, with which Britain
announced it intention of establishing "the closest possible
assoclation”". Britain in the meantime ended the state of
war with Gerpeny by a unilateral declaration on 9 August 1951,

In the field of nuclear armement the Fedexal Republic
of Germany vwas not allowed to produce miclear weapons. The
Federal Republic was only allowed to peaceful exploitation
of nuclear energy within a cooperative partnership. As
the security of West Germany was totally in the hands of
the slliance, the Germans were 8lso convinced of this fact.



' Expleining the German position on the nuclear front Willy
Brandt, Foreign Minister, said in a speech at the Conference
of non=huclear b:atiens in Geneva on 3 Sepwmber 19633

The kederal hiepublic of Germmany has, in

compldiance with the wishes of 1ts Allles,

eenied itself production of atonic weapons

ané accordingly subjected itself to intere

national controls., The Federal Hepublic

cf Germany does not aim to achieve for

~dtself any direct authority over atemic
veapons and does not aim to possess them.(23)

in 1954, the rederal ﬁ.epu‘blxc of Gemany renounced,
in an international treaty, its right to produce not only
atomic veapons, btut a8lso biclogical and chemical weapons.

The war time planners ol postewar Gemany planned to
civide Berlin into four znes of acgu“paum and administering
it through the Allied Kommondatura. Of course, it would
have been a demonstration of victory of the Big Four Povers.
The European allied Council in '&ondesn prepared all arrangee
zents of access and achimstmtion of tie city. However,
it was meant to be & temporary arréngemenﬁ till Germeny got
united and till Berlin vwould become the c¢apital of the
whole CGermmany againe.

Events took en entirely different turn. Berlin became
the hotbed of cold war. The Kommandatura functioned smoothly

23. béilly andz, Pea
_Peace Paize

2k, Josefl Kax‘hel, Tie 20, Pe 2130



until Cctober 1946, when the municipal elections gave overe
whelming victory to non-Compunist parties. On 20 March
1948, the Soviet member of the Allied Control Commission
walked out of it. Indeed the Soviet authoritiesg had
alieady started harassing the British rail link with Berlin
and on X March 1948 they introduced rigorous personal and
documentary contrels over Allied persanwl and tgesir
baggege passing between Berlin and West Genmany.

kestein Powers had all the rights to move to and from
Berlin being unchecked tut there was no documentary proof
to support it. According to Erpest Bevin, British roreign
Secretary:

There is a clear Four PoWer agreement for
the occupation of Berlin, of the validity
of which there can be no doubt <., the
regulations for travel to and from Berlin
raratnsts seis aaia . food ek s
taken on trust between the Allies, (26)

At first these restrictions vere ssid to be cdue to
technical difficulties, But this pretext wag at once dise
carded. 1n their reply to a British note of 6 July 19hp,
protesting against these infringements of Allied rights
{¥dsnticul notes were .serxt by the French and the United
States Governments), the Soviet authorities mode clear that
the;r actions were intended as retorts to alleged Hestern
. 25, DeC, Hatt, ne 1, pe 63 |

26. UK, Bouse of Commons, Parliapentory Debates, vol.hwd
' (19&8). Cols. 3"#35-




contraventions ei‘ z«‘gnr Pewerzggmemem;s on Gernany, especiélly
the Hestern currency system.
On 16 June 1948, tie Soviet representative walked
out ol the Kommandaturae in Berlin. Three days leter the
Soviet authorities suspended all road traffic between
Berlin and Hest Germeny. Reil traffic followed suit on
23 June and vwater traffic on 10 .‘Iu.l,y.' By 10 July 1948,
the blockade of berlin by road, rail and canai wag complete.
The hussians could not believe that Westerners
would be able to maintain the supplies to the Eerliners by
airlifte ahm.éﬁ Ihey thought thet the blockede would foree
the west either to abandon Berlin or to make some concessions
over the larger Geman issues., puring the ten end a half
months until the blockade was lifted on 12 May 1949, the
British share of the effort waggestimatad at 40 per cent
and the Americans 60 per cent.
uring the talks in Moscow on the situation Britain
gave emphasis to four main requirements. First, there could
27, Cod. 753% (1948), Annex IIIA, pps 0=2.
28. 1In the words of 1 .C, katt: "1f there were those on the
~ British side wio doubled the ability of Berlin to keep
going on the air-iift alone, thedr doubts were swamped
by the feelings of sywmpathy for the embattled populie
tion of EBerlin aroused in Britain and the ties of
Sociel Democracy betwesen the “abour Farty and the Soeial

zemgcratig& adpinistration in Rerlin®. See L.C. Watt,
fis ty Po .

29. See Devin's speech in the House of Commons on 22 September,
1948, UK, House of Commons, Parliameptery Det ‘
Vol. 456 (1948}, Col. 903.
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be no concession in the matier oi: Britain's right to a
military position in PBeriin. Secondly, Britsin, in copmon
with 41ts two Western partners, mmseé to abandon its
position in relation w west Germany. 4s a result of
forceful erguments by Frank Hoberts, the Eritish represen-
tative, V.M. Molotov, Soviet Foreign Minister, agreed that
the master should not be pursued further until the four
pilitery Governors in Berlin had carried out the directive
for producing & currency agreement which was to be drafted
during the Moscow taliis.jo Thirdly, the wWestern Powers
insisted on the unecquivocal removel of all restrictions on
comaunications and transport. This seemed to iz&ve been
saeuu;? in the agreement reached in Hoscow on 30 August
1948, Fourthly, if the Soviet Mark was to be accepted as
the currency rdr the whole of Berlin there must bte adequate
arrangements for quadripartite control of its issue and
continued use.

For Britain the significance of the Berlin blockade
by the Soviet Unlion was that it showed to wmt extent
Britain could go for the defence of 1ts responsibility in
Germany, even at great cost, that too as far east ih Eurape
as Berlin. Ernest Bevin, Foreign Secretary, mede this
point clear when he told Farliament on 30 June 1948; "We
cennot abandon those stout-hearted Barlin democrats who
. Cmb. 7534 (1648), p. 4O,

31, See Cmds 7534 (1948), ps 564



are rarﬁsing to bov to Soviet pmsmm".sawhen in the
autunn of 1948, the crisis was at its hedght, he said at
the Labour Pany*s anrmal conference;: "he :mtend, whatever
the provocation may be, to stay in Berlin". Ee was able
to hold this position partly because he knew that it was
fully endorsed by the United States, with that country's
igmense resources and unmatched atomic striking pover,

Stalin's blockade failed beyond his expectation.
Nomaley to some extent was restored. After & long spell,
Apericats defeat in loppling Castro raised some hope 4n
Bikita 8. Khrushehev, to opt for & unilateral solution of
the Berlin Problem. He seems to have been dotermined to
apnex Berlin, in the East Germon territory, and end the
western domination, Which vould result in a Communist
stronghold in that am'a.% Kussians had clearxly stoated
that, "as the East Gemans are our allies and would only
be defending their sovereign rights, we would have to
protect tmm“.j

32. UK., House of Commons, Farliegentary Debates, Vol.
1#52 (191‘!8)3 Col. 22320

33. The Labour Party, Beport of the 47th Anpual Confere
(London, 1949}, p. 19!

4. Josef Kﬂrmlj ne 20, p. 216'
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Ultimately tmxﬁarlin ¥all was constructed in August 1961,
¥rom 1961 until lecember 1969, only 28,711 East Germens
succeeded in penetrating the wall, and in the pmmssazgany
died on the electrified barbed wires or from bullets.

The revivel of Perlin crisis compelled the West
European countries - Britain and Germeny in particulsr - to
seck fimm American coomiteents :ml thaet region. Ths crisis
alse brought Britsin closer to West BEurope and Britaln got
-more involdved in German affairs. |

In 1950, Britaein and othel Western Povers - ¥rance
and the United States - decided to ond the 5tate of Var with
Gerpany and in March 1951 the Federal Republic wes authorised
to establish its own Forelgn Mindstry and meintain direct
diplomatic representation abroad. In effect, gradually,
Britain supported the move to restore the authority of a
‘nation State to sz&w.yfhe British Arpmy Of Rhine vas
also stetioned in West Germany. But, the most difficult
problem was hovw to provide Germany with a functioning army.
The solution vas not easy since there vas deep suspicion
in France over the desirability of such an amy. Indeed,
in a joint declaration issued by the Foreign Ministers of
Britain (Bevin), France (Schumann) and the US Secretary of
6tate {Dean Acheson) on 19 Sepm'mher' 1950, 4t was stated

36. FhG,, Hinistry for lntra-Cemman Relaticons,
3035=-214, 15 January 1970, p. 1.

37, U.S. Depertment of State Bulletin, 2 October 1950,
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that the creation of a German naticnel amy wes undesirable.
The irench solution for the dilesms of Germon reammement
was put forth by the French Prime Minister, FHene Pleven,

in October 1950, in thke fom of a European Defence Community
(BBC), Frence thought that & Eurcpeen army, With Germen
contingent in it, and under the joint coentrol of the EIC
would te less dangerous since the Gemman amy voui& rot be
under the exclusive control of Germany. | |

Jean Monnet professed the idea of Eurcpesan army
which would hedp in furthering Furopean unity and also ’bhék
the revival of German pilitarism. The idea, cagme to bo
known as Europeen Defence Community (ELC), was endorsed by
Here Pleven, the szeneh Prepler. Advancing the idea he
suggested that Germany should contribute to the BEurepean
defence without having & Gelmén amy oF general ataff.as

Tre british government éid not subscribe to the idea
of & BEuropean iefence Community. This was clear fron
Ernest Eevin's spesech in the louse of Commons éﬁartly after
hene Pleven had announced his plan. Lie stated that if the

af.her Governrents, with Firench support, were ieady to put

ARSI

3b. I%iriam Camys




that ides to practice the Eritdsh government would not
stand in Lre way. # _ _

Soon after tie election in 1951, Anthony Eé.m-, the
- new Conservative :toreign Secretary, in a speech in Home in
Lovember 1951, and Frige Minister, ‘w’inswniﬁhuremn, in a
speec¢h in the House ol Commons on 6 Lecember 1951, rejected
trhie possibility of Eritish nembership in the ELC but vould
rexain & benevolent spectator, It was feared that the |
British refusal meant the collepse of the whole schenme.

Shortly after the Irench bPrime Minister md'i‘m
Eritish Foreign Secretary met in Lecember 1951, in Faris,
ané resclved that LiC was an encouraging effort leading to
unity in Eusope, Britain assured relp to the EIC a%am |
steges oi its political and military developments,  But,
even t&zﬁg; Edéen vas convinced that the EDC was bound to be
doomec. liowever, he expleinec the Eritish response by
saying thet: "ke heve established a formal end spacial
relationsidp between the United Kingdom én(i UG, This

¥. <ee LK, Louse of Commons, pParliamentary Lebate
(195&-:51), Cols,. 11?0-*4». Iin his mm:s-nts on the French
proposal Bevin made very clear his own strong attache
ment to and belief in &n "atlantic Copmunity”, which
strungly coloured his owp attitude towards 1l
EBulopesan proposals.

W. The Iimes (london), 7 Lecember 1951,
%1,  Ipe Iipes. 19 wecember 1951,
k&, Anthony Eden, full Circle (Londom, 1960), pp.33-b.
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cleayly shovws that although we cannot Join that Cqmu%t,y,
we are 1inked with 1ts future and stand at its side".
The German outlcok was explained by Konyad Adensuer,

the Chancellor; '

1f vwe enter the European befence Community

we wiil e regqulsred to supply & ¢ertain

rumber of Germens for the European amy,

Andé tris European aImy - we are all agreed

on that - wili be subordinated, so long eas

present tension continue, to the organisation

of the Atlantlic Pect. 1 have not slightest

doubt that il ve enter the European Lefence

Conmunity, we shall sope day also a member
of the Atlentic Pact, (k) |

Adenzuerts objective seems to have been to jodn NATO vy
wihich Germany could get security,

The French Piime Minister, Mendés -Frence, saw
Churchill and Eden on &2 August 59% and informed them about
the failure of the EiC. The British Ministers told the
Prench Pripe Mindister that Gelmany must receive poiiticel
- eqguality and pmi‘eg’;bﬁ.y pust be included in the defence
Iragework of kalUs In the same peeting it was decided that
Britein vas to keep its forces in Germany and must check
them in agtaming ABC (4tomic, Becteriological, Chepical)

WE&FGHS-

43, UK, House of Commons, |
(1952), Cols 2k,

W, Edgﬁﬁ_ﬂﬂ@n&uﬁr; Ne 8, P Sat
}ér.g ﬁﬁc&@n}’ E%n’ Tie lﬁé’ Pe 11"‘8"‘90
46, kKora B-elcii‘,-‘fh_éé& p. 89.

V, 5651055 ‘NT74 «—N&T
M2
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The 'Attlee Conditions'! of February 1951 W integrate
German military units in Western defence, in oréer to
cbstruct & yecurrence of German stlitarism, got geneml_
agreement in Britain, Indeed, America and Britain were
interested for German rearmsment because of security reasons.
According to Kera Beloff:

The British Government made twWo massive

errors; firstly, in order to impress

the Apericans it agreed to & ruinous re-

arpament programme of its own. Secondly,

though it did not offer to join the ELC,

it enjoied and encouraged the Rurlopeans

to go on without Britain for four years

prolonging the sgony of indecision bvefore

alternatives had to be found. (47)
Brimin_'s refusal led to the Prench rejection of the RIC
and finally the idea had to be shelved. Adensuer, Who was
strongly supporting EBC, falled to convince the Labour
Ministers, and subsequently the Conservatives too, in favour
of British Farticipation in the EDC. He was well cware of
the fact that unless Britain Jjoined the French would re ject
and thot was what exactiy happened, The idea of the D¢
was finally abortec and Britain got fed up with the Suropean

plang of regrouping.

Alter the rejection of EBC, Adnthony Eden, British
Foreign Secretary, took the initiative to desl with the

German ploblem through ancther defence arrangement ¥hich

3{-?. ibldey Pe 79.
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EDC was supposed to do, In twe Conferences, orne in lLondon
in September 1954 and another in Paris in Cctober 195k,

8 series of agreements {¥Enown 88 the Paris Agreemente of
Getober 1954) were concluded by the nine participating
countries « the United States, the United Kingdom, France,
Canada, Italy, the Benelux countrles, and the FEG, The
a;gmemmta were related to the telmination of the occupation
tegire in west Gemany to the admission of the IIG to NATC,
end the transformation of the Brussels Treaty and the Brussels
Treaty Orgenisetion intc a nev treaty and %& new Grganisation
to te known as the western Eurcpean Union.

Konard Adensuer, West Gemman Chencellor, emphasized
the nesed o strengthen the ties among France, Germany and
the United Kingdom. On 25 September 1956, in Brussels, and
sgein & few days later in Hamburg, Adenauer spoke publicly
of the need for strengthening the Western Eumpezm Union and
transferring it inte 8 Confederation or Eac“amtion. He said
that the federation must rot suffer fiom any sense of pere
fectionism. He also clarified that those institutions need
not be always supiﬁnatioxzal in character « it was priparily
alwed at Britain wbich was averse to any kind of supra.
nationel organisation. He pmade it abggdanuy clear that any
’ﬁ_umpean System must include Eritain,

108. See Cmd, 93@‘* (195#}, Be 569
L9, See Lew Xork Times, 26 September and 2 October 1956.



Gther problems were Glscussed as well and the leaders
(Adaﬁauer and Guy Mollet) called for the active participation
of the United Kingdom in building of a nmwﬁ Burope. To
this end they aﬁmuneed their intention of striving t.o give
nev geaning o such organisations as.g the GEEG; the Council

ol Furope and, in partiocular, -iu?f‘s‘.b”;

Although tyom 1948 onwards the Gemsn Covernment
played an increasing role in Eulopean affairs, it ¢éid not
vegain its sovereignty until 1954,

kobtert Schumen gave & proposal o pood the Coal and
iron and Steel resources of France and Germany, and of any
other E‘arepeén countries willing % Join, in pzsuttin& them
under the control of an independent high suthority,

Kanari(\i Acenavey agreed to this proposal as he thought
that 4t would do special benefit o kest Gelmany. But,
Britain did not become the member of tie ECEC, tecnuse 1t —.
was against Jjoining &ny supraenational orgonization which
‘would have infringed upon its sovereignty. Though Britain -
ené‘ed up making & Treaty of Asscciation with the European

iges, 30 September 1956.

51. An excellent spd compiehensive acmmt of EﬁS{: is
givet; by killiam me?aola, Jx’., The Schumen Pl

0. see
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5.
Coel and Steel Community, 4t was not the same thing as
joining. 7>

Tre KHessina resolution which dealt with tm fomation
of the Common Market Mecame the text f{rom which the Speak
Committee Worked &nd the key features of the Treaty of Rome
were accepted by the Six - Frapce, the Federal Fepublic of
Germany, Italy, &nd the Benelux countries. In the early
sixties tte Eritish Government made it known to the Six
about ite willingness to enter into the Common Harket.
Edward Heath's statement on 10 October 1967 clarified that
the British intension should not be doubted because 1t was
torn ocut of t-jue mnﬁeuen that "eui destipy 18 1nt1m&tely
linksd with yours®. o

The 8ix were greatly satisfied on the positive tone
of tre British statement and felt that Eritein was prepared
to negotiate the temms of joining the Community. Ry 1h
January 1962, the Council reached asgreement and the way
was clear to the second stage of negotiations., Herr lLahr,
linder-Secretary of Siate in the West Gemman Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, described the agricultural agreements

52, Treaty Series ho. 51 (1956), Cmnd. 13 (1656).
53. Mirian GMPSQ Ne 38’ Ps 278’

S Edwerd Heath's speech was ;mblished as a hhit.e P per,
Ihe Uplted Kingdom end the Furppean Foonomic Com




reached at this time as s nau; Treaty of Lome" and Adenager
called the settlement a8 one of the most significant occu-
rence in the European history of the last few hundred
years.ss | |

In Jenuary 1962, Harold Macmillan, British Prirwe
¥inister, met Chancellor Adenauer in Bonn and Ludwig KErhard,
kest Germen Minister of Economics made 8 visit to London
towards the end of Jamuary in the sape year. Erhard was
anxious W see the negotiations between Britain and the
EEC concluded as soon as possible and predicted that
Britain would be a mepber of the Community by January 1963?

The french feared that Britain, in collaboration
with Gemeny would seek modification of the Treaty of Home
after joining the Eurcpean rconomic Community. The much
criticised levy system was the basis of French fear.”m.
the Chateau de Champs meeting on 1 and 2 June 1962 Harold
Mecmillan convinced de Gaulle about the genuine interest
ol hrit.ai_n in joining the Copmunity and assured him of
devoting all efforts towards European unity. But de Gaulle
was doubtful about Britein's resdiness to effect consequential
chepges in its relationship with the United States and

55. The Tiges (london), 18 Jeanuary 1962,
56, uiriam Camps, ne 38y p. 395

57+ See, tor exsmple, the discussion of the levy system
in Palitical ané Bmmmic Plannmg Gccasianal Paper,
é” Y
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Commonwealth and give prime impoitance to Fulope in the
British 'policy.% However, de Gaulle's concern seemsg to
have beern mote on ti::s implications of an expansion of the
Community on France, The meeting, in re;réspect, was not a
success as it seemed to be at that time.sg

In Septembey 1962 the "Great Heconciliation" was
agrieved between }?’ran@é and gernany ané by Japuary 1963
General de gaulle had pade his decision clear to Adenauer
to exclude Britein from the European gommmity‘w

Before Acdenauer's visit to Puris from 20 o 23 January
1963, though after de Gaulle's announcement vetoing British
membership in ¥EC, he was loaded with appeals from various
groups to influence 6o Gaulie for & favourable attitude
towards Britain's entry., The Social Democrats suggested
to postpone his visit to Parls, that would induce the -
Gereral to change this mind. The Christian Lsmocratic Union
(CLU) snd Free Demoeratic Party (FUP) wanted him to visit
Paris, but 1ike social Pemocrets they urgeé him to use his
influence on de Gaulle in favour of British membership in
the Compunity. Jean Bornet sirongly requested Adensuer in
1ike manngg:;. John ¥. Kennedy alsgc sent a perscnal wessage to
Adensauer, N

58. See pinsnciel Times (iondon), 10 June, 1962,

5%. 1bid., and 3153 Ihe Tipes, 1 vune, 1962,

60. Miriam Cemps, ne. 38, p. 433

61. See The Times and Fipaneisl Times, 21 January 1963.



Schroeder, speaking for Cermany, exprossed his dise~
aprointment at tie cutcome « in particular, the French
re jection « of the negotiation. He emphasized that at the
time when the Treaty of Rome was ratified, tte German
goveinment had promised the Bundestag that it would try
tec widen the pembtership and that this poilcy remained une
changed. le expressed regret that a zzmmggl for a .
commission report had not been acceptable. - He promised
that the German Government Would not give up the idez of

British entry but admitted that for the time being he did

not see anything to be dope, He conecluded:

‘ The only hope I can express is that the

povenent towards us which has started in
Great Britein vill not dle suddenly as a
resull of this event, and that, despite
today's setback, the movement may stay
alive., lf so 1l - and 1 say this on :
tehalf of gy Govermment « am convinced
that the day will come when we will Ye
able to settle this problem. (63)

Britain could have become the member of the
Community btut for tte intervention of General de Gaulle.
Still Britain did not maintain a lovw profile « it persisted
in i1ts attempt to become the member of the Community.

Hence 1t applied for EEC membership again in 1967,

62. Commission was to submit a report on the negotiation
and the things still fto be discussed with suggestion -
which will be carried on in the next round of nego-
tiations.

63. ELLOPE; ents, No. 186/187, § Fevruary 1963.



The Federal Chancellor Ludwig Erhard had never pade
any secret of his sympathy for Britain and he exXpressed
nis fesr of a nevw division in Burope vwhich might arise
fron econcmic rivalry between the 5ix of the EEC and the
Seven of Europesn Free Trode Associotion (EFTA) outside
u..wtszith the formation of the German Cabinet under the
Grand Coalition in 1965, prospects for thriving isngloe
German yelations seemed bright. |

Three factors seemed to have played their part in
the tactics followed by the British Government. Iirstly,
there was the conviection that a second French vete would
not be forthcoming. Secondly, the application meeded bold
and direct statement of unswerving intent. Thirdly, there
vas the belief that France's partners in the FEEC, especlally
Germany, eouid swing Paris into accepting British entry.es

¥illy Brandt, arguing in favour of British entry
into the Common Market 'mz 3 Bovembter 1967, put forth some
econopic reasons: |

Great Britein 48 a perket of 59 million
consuners, which compares with 180 million
hopubic of Gemany, The gross mationl
Rnan that of France, but Some WRGL lavs

t‘han that of Hest Gem?&y«m The entrance
' (contdio)

64, Herman Proebst, n. 5, p. 199.

65, b.c. vatt, "Britain and Gemany: The Last Three Years”,
Inter | L, (Toronto), Vol. 23, 1966-67,
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of Great Britain would incyrease production
and economic effieiency in the ExC by ore-
third. 1f tbe other EFF4 countries Joined
with the EEC, the econcnmlc potentiual of the
Conmunity wmald increase by more than fifty
per cante (6‘6)

in Japuary 1967, Prime Minister Wilson declared at a
press confazende that Great 2ritain, if it should become & |
menber of the ELG, wWould takeagart fully in the political
discussions of the Compunity. But, krance 4id not yield.
In 1968, Brandt also made it clear thst the present dimen~
sions of the EEC are insuflficient to do Jjustice to the
needs of future cooperation. Without Great Britain, for
exampleésme existing problems of Burope could hardly be
solved. '

With this attitude of the leaders the nogotiation
vent on further on British entry and a favourable chance
was on the offing for an agreement between Britain and the
SiX.

Thus, in *8969 the relationship between Gr,eaﬁ Eritain
and the Federal ﬁepubli'c of Germmany was polsed for a new
phase of greater friendship and Cooperation.

L

66, t’éilly Hmndtﬁ' Ne 234 Do 5&0
67. Ibide, Pe 55.
68, Ibidcg Poe 69.



PULITICAL 1IBSUES

1969 was & turning pqint; in the history of relatione
ship between Eritain and the Federal Republic of Gemany.
On 12 rebruary 1969, The fimes wrote: "The sharp deterio-
ration in Anglo-Cemin welations that fellowed hus noW been
got over., All 18 forgotten and forgiven ... The lessons
for the British government %n a8ll this i that the Gemans
pust be treated &as eguals®. ‘

The Anglo-Gersan relations entered a new era
following the assumption of Willy Brandt, a Social Demoerst,
@8 the Chancellor of the Federal republic of Gemeny in
October 1969. Six months after tre assumption of Brandt
Government to ofiice, and t:wé months after his visit
Londen, the AngloeGerzan relationship was -ﬁ.imly get for
cordiality than ever before. 4s & r@esult,»»the'pmblams,
which had overshudowed their yelationship ever since the
Federal hepublic was established, became 'relau'mljf ninor
in comparison with the growing convergence of interests
between them in the laste sixties, Indeed, during this
pexicd the British and the sem approaches tc the inter-
national environment also became increasingly 1@&;&%1@&1.

An important factor which reinforced a more
harmonious relationship between Britain and the Federal

AR

1. See Zhe Times (london), 12 February 1969).



kepublic of Gemmany was thet both the countries hsd sociel
Democratic Governments, for the first time after 2 lapse
of about forty years. The statesmen, who were discussing
social and economic policies in Socialist gatherings earlier,
had become the ministers responsible for forpulating
policies, and therefore, on many questions e British and
the German perceptions became strikingly similar. Indeed,
both the countries s&arﬁec} seeing each other as mombers of
the same category of kest Furppean medium powers, with an
1nmasing area of concern in the erganisaﬁioa of testern
E:..rope. | B

The tvo major political issues axound which the Anglo-
West Gerwan mlationship between 1969 and 1976 can be
analysed are the British mepbership in the European Rconomic
Conmunity and the Federal Republic of Gemany's Ostpolitik.

BHITISH MEMEERSEIP IK THE EEC

The British membership in the European Economic
Compunity was one important qwestioa which was awaiting
solution, 4nd which needed the support of the FKG also, in
1969, ©f course, President de Geulle's exit from the French
polditical scene héﬁ considerably helped mv creste 8 climate
cen@uc;ve‘ to Britain's entry into the Eumzzaan- Economic |

2. Roger Morgan, “The Kew Gelmany: Irpli@etims for

British Pelie & Case of Convergence”, The nd
. Zable (london), Ko, 239, July 1970, p. 2 % R
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Community. Pertinently, tbe Britdish daily, The Fimes,

wrote that there was no¥ an opening of "a third and fUCCREB.
ful atitempt by Britain to enter the Conmon market, and a
politicel development of the Common Market along federal
iines" .3 However, when Kurt George Kissinger, Chencellor
of the rederal Lepublic of Germeny, @nd Hareld wWilson, Prime
Minister of Britain, met in February 1969, Kiesinger assured
Wilson that Geimany's object still was Britain's full
participation in the Comromn Market. In response, Wilson
told Kiesinger that the British pecple vere politically and
psychologically disappointed at their continuing exclusion
from Eulope and that tkeir interest would {evﬁ.‘va only
should they be offered something concrete.

Tre British ruling circles were convinced that through
political and economic partnership with the FRG, Britain's
entry into the. European Econonic Community would be easier,
According to a French newspapyer: "The French veto on
Britain's entry into EEC ... mede inevitable Britain's change
¢f front in ehobsing the PHG as the mainotay of future
united westermn Gmug".s it wrote: "Wilson wants to draw
Bonn into his game in the hope of creating eyound London a
mliﬁi_,cal Buropean nmucleus independent of Gaullisa" _.6

3. See Ihe Times, 30 April, 1969.

L, "Uo the British Even Want to Know?" W{Lonﬁen),
15 February 19693 Ps 236

5« Combat (Orleans, ¥rance), 15 Februery 196%
6. Tuldey, 13 Pebmary 1969,
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A British pegezine, Spectator, wiote that the British
diplomatic meénoeuvies had only ore aim: "To convince Bonn
and the other four EEC menmbers that f'i?‘rance was So mbélerm
able that they must break up the Conmon Mag&at and create
o nev one with Britain in France's place". Another British
Daily, Daily Telegraph, sketched cut more ¢learly the range
of questions Which could constitute the basis of &n Anglo-
Gerpan blocs |

in fact the Common Market is only one aspect
of the European (uestion. Defence, end the -
political institutions that would be needed
for a puropean defence policy, to include a
Burepean nuclear weapons system, are Just

88 important as the economic side, if not
moie inpportant ... This country should now
offer & political lead to the rest of

Rurope, regardless of what de Gaulle dues
or says". (8) -

Apperently, london and Bonn made Some progress in
getting France isolated in Western Zurope. The statesmen
in London clearly expected to see Bonn eager to play the
“anti-American card" of Paris against Faris itself, in en
effort to convince fresident Nixon of tie United states that
he should in no sense Tely on General De Gaulle and that
the "best Europeans, the only ones the United Etntes could
really trust, were in London". |
?. W (London) 28 February 1969.

8. baily Telegraph (Londcn), 6 February 1969.
9. 12 Monde (Paris), 23 February 1969.




Certainly, %o claim the role of the spokesman ef
other Puropean nations, 1t was imperative for Harold Wilson
to forge a2 united AngloeGerman front, even at the cost of
some concessions to Benn. It was conceded that Britain's
role in Eulope Would increase only through its rembership
in greater vest Europesn gatherings like the European
Economic Community. The change of governments in the two
ma jor countries of the Continent « Frapce and West Gerpany -
raised & positive hope in Britain to secure mesbership in
the European BEconomic Community. |

Meanwhile, when the Europesan political c¢limate wag
tecoming more favourable to Eritain's entry intc the Common
Market, the people at home were divided on this issue.

The British people gave sigbificant second thoughts adout
éoim%tm Conmunitig on questions uke its dixpact on food
price, uncertainty over the Common Agricultural Policy (CaP),
end tie entry fee. 4 White Paper the British Government
issued in February 1969 observed that the entry might cost
to Britain anything betvweer one hundred millicn and one
thcmsané#imfon pounds - adéing that neither extreme scemed
likely". |Wilson and his colleagues had rightly foresaw

10. Estimated in a British White ¥aper at a 3 to 5 per cent

increase in the cost of living &nd on 18 to 26 per eent
inciease in food prices. See Pierre Henri laurent,

“"A Milestore for the BEuropean Community", %{ﬁﬂiﬁm
(Philadelphia) Vol. 58 (34§), May 1970, p. 263

11, See Hora Eeloi‘f. dzansl 2 o8 Britein: A Feport on

B fc, ng e ip the Fostwwar Horia (London
9733; P- 2t

.
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that the entry cost might increase to five hundred milison
pounds, btut got consoled that the entry would stimulate
business expansion. Them%’gm, they accepi®wd this cost as
"an investment in growth™. Clarifying these issues Michael
Stewart, the British Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary,
spoke at the Annual Labour Party Conference on 1ist
Gctober, 1569

There will of course e some increase in

food prices, There will indeed b® incresases

whetrer ve join the communities or not.

Otherwise speaking, we can't predicet vhat

the future details of the Compon Agricule

tural Policy Will b8 ..eeee We certainly

can't assune if we look at past experianee

that food prices Would remsin static into
the 1970s if we were outside ithe community.(13)

Micheel Stewart insisted on the British membership in the
Buropean Economic Community because Britain wﬁlﬁ gain
poiitically and economically. ke realised that it was
difficult to have a meaningful say in the world politics
while remaining slore., He said "te have %o recognise that
no state in westesn Europe can now exﬂercme', by itself all
the influence for good which it gguld exercise as part of
a great group vorking together®,

12, Ibice, p. 243.

13 Michaal Stewart "Economie Policy: EEC Ent Vital
¢ ,, ay (New Yat‘k) Vol .36; 196!‘%& '

b, 1bidey, po 61.
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However, in the early 1970 the cost of Britamin's
entry appeered to be cuite high. But the Govermment tried to
minimise its impeact on the public by stressing the plus
points. At that time the main concern of British, as ex.
pressed by the Bow Group, & lefte-cfecentre study group of
Young Tories, was hoW to get "fair taims“ for Britain to
Join the Furopsan Economlie Community.

During the 1970 elections in Eritain the leaders
of both major political parties - Harold Wilson end Edward
Heath « were committed to the British membership 4in th'eﬁ,
Eurorean Economic Community "if the terms wexe right®,
After the election Edward Heath becane the Fripe Minister
of Britain. He selected his closest friend and colleague
Geoffrey lippon &s the chlef negotiator o negetiate with
the S5ix for the British membership. Heath firmly believed
that the United Furope with Britedn would be able o play
the world role which Britain could hardly afford to play
alorne.

At the Conservative Farty's Anpuol Conference in
- 1971 Heatb made it clear that the Aperican partnership was
no longer reliable, and that in compparison to the danger
of isolation, entry intc the Common Market was an important
option to them. "I must tell you plainly", he warned,

15. Ihe Times, 11 February, 1970,
16, Kore Beloff, n. 11, p. 2kS.




“that 4f, in this c¢challenging world, we had bteon forced to
stand alone, the prospect for the igbs and livelihood of
our people would be bleak indeed", -
~In the House of lords, Lord Crowther, on 27 July
1971, said:
It has always leen clear,; ever since we
coumitted cur biggest polditical pmistake
for 20 years by refusing W be cne of
the founder members of the Common Mariet,
that we should have to pay & price to get
in, and the price is very much less than
1 expected. But, in any case, you o not
buggle over the subscription when you are
invited to clinmb a l1lifebozt, you scramble
aboard where there is still a seat for
you. (18) '
In the House of Commons, the Labour leader Hareld vilson
varned, in Getober 1971, that & future Labour Government
Would dmmediately declare that it could not accept the
"tems negotiated by the Conseryatives, and in perticular,
the burdens arising out of the CAP, the blows tc the
cemmomvfealgg, and any threats to cur essential regicnal
policies®, ” ‘
| Gradually it vas zéa,lised that these problems could
be test tackled after Britein's entry intc the EEC, and

18. (uoted in Britanicus, "Britain without Group", Political
Guarterly (London), Vol. 45, 1974, pe 287,  —

19, See I, login and I. Yegorovy YBritain and the Common

Market®, W (Koscow}, Septenter
197‘&, P 30' '
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not before that since in 'mgortanh questions like the
Common Agricultural Policy end the budget contributions
there remtined an underlying conmmon interest between
Britein and the Pederal Hepublic of Gemany to force o
reviev of the C4FP and the budget contributions of the
penber countries. However, Frence hed already given her
way, The other five were ready to Welcome Britain puch
e fore. Therefore, what remained was the necessary
adjustment of the economies of Britaln and other nev pepe
bers - Lenmerk and lreland - with that c¢f the EEC, en
22 January 1972 Britein and other new members signed the
historic Treaty of Accession in Brussels enlarging the
184x into & group of 'Ten' (inciuding UK, Denmark, the
Irish Republie, Norway). On 318t December 1972 Britain
vithdrew from the Eurupean Free ?rgge Area (EF1A) and
Joired the EEC on 1 Jamuary, 1973.

In 1974, there was another election in Britein,
and the Labour Party formmed 2 government with Hergld Wilson
as the Prime Minister. By that time Britain ihad started
disenchantment with its membership in the EEC, The first
imng lrt‘be Labour Covernpent after assuming office 4id was

20,

Ig the _Comirg e 973}y Ds

~= cn in a mtemndzm held in Ho:vay, the Borwegian
people zefused to ratify NHorway's accession to the
EBC. 4s & result, Boway wxmmw from the EREC.
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to instruct, Fred Peart, the Hinister of Agriculture,

vho attended the meeting of Agriculture, Ministers from
the EEC ccuntries in March 197%, not to enter into any
agreenent, ¥which would increase food prices in Britain.
Meanwhile, the EEC had agreed for the continuation of
subsidising (till February 1975) the producers of Britain's
most hnpe'z'tant agricultural gmémi;a - pz;{k, beef and
butter in order to hold the prices dovn.

At the beginning of April 197k, & meeting of EEC
Foreign Ministers was held 1:1 laxembourg, where British
Foreign Secretary James Callagihian, made explicit Britaints
official policy relating to the EEC's Copmon Asgricul tural
Folicy, Britain's contribution to the Community Budget,
trace with the commonwealth and developing countries, and
to grant Britein the power to pursue effective regional,
industrial and fiscal policies., Ee hoped thut these
problems could be solved within the Iramework of the EEC,
"But", be pointed out, "we shall have to reserve the right
to propose changes in the wims of the Treaties if it
should turn out that essential interests cannot be met
without thes™. On the following day, in the House of
Commons, Callaghan added that, if the EEC countries did
not accommodate B%gain, then "the cuestion of withdrawal
is on the dgenda”,

21. See pinsnciel Tiges (London), 25 Marveh 197,
22, 1. Login and I. Yegorov, n. 19, p. 7h.



In April itself, The Guardian wrote about a report,
subtmitted to Whitehall by Britain's permanent representative
to the EEC Commission in Brussels, which contained the
nogative reactions of the other eight countrlesland their
unwillingness to change the conditions of he Treaty of
Fome and the Tﬁaty of Accession whereby Britain joined
the community. lLiowever, remegotiations took plece subse
quently between Britein and other EEC members. After the
completion of. the repegotiations of the terms, Britain |
held a referendum on 5 June 1975 on the guestion of
Britain's continuation in e EEC as a member on the re-
negotiated tems.

Esl &

Englﬂnd 1&‘.92 m. 6?02 6.81 an 31 .3
wales 0.8? fulie 64%.8 Oo"}‘? Bl 35.2
Scotland Te33 BRe 58.4 0.95 mn, 41.6
Rorthern o . g :

£3. See The Guardian, (London), 11 April 197h.

24, Jossleyn Hemnessy, "The Aftcrmath of the British
heferendun”, Easterp Feonomist (New Delhi), Vol. 65(14),
2 october 197 s P+ ON5. '
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The verdict of the referendum was overwhelmingly in
favour of Britain's contimuation in the EEC as a pomber.
It appears that the British pecople were not muieh concerned
about the details of the repegotiations but had reflected
rather on the fact that no country could manage its \afi’aim
in isolation in the modern World and therefore must Work
in a mmnity; in the words of George Thomsons

The FReferendum result, with its decisivé
tvo-ineone majority, wes in foct a2 passive
instinective display of common sense by the
British people. I am not claiming in any
way that 1t revealed the British people
with a positive enthusiasm for the concept
of a Burcpean Union, but it reflected the
.seun‘& conmonsense ataﬁ.mde that our future
lay in the eomunity. that having become
part of 1%, it would be frivolous and
irvesponsitle to pull out of 1it, and
finally that vhatever vas wrong wWith the
copmunitys 1t was for better to vork to
ipprove things from the inside. (25)

khat was the et'située of the Federal Republic to
the whole question? It may be borne in mind that in the
late sixtles, the Federal Republic of Gemany hed become
an "economic glent" which 1t had proved by its unyielaing
response to the British and Freneh requests to revalue the
hest Gezmagb Mark (LM) in order to save their currencies fronm
inflation. Fertinently, Ihe Times commented that Ythe

25. The kt. Hon. Georga trhumsen, "Europe After the British
Referencum", Studin L3 tice, (Brussels), vol. 28,;;‘622.

26. The Re & Tiges vrote; "The stmggle over the Franc
and the Mar ‘that rocked the West's nonetary system this
vweek has altered the pantieal outlock of the Atlantic
gm%ﬁ, * ew u8s, ubcmember 1968, See also
« Izakov, Brizam bac ann New Tires (Moscow)
26 Februaly 1969, pp. 7=9. ’




primacy og?pwer in testern Europe hsad moved from Paris
to Bonn". ‘

it the sape time France &lso began to realise that
it now needed the econvmic and monetary support of the mole
stable members of the European Economic Community. This
reaiisation of rrance had provided tle other five menbers
of the EEC with a chance to insist on a lenient approsch
tovards admission of Britain and others - Demmpark, Noivay
end Ireland « o the EBC. And the FRG was taking the lead
in this direction. With that sense of good-will end
enthusiasm, on 23 February 1969, Baron von and zu Guttenberg,
de Gsaulle's most ardent supporter among Chancellor
Kiesinger's entourage, was authorised to broadesst & state.
ment declaring that there existed "substantisl differences”
be tween the views of Bonn and Paris, &nd also vthat. there
was agreement vith Britein on "most essential questions".,

w1lly Brandt's assumption as Chanceller of the
Federal Hepubliec of Gemany in October 1969 furthered the
EhG's support to Britaln: Geimeny favoured the expansion
of European ‘Emnsmic Compunity with the active participa.
tion of Britain. On 28 October 1969, ¥Willy Brandt told the
West German Bundestag:

o Tona e Shminsty hots ot

Britain es much as the other applicant
(O@Bﬁﬂn.)

2?" Zhe Tirmes, 12 February 1969.
28. ZThe Times, 24 February 1969.



countries. In the chorus of Eurepean voices

. the voice of Britain must not be missing,
unless gurope wants to inflict harm on her-
self. Wue ore gratified to note that the
decisive forces in British policy continue
tc be convinced that Great Brivein in turn
needs Europe. 1t i8 time to initiate the no
 doubt difficult and probably time consuming
plocess at the end of which the community 29
will find itseldf placed on a broader basis,

Iwo drapatic developments tocok place in West Gemmany -
(1) tke revsluation of Mark upward by a little above 9 per
cent; and (2) the IFBG's accession to the FPT « which
prompted the Brandt government to maintain a close relations
§h1p with the vest, Willy Brandt insisted on a swift
expansion of the EEC and argued that Britein's and other
non-pembe rs exclusion vwould be dangerous for the existence
of the organisation, Would check the moves for Ruropean
unity and would put the EEC at an economically snd technoe
legicall,y disadvantageous position vises«.vis the major
pgwers. Z‘hﬁmiwe, he suggested a gradual increase in
the pclitical sgoperation within the EEC; a policy for
econcmic and monetsery unlon, stirengthening of KURATIOM, a
- reform of ithe agricultural policy te eliminate farm
‘surzpluaes, the establishment of a European Youth Crganisation

29. hilly Branat, "West Gexnz&nyz Policies for the Future",
| S pg of the Day (New York), vol. 36, 1959570,

., Gerhard Braunthal, ”h‘eat German Forelgn Policy in
Fezgggt‘ rre s s Volo58 (345), May 1979,
P . : )
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on the godel of Framg-eeman ;lfout.h Grgan&satign and an
expansion of development aid.

| The Conference of the European Rconomic Community,
held on 2 December 1969 at the Hague, had decided to start
negotiations with the applicant countries ot the fimm
insistance of ¥est Germany. Uwe Kitzinger explains how,
follovwing his epenitig speech at the Hague Conference, Ceorge
Pouplidou was confronted by HWilly Branét in a wey that would
have been post improbable when de Gaulle faced Konrad
‘Adensuer, Ludwig Erhard, and Kerl George Xiesinger. Pompidou
had pade & shert, cautious speech in which he appecled for
negotiations to be taken up "in a positive spirit but without
loosing sight of the interests of the community". Erandt
argued fimly for the enlargement of the Community underlining
four main reasons. They included an indiyect threat that
Cermany would not co-operate in agreeing to ﬁnauae the
agricultural financing arrangements from vhich France stood
to gain much. "Bxperience has shown", said Brandt, "thet
putting of the guestion of enlargement thieatened to paralyse
thaﬂommunity“ .33 1f the applicant states were not zccorded
en unpre judiced chance of joining the Coummuidty, Germany |
f&i‘fﬁ organise & veto on the completion of Compunity agricule-
31, DRews f1op Gerpeny (Bonn), Lecemter 1969.
32. ﬁwe Eitzinger, n. 20, p.
33. Willy Brandt, Peace (Bonn, 1971), p. 88.



tural financing arrangements - & move thet none of Brandt's
predecessor would have dared to make with de Gaulle., Brandt
stated unequivocaily at the Conference: “At any rate, I want
to say that without Britain and the other countries desirous
of entry, Europe cannot become What it should ané can m”?
Thus, Britain g9£ the strong suppert of West Gemany
vhich till then remained & move or 168S pasSive supporter
of Britein at the negotiating table. Not only that Brandt
supported Britain but he felt also that unless French good-
will was obtained Britain's éntry into the EEC would not be
easy. Therefore, tactfully he promoted the Anglo-French
understending on & bilateral basis and became a strong
advocate of a Summlt Meeting between EdWward Heath and Goerges
Pompidou Where he Wisely counselled the Britizh against
- hurrying upsgegetiat‘ians or attempting to apply pressures on
tke I rench. Faradoxically enough, Brandt mede tlke same
peint at the bHugue in ¢slling for snlargepent of the community.
He seid: "Anyone Who fears {hat the economic strength of West
Gemany could ceuse an ipbalance in ihe Community ought to
favour enlargement for this very reason”. 7

34, D, Hudnick, "An Assessment of i¥s Reasons for the
Hemoval ef the French veto to UK membamhip oz t.he
European Econonle Compunity”, Internatic Relatic
(mnﬁ@ﬂ), Vol. & (6), I:WEmber 97, Pe ;ﬁ .

35, Willy Brandty, n. 33, p. 88. |

36' D, Rudni@k, Re 3‘*, Po 663:

37 Iﬁido,_ P 664,
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The other five pembers of the EEC also favoured the
expansion of the Compunity. It appeara that Brandt strongly
supported Britain entxy in crﬁergvigarously pursue his
0stpolitik, vhich needed the close co-operation of Western
allies, and, eventually, the union of Western ¥urope. Brandt
assured, the Benelux countries and Italy, that the regional
growth, with the presence of France und Britsin in the "new
Europe”, would not result in ibe emergence of a new bloc.
Incdeed, Brandt's declaration had yx:ovided the general oute
lines of the fFurepe of the :t“zzaivuuce.:'8 However, the ¥ederal
Kepublic of Germmany extended full support to Britain through
out its final round of negotiations with the 8ix for membere
ship in the EEC.

In April 1974, when .?e.mes Callaghan, British Foreign
Secretary, emphatically stated sbout the renegotiations at
the Luxembourg meeting of the EEC Foreign Ministers, Welter
Scheel, Foreign Minister of the FLKG, who wWas charging the
ree ting, categorically denied that Britain was accorded
the treatment as & special case. The pro-Atlantic Pxes§
expressed surprise and opined that “"the British Governrent
- has put 8 question murk over the further integration of the

3. See Alasteir Buchan (ed.), Turppe's future, Furgpe's

gm_ {London, 1969). slse x»ranz Josef Girauss, :
pellenge anc Kesponse Prosram 1o Lurompe (New York

‘ 3 and Cart J. brieﬁriek, Eu mmg Ag Epergent
m (New ToTk, 19720) .




Europesn Community and its transfommation into 2 politicenl
union"y and “that & British withdyaewal from the Compmnity
would mean the end of all attempts to uniie Westem
Europe” .‘39 |

Britain's xigid stand on renegotiation alaymed other
mepbers who were not ready to allow Britein for 3 renegotia-
tion. On 2 Lecember 197%, Harold WilSon, Prime Minister end
Helout Schmids, Chancellor,met and dlscussed the situstion
which made & very substantial contribution Wwards the
promotion .ovf putual understanding., Tbhe central point of
Schmidt's speech was;

411 1 really want to say ... is that your
comrades on the Continent vant you to stay
and you will please have to weigh this. 1f
you talk ol solidarity you have to weigh it.
Your comradst on the Continent believe that
it is %ﬁg )their interests as vell as in yours
o0 -

It was a formal request of lelmul schnidt to the
British not to fluctuate over the EEC penmbership issue, let
alome withdrawal. In 1975 a referenduy vas held in Britain
and the people supported membership in = large ud jority.

- Hence Britaln accepted the verdict of the peoples and continmued
in BEC. In postereferendum period Britain and Geminy
proposed several changes in the Communily snd were trying
thereaiters to wake it a stronger one,

39. 'I. login and 1. Yegorev, n. 195 pe 74,

4. Dan Vander vat, "RNeed for Lo-oporation Laphasised at
Schmidte~kilson Talks", Ihe Times, 2 December 1974,



FhG's GSTPOLITIK

With Brandt's elevation to West Germen Chencellore
ship in dc:tober 1969, & pevw policy named Ostpolitilk, a policy
towards East, was evolved and pui into action. For the
SPDeILP coalition QO8tpeiitik had been an allecut effort
for the pormeiisation of relationship vith Bastern Rurope.
An astute student of Gamaa foreign policy, lLavwrence L.
whetten, observed that the Federal Republic had been, until
' 9969, "the economic giant and t.i?”mntieal dwarf” due to
its limited options in the East. That characterisation of
Kest Germany was no longer true., Brandt's sulti~dimensionsl
initiative found & new basis for dealing with the reality
of 0stpolitik. Through Ostrolitik, Brendt aimed at the
nomalization of relationship with the past without offering
the GUR legal recognition and was ready to &rop even the
bothersome Hallstein doctrine, Which proclaimed FRG'S enmity
vith any eoung:gy vhich established full diplomatic relations
with the Gk,

while speaking in Bundestag on 28 Cectobter 1969
Brandt said:

2 Pyl ommnt YA sore o

energetically the talks begun with the
- {contdesa)

ki, _ L“iﬁﬂw Le %ﬁiﬁttﬁﬁ’ £l
19‘71){;

42+ Felix E.Hirsch, "Ostpolitik in Historical Perspective”
Curzent His Ys Vod. 62“63, 19?2, Pe 232,

{New York,
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Soviet tUnion on easing and improving the
situation of Berlin., 7Ihe status of the
eity of Berlism under the special responsi-
bility of the Four Powers pust remain une-
touched. This pust not be a hindrance to
seeking facilities for trafiic within and
to Berlin., (h3)
Berlin had been constantly on the boll and even sometimes
led to tense confivniations between tie Fest and East.
In March 19720, talks on Kest Berlin finally got under vay
be tween the zepmsen&tivés of thke USSR, tke USA, Britain
and France. On 12 dugust 1970 Brandt signed the celedbrated
west German none-aggression pact with the Soviet Undon; eand
in Novaﬁﬁer 1970, he also concluded ancther treaty with
Poland.,  Brandt took another year and @ half o ratify
these treaties end faced a hard challenge from the CDU.C3U
combination &t home for their ipplepentation.

The Four-Power talks which started inm 1970, despite
all the difficulties and complexities, commonsense and good-
will ultdmately triuvwphed. On 3 September 1971 the
quedripartite Agreement was signed and "conditions have
been created to tuin kest Bexlin from a source of g’.e;’mtes
into a constructive element of peace and gotente”. Under

k‘sﬁ Hilly anﬁt, fie 299 Poe 106,

L, mcman A. Graebner, "Gemany Between East snd West",
SLOLY, Vﬁlo 6‘2‘63, 1972' Pe 228,

Ge Kir&llov, "West Berlin; Fast and Future”, Intere
né g 3 fLaifg TE {ﬁ@ﬂmﬁ)’ Vol ?' 3121}’ 19?6‘ Pe 75




the Agreement: (8) The Soviet Union has accepted responsie
bility for maintaining Western access into West Berlin;

(b) They sgreed also to the west Germen Government's presence
in Berlin, including 23,000 civil servants; (c) West German
officials and political partiea'wonlé.he pemitted to meet

in Berlin; (d) kest Berlirers would be also able to travel
with West Germaen passgporis rather than with Berlin identity
carcs; and, (e) The asgreement provided for h%ncreaaed contacts
between the people of East and West Berline.

The Bexlin Agreement of 1971 became the most signifie-
cant achievement of the Four Powers to calm down the spirit
of cold var which Berlin dispute had started shortly after
the Second ¥World War. The FRG recognised the reality 4in
Furope by accepting the Oder-Neisse line as the dividing
lire between Germany end Poland and thereby Western Europe
and kastern Eulope. '

Brandt declared in the Bundestag on 28 Jemmary 1971,
much before the agreement was reached: "Ouy pol.iéy is not
off balance, 1t still rosts on the progress of Western
Europesn co-operation, the further development ¢f the NATO
Alliance, and the fostering of proven frienﬁships“a These
policies wWould not "prevent us from developing better relae.
tions with the East¢, but on the'éontrary, are a.basié

L "

46, HNomman A. Graebner, n. 44, p. 228,
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condition of this, as we feel, necessary effort". Though

Brendt had improved FEG's relation with the East and settled
the Berlin dispute, still he had never neglected FiiGtg
relations with the West Eunropean countries,
| But the crovwning achievement of Brandt's Qstpolitik
was the conclusion ¢f the Basic Tx?eaf;y be tween the Federal
fiepublic of Germany and the Geimén pemocratic Republic,
signed on § Lovemter 1972. Coming after a number of agvxvaee
pents between the o countries on travel, communication,
and steps for better relations, the treaty finally ended
the unnatural situation existed since the end of the Second
torld War. The most important of them was the FRG's recogni-
tion of sovereign state status to the GDR and the acceptance
of the international frontier between the t¥o countries.
Dletrich Schworzkopf, in his analysis of the Basic

Treaty observed:

This treaty is a particulerly illuminating

plece of that dialectlc polilicy, vwhich started

with the thesis thet the gtatus cug has to be

recognised in order that it may be overcome.

In the basic Treaty, the nation i3 being

denled, so that it pay be iogether bosed and

the responsibility of the Four Povwer is being

played down to be pxeserveé as a unifying
factore (W8)

47, Press end Infommation Office of the Government of
leﬁoml fepublic of Germany, "Heport on the State of

r%g%ton s Supplement to Ihe Bulletin (Bonn)y 2 Februsry

4W8. Lietrich Sch\dorzkopf, “:tm Ration 15 Denied", Leutsche
st and Ke (Duesseldorf, Gemany s 17
ﬁo%szsber 1972
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It was critvicised that the Busic Treaty did not
pention about the rights and mspensibﬂities of the Four
Povers in the whole of Germeny. But both the Coverrments
in different agreenents had expressed that the Eésm Treaty
between the FRG and the GDR would not hamper the bilateral
of multilateral treaties iglaﬁing them or between them which
were sgreed upon earlier,

The FEG pursued 1¢s eastern policy vigorously. Cn 11
Lecambor 1972, the FuG signed a greaty with Czechoslovakia
and HungaXy and Bulgeria as wall.ﬁg The real thrust of FRG's
eastern policy seems to be not on the normalization of its
diplomatic relaticns with other countries of Fastern Europe
but on the sorting out of urgent problems with the GDR,

The Federsl Goverrment continued its policy of conci-
‘liation with ibke East Eurcpean netions and the t{reaty with
Czschodlovakia had completed the cirele. The objective of
the YHEG was o make poace safer and along with in that its
cutstanding problems slso wWould be solved. Hond-ietrich
Genscher, Minister for Forelign Affairs of the FBG, spoke in

-

4, Jeng Backer, "The RBasic Treat Central Furppe Jourps
(Bonnl, Vol. &1 {3/4), Marcl pril, 1973, p. 6%,

%. Gerhard Merein, "Enlarging the Scope of (aamany*s
Bastarmn Polic peview ol ipternstional i
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the Pundestag, on 18 sSeptember 197k, with due emphasis on
the responsibilities of the Western Povwers:

Some thing else we treat as & matter of

course is our clese coordinntion of pelicy

with the thiee powers who exercise suprepe

‘authority in West Berlln and carry the

corresponding responsibility. I wish to

emphasize the fact that this process of coe

ordinetion on the basis of mutual confidence

has proved its velue particularly in these

lest few months, &s hes the Quadripartite

Agreerent in that reriod. (51)

Greet Britain had alweys extendod full support to

the FRG in its Osipolitik, This was mainliy because Britain
telieved tnat Ostpoliflk Would promote peace and stability
in Europe - & necesssry condition for the prospsrity of
Europe, including Britain. Since the Second World War,
‘Britain was supporting every move Which helped this process.
On the reunification of Germany, Britain had favoured the
attitude of other bATO members with the lnowledge thet they
were unzble W do anything to improve the situation. EHence
it stressed that peace in Europe dependsd on such reunificae
tion and affirmed the position of the government of Bonn
that 1&5?5 the scle representative of the vwhole Germen A
netion. The British people wg;zae convinced, of late, about
the Fhi's dedication to peace. According to Michusel

A

51. Hand-Dietrich Genscher, “Feaeml Repnblie of Gemany -
I*nreiﬁn Policy Statement”, yital os of th
Vol. #1{2), 1 Eevember 19?&, Pe

52, Joses Korbel, petente
{(Princeton, 197

53« UK, House of Commons, Parxl
i 737’ cﬁla 1' 172.




Stewarts °The Germen iaunificamon and the old iine that
the Polish-Gemman boundary cculd be finally éetemmined only
at a peace mnfemn@e“.%

However, Ostoolitik was no way a denmunclation of
Yestpolitik. The leaders of Fronce, Britain and the United
&tates had all endorsed Btanﬁt'é Cstpolitik, themi:y helping
to refute charges of the CUU-CSU Qppesition in the FRC that
m%% vould undermine Western confidence in West
Germany.

Un the Berlin question and Germmen unification the
British Government had all along warmly supported Brandtfs
effort to improve the rederal Republict's relations with
the Soviet Union and other East European countries. On all
these matters the Federal Government alse kept in close
touch with 1ts allies, inciuding Britain. 7This kind of
basic¢ British understanding of Bonn's Qstpolitik and Bonn's
own awareness of i1ts limitaticons helped the iAnglo-Gerpan
. relationship to flourish ell through the 1570s.
| Thus, 1t may be found that on political questions,
thg »mla»tﬁ.msﬁip between Great Briﬁain and the Yederal

- Sw. Dally Telegrapn, September 23, 1965.

55. Corl G. Anthon, "Germany's West Politik", Curzent
Hislory, Vol. 2B, 1972, p. 265. P
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Eepublic of Germany during the period under reviev was

one of understanding and cpoperation. This bas been reflected
in their spproaches to the two mein issues discussed

above. It may be recalled that the attitude of the Federal
kepublic of Gemmany tovwards the British menbership in the
Eulopean Reonopmic Community was quite favourable evesr since
Britain sent 41ts appiicaticon for it in 1961. But the
support Britein got fiom the Federal Fepublie in 1969 for
i¢ts wove to Join the EEC vas pore vigorous than ever |
before. This support was constant both at the final pegoe
tistions in 1971 and 1972 and also during the remegotiations
in 1974, PFor the FKG the British nembership in EEC was &
step vhich could strengthen the voice of Europe and alse
an important step in the direction of hernessing & political
union within the fragew of the FEC so that the EEC can, 1f
ne cegsaryy baleince both the super powers in world politics
and meintein peace. |

Similerly, although Britain all along meintained
deed suspicicn about the Soviet intentions in Zurope, it
eupyarteé West Gexmany's Ostrolitik partly to test how far
the Hast Furopean countries and the goviet Union desired

peace with western Rurcpe andé partly to promote reconciline
ticn, 1f possible, betveen the two Geiman states., 1In

.



addition to this, it would entail a viable and durable
solution to the Berlin questiion and also & viable solution
to the problen of Germén muniifiaatian; Morecver, from

the British point of view, peace in Europe was essential

to the prosperity of Furope. Therefore, Britain supported
Ostpolitik of the FEG thinking that it might «iso contribute
tc the puintensnce of peace in BEurope, althcugh it meine
tained 1¢s faith in tie desterrent capacity of tie NATO

as the gusrantor of peacs in Burope,



MILITAKY ISSUES

The West European democracies with their attempt
to barmonise foreign policies made efforts to harmonise
their defence policies as well. The x-gusm Brussels
Treaty, which was binding on the seven gembers of the
western Buropean Union (WEU) provided the fundapental |
basis for an integrated approach apong £w=west Euro-
pean Acauntxies on defence matiers. North Atlantie
Treaty provided the bediock of co~operation betveen
Britain snd West Gemm&ny on security matters.

HORTH ATLANTIC THEATY GRGANIZATION
{NATO)

The Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia in 1968
brought the west Eusopesn democracies together that thedr
response to the soviet intervention in Prague ves a
united one. Their condemnation was total and, indeed,
Britain and the rederal Republic of Gergany became the
exporents of that concemnation. They Were very criticsl
of the Soviet acttion and demanded the Soviet withdrawal
from Czechosiovakia, _

Thé Soviet intervention in Czechodlovakia occurred
at o time When West Gexmsny was tIrying to promote Detente

1. Belgium, France, the Federal Hepublic of Germany,
1taly, lizemtourg, the Ketherlands, and the United
A RECO . ' '
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in East-¥est relations through its policy of Us

But, the Soviet action in 2 neighbouring mun%;ry had
raised many eyebrows in west Germany that although devee
lopments in Czechoslovakia did not resia:.t in a reversal
of the process of getente in Burope, it had led to dsepen
the conviction of the kest Ceman Statesmen that the Rerth
Atlantic Alllance ;shwlﬁ repain the bed-rock of the
security of the Federal Republic. W¥illy Brandt, Chairmen
of the Sociel Lemocratie Party of West Germgany and the
eeuniry"s Foreign Minister, said: "In our own policy, ve
8till strive for strengthening the g tlantic Lefence Alliance
and promoting West Zuropean unity". Therefore, it may
appear that the West German foreign and defence policy was
thus acoentuated to considerate t&;e* poditical and militery
policdies of NATO. Obviously, Bonn seems to heve hoped
that by its pronounced loyalty to KAIO, the FRG would gain.
greater influence in the Atlantic Allience.

The British attitude to NAIU during t.m_ 32@3‘10&
undey review was also, mam or less, similar. Indeed, the
primacy Britain gave to HATU in its securiiy perspective
could be seen from the fact tzhét; it was reiterated, year
_aft;ezf year, in every defence White Paper the Government

Ze saigfried &cmmu, “Heat Gemw‘s Particular hole
in M«T& Gerpan Joreign Policy (Eerlim) Vol., 8(2),




hed issued during the pericd under review, Hot only that,
about 90 per cent of Britain's Befgnce expendl ture was
devoted to support NATIC in Europe,.

In general, the official West German snd British
reaction to the occupetion of Czechoslovakia was one of
painful &nd rightecus anger, as vwell as an gwayensss of
their inability to remedy the situation. GStatesmen like
Frang Josef Strouss, Baron Vor Gutienberg and walter
Hallstein in West Germany, and Harold Wilson and Michael
Stevart in Great Britain gave a call "for ix‘acxiased vigi-
lance and for strengthening of NATO defenses",

Thus assessing the significance of Caechoslovak crisis
and its intluence on M&Z‘G,' Heinz Barth wrote in Die Well:

The Czechoslovak crisis is & tuming point
in kATGL, It confronts the alliance with a
vital problem ...se The tinze has come to
spesak up and not practice any easy selfs..
deception «seee II Bonn does not act, the
Prague crisis will but hasten thke decline
of tie alliance instead of halting it.
Only if Europe shows that it nc longer
depends entirely on the USA, will aAperica

acjust its own milita cantributian o
the nev situation. (5

3. B. Vlivnkamn&ax‘», Bmtﬁ.sh Cutlock for West Enmpsan
- Becurity®, 1 n_Sua: ¥ (New Delhi), Cect.-Lec.
19735 pe. 39 .

b ogsef Kerhel,

5. Die kelt, (Hamburg), 14 Septenber 1968.
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Thus, BATU tecsne & matter of prime concern for
Britain and West GelpBny in WesteIn Europe &8 France hadé
already withdrawn hersell in 1966 from the MAT0 military

as there
conmand and/eppeared & purked shift, by the beginning of
1969, in the foreign policy of the United States of iAperica,
Moreover, around that tiwe, the era of cold war also was
gratually giving way tw a new era of Cetentn.

In 1969, the dovernment of West Gemeany had éeezded
Lo eamar& a substant;ial gorucsn ¢f its budget tevwards tm
military expenditures of a total smount of DK 19.865.%
miilion marked for that purpose in 1969, I 18,800 miilion
was to be diverited to the Bundeswehr (German AXmy), DM 633
million for foreign srmed forces stationed in vest Germany
and DM 432.h4 pillion for civil cefence purposes. *Begether,é
they covered 24.1 per cent of the total ¥est German budget.

Willy Brandt spoke in the Bundestag on the importance
of HATU in west German Foreign ?olicyz

The Atiantic 4Alliance remains the basis of cur
security. Ii{ alse provides the backing for
our policy of detente towards the Baste. The
politicel and military presence of the United
States is indispenaible feor keepm & balance
of povwer in Eurppe. &t the sane time the
Federal Govermment will endeavour to make the
Eurcopean pillar of the alliance stronger, the

Furogroup providing & realistic basis for
such efforts, (7)

6., BSee, He tt (Dusseldorf), 9 September 1968,

7 Bx‘amia*a Palicy Sit&ﬁemet‘tz ke Want a State of Affairs

Where the Shooting 4ill Bto Lentral Furope Journal
{Bonn.) Vol. 21, %9?3, Pe 65’
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Lespite their identicsl attitude to the importance
of BATU to their national securities, there was a slight
difference in the perceptions of Britain and ihe Federal
Republic of Cermany towards the Soviet Union, the principal
source of threat to their security. The Federal Hepublie,
in 1t3 enthusiastic pursuit to promote gdetente, preferred
to pursue & relatively conciliatory line towards thre |
Soviet Union, Wwhile the British attitude to Moscov remained
quite hardened. In fact, Britein was quite suspicious
over the Soviet motives in Western Eurcpe. Whitehall
viewed that the Soviet intervention in Czechoslovalda 4in
1968 was an affimmation of the Russisn readiness to use
force to promote its interests. Harpld Wilson, Prime
Minister, said that the lessons to be learnt from the
events were that it vas necessary not only to maintain
the BAT( slliance, btut alzo to continue te its determination
to create the “"econditions of getente™ and to be ready to
respend to the cppgrtaniﬁies for detente and.tg nove
- positively in the direcilion of European unity. Hovwever,
in the British eyes, hestern EuXope remtined undey the
shado¥ of potential threat from the Soviet Union. 1t was
viewed that Moscow's sympathy for detente was only e
tactical panceuvre to establish ite own military superiority

X2 s Vle?ég,

8. UK, House of Commons, Parliame
196766, Cols. 127484,



over the West. Edward Heath, Prime Minister, said in
1972: "It would be foolish to disregard the constantly
increasing armed strength of the Soviet Union and the
old-fashioned class ridden views still so predominent in
the speeches and writings of compunist ideologues, Ve
pust not therefore ignole cur defences. Fundamental to
this is the continued alliisnce betwWeen RDurope and Korth
America“ ? |
The hest Geman government proposed the reorganisae

tion of Bundesvwehr (which is conmitted to and integrated
in NATC) in 1974 after cansulﬁaticz; with BATO,., (eorge
Leber, lkest Gemman Lefence Hinistar, explained the need to
reform to the Bundesvehr in 197k |

The development of aasts' for investment

loading t & contimuons: shFLRKNG OFf

the proportion of the defence budget spent

‘on investeent, and thus the necessary

modernization of equipment could no longer
be achieved in the future, (10)

The Federal Budget for 1974 on defence expenditure
was LM 27,555 millions (£ %,590 million) compared with
o 27, 100 mn. (£ 4,510 mn.) in 1973. ZIhe Federal Government

Se Dbritish High Ccmisaien in India British Inforpation
E_»__;%m_(ﬁw Delhi), B 19, B ﬂw, p. 17 HMareh 1972,
Fe 3¢

10. lan van d@r Vat, “West GCemmany Trims None-Combatants®,
8t ) 113 i 51 CZ\GW mlhi)g Yol. &Q’(.B}’ Harech }9711-,




spent 21 per cent in 1974 which wagfa per cent of it_s
gross national product on defence.

Britain established its European links through its
collaboration in the sensitive area of defence technology
vith YWest Cemany. France was highly disturbed over the
British, German and the Imtch venture to produce enriched
uranium by the gas centrifuge method and Kulti-Hole Combat
Alreraft (MinCa) wn%.gh was being developed hy Britain,
Germany and ltaly.

Britain and other menber mations' contributions to
KATU was on the decrease Gue to thelir economic crises vhich
apparently gave ¥West Germany a much spughi~after chance to
exert influence on NATO. After the successful pursuit of
ostpelitik West Germany wanted to play 31?MMQ31 role
coppensurate with its economic strength.

At the tventieth Annual Session of the Rorth Atlantic
Assembly, held in londéon in November 19'?5; which wag atitenéed,
by parlismentary delegates fifnm fourteen NATC countries,

1. 1&&0, b 86¢

12, D. Budnick, "An Assessment of the Reasons for the
Removal of the aneb Vete % UK Memhersh;tp of the
"Buropean Community", Internationnl Relations
Vol. b, November 19% »

13, William wallace, "Europe: The Changing Internationsl
Context: Implications for British Pelicy" Wgrid
Today (Lonéan), Vel. 31, 1975, p. &0




Harold Wilson, the British Prime Minister, explained his
country's inabllity to comtribute huge emounts to NATO,
He said:

A8 you knovw the British Government is novw
carrying out a thorough reviev of our
defence commitoents and priorities. We have

‘ pade it clear from the outset that we regard
NATO as the commerstone of our security, and
that NATO will remein the {irst chargo on
the rescurces available for defence, We shall
continue to carry our share of the Alliance
defence burden. But - tp repeat the point
I wade earlier « the shure must be a resisone
able one. At & time of severe economic
struin ve cannot continue to ¢eITy a hurden
proportionately greater than that of our

, European allies. OQur aim is to provide
podern and effective forces at a cost the 4
Eritish economy is capable of supporting.

The West Gemman Chancellor Helmut Scimidt had opinsd
that economic instabliity in Western Eulf¥ope could play
havoe with the siliance policy. "Our capacity to defend
ourselves", Schmidt said, "depends on two ways in the
economic situation of the Allience gembers: net only do
the reductions in economic strength affect the oxtent to
which gembers are able to fulfil their commitments to the
Alllance, tut also, and tbls is the most important point,
eeamniic instability brings a?esut soclal umeag and politia-
cal inatability in its wake" o

1%, Keitn williems, "20th Anpual Session of the Worth
J;gt%asntie ggsembly“, hALC Peview (Brussels), vol.23,
t Pe Ve ' A

15. Peter Jenner, "HATO Supmit - lLeaders Heaffim Conmite
' ment to Alliance and Lollective Security®, BATCO Review
vol. 23(3), 19755 P« 4.
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In 1975 hest Germany became the second largest contri-
butor to NATU; next only to the United States in absolute
terms and pexr head of the population. In terms of defence |
expenditure &8s a percentage of Gross Kational Product (at
factor cost) 68 of 30 September 1975, tle F%%g ‘was outstrippeé
by the United States, Britain and Portugal. This was
accounted for by the size ol her Gross Hationgl Product
which was the largest among the NAIO countries.

The Federal Bepub_lié of Gemany becage an active
advocate of equipmét ¢collaboration as a means to promote
Alllance-wide standardization, which would add o KATO's
defence capabllity. Britain supported this view of Germany,
hence they became most important p&rtnais with the United
States of Amorica in manifold bllateral cooperative
activities. pesides EUNONAD (Eurogroup National Armapents
Directory), another defence equipment cooperation was being
promoted through the joint talks of the Amy Chiefs of
- 3taff of Belgiun, the Fedeysl Republic of Germany, France,
Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom
on s&n&ardiaatioagf conmand and combat pmwdﬁma and
tactical concepts. 1In order to strengthen the tactical
nuclear c;apabuity five European nations - Eelgium, the
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, the Retherlands and

ARG

16, "FRG khite Paper on Defence, 1975-1976", Stra o
Digest, Vol. 6(9), 1976, D. 65, y Strategic

1?& Ibid.a P 26.
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_the United Kingdom - purchased the US Lance surfaceetoe
surface missile (a tactical missile syatem).18

Trilateral collaboration between the ¥hG, Italy and
the U.K. proved itself to be a success. These three
nations had collaborated on the development of MRCA (Multie
kole Combat afircraft) and the Field Howitzer 76.1 In
addition to this these three nations were also engaged in
developing the self-propelled howitzer 70,

Lefence Expenditure  Fer head

(us_& 1,000_mn.) (US_§)
Ush | 92.7 L32
ERG 16.2 26%
France - 13.0 - 2hlk
UKo 11.3 200
Iwaly 4,7 8k
Ihe Netherlands 3.0 216
Canada 2eG 128
Belgium 1.9 193
Turkey - 1.48 _ 35
Forway , 0.9 - 219
Portugal 049 103
Creece | G 93
Lenpark ‘ 0.8 161

Luxembourg - 0.02 | | 63

18, Ibldey pe 27,
9. 1Ibid.
20. 1biGe., pe 68.
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CONFBREKCE ON SECUKITY ARD COCPERATION YK EUROPE
(C5CE)

The close and identical approéch of Britain and the
‘Federal Eepublic of Gemany on military mai:tem couléd bve
seen in their attitude to the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Eurcpe, the preparatory talks of which was
begun in Holsinki on 22 November 1972 and continued upto
8 June 1973. 4and, tie Conference of 35 Eumwaa nations
{33 » USA and Canada) at the Forelgn Minister level
pegan from 3 July 1973 at Helainki, and continued at
Geneva, reached 1ts culmination in the signing of the
Einal Act ingi%elsiﬁki by 35 heeds of Governments on 1st
August 1575,

4%t the Conference, tre Federal hepublic of Germany
put forth the three priﬁﬁiple&. They were: (4} refraining
from the use of foree; (1i) Mwiéglability of fryontiers;
and, (1i1) territorial dntegrity.

21,

Felish Instimw ei Inwmamnal M‘fairs, o fv e]

{warsaw 1976, s P ?m part&.cipating eountries
vere Ausf.ria, i.elg:mm, Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Lenmark, Finland, France, the german
emperatic hepublic, the Federsl Hepublic of Germany,
Greece, the Holy See, Hungary, lceland, Ireland, Italy
Lieotrse;&smm Lwemhaurg, malts, Honaco, the kether-
dands, zeeway, Poland, Fortugal, ﬁomania, fan Marino,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the Union of Soviet
Soclalist Bepublic, the ynited Ringdom, the USA,

2z,  See NATO Review, vol.23,




Britain's general approach to the Conference was
one of extreme caution and was susplcious of the Seoviet
objectives behind the Conference. The British approsch to
the CSCE was outlined 1n what Ldward Heath said in March
1972, He said:

We have two objectives in our policy to

the countries of Warsav Pact., ¥We work

tc preserve oulr freedom to pursue in our

oWwn way the political, economi¢ and social
goals, which we believe %o be in the btest
interests of our people. And ve wish

develop contacts and cooperation with the
countries of the Warsaw Pact in e practical
way, So that gradually we may didsolve the
unnecessary tvarriers between us. What 1

wvant to see emerge fiom & Conference on
Security and Cooperation in BEurope is &

Europe which 18 more secure., Wwe all of usg
want to live in & continent in which

attenpts inspired from abroad to undermine

the society and institutions of each nation -
are brought to an end. And we want to see ,
genuine neasures of practical cooperation. (23)

Subsequently, on Sth July 1973, Sir Alec Douglas-iome
British Foreign Secretary, explained the British approach
at the C6CE meeting in helsinki., The basic position he took
was that the relative stability btetween the tWo security
systep of Europe (i.e. BATO and warsaw Pact) must not be
disturbed. He suid that to promote greater cooperation in
Europe, the most important step must be in the humaniﬁrian
and other fields so that 1t promote trust agong the people,

23. British liigh Commission in India, bish _Inf _
,S_g_r_%gggg_(xew pelhs), BIS; B. 42, p., 17 March 1972,
po . ‘



2k
movement of people and exchange of i1deas, In essence,

Britain vanted thet the iron aurtain in Eastern Europe and
the Soviet Undon should be lifted in order to promete cone
fidence ameong the people of Furope. This vwag broadly the
lire the +ihG also had adopled at the CUSCE Conference.

Desplte these talks, the Bmtish sugpicmn over the
Soviet intention behind these negotiations repained un.
diminished. According to EdWward Heath, Prime Hinister:
"4here the Soviets consider that their interests are served
in a particular fieid by en agreement, they will negotiate
hard and long to get it .... Elsewheye in other fields they
axe constantly probing their opponents' Veakness, to get
through their guard, always az; the lg%haut for means of
bringing piressure to bear upon them. Therefore, Britain
nad advocated & continucus pollcy of defénce ané detente,
thet while the kest would engage the Soviet Union and its
allies in discussions to achieve a real and lasting relexation
of tension tetween the East and the West, the military
strength of NATC should be paintained at levels sufficient
to deter aggression. In Britein's Lefence Bstimates of 1973
it was observed |

24, 1bid., BIS, P.2BB, 6 July 1973, pe 2.

25. UK, House of Commons, Par Debates, 1970-71,
VOi.i 812’ 19?0-.71’ 6@1‘ ¥ ]
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There i8 no sign that the soviet Union 48
anticipating tre outcome of negotiation (in
C5CE) by a slackening of its defence efforts.
The Soviet Union's defence expenditure
continued to rise year after year in real
teIms eese Uespite the substantial and still
increasing military strength deployed on the
border with China, there has been no decrease
in Soviet forces facing KATC" . (26)

Cf course, kest Gemany also never eanﬁemylawd the idea
of wea&amng the deterrance for the sake of CSCE negotia-
tions.

At the CSCE Summit in 1975 the West Gemman Chancellor,
Helmut Schridt highlighted his cuntry's policy for peace
in Europe. He st.ahed. '

Lecuades of mufrantatisn aye mt replaced
overnight by an era of cooperation and it

is not enoughte give a single impetus to
the process of detentej; 1t requires the
steady action of all of us so as to progress
continuously. The FRG hes alvays regarded
the renunciation of the use or threat of
force as the basis of its policy. This slsc
applies particularly te changes of fiontiers.
Frontiers are inviolable, but one must be
able to change them by peaceful mesns and by
agreement. 1t remains our aim to ¥Work for a
state of peace ih Furcpe in which the German
nation will regain i1ts unity through free
seif-detemination. (27)

27. "Conference on Security and Cooperation in EuTope
Encs « Some Views of Alliance leaders", NATC Review
Vole 23(5)y 1973 pe 5. 1



.92 =

Hiarold Wwilson, British Prime Minister said:;

We aie all of us determmined {0 the utter

most to defend not only our frontiers but

our wight to live under the political systenm
each of us chooses for himself. The preservae
tion of the integrity of each of us ls the

key to the future of all of us. Detepte has
become possible only because of that mutual
determination. &4nd getepte will be maintained
only by the continued assertion of wigilance,
vigilance based on strengtih, vﬁ.gilame based
on scolidarity. (28) \

MUTUAL AND BALAKCED 1OMCE KELUCTION
{MEFR)

Similerly identical was the outlook of Britain and
west Germany towards the Mutual and Balanced Force Reductien
Talks held in Vienna, in 1973, between the United States and
the Soviet Union and their allies. When the talks on MEFR
was agreed upen, it was emphasised that reductions should
rot only b "mutual” but also "balanced", & line which was
found essentisl to KATO in its objective for the MEFK,

The basic premise of these telks was that if meither side
deployed conventiocnal forces to overvhelnm the cther side
in a rapid thrust, it would reduce the chances of var in
Europe. It was in this context that the West, in view of
the. gecgraphical advantage end superiority the Warsaw pact

28, Ibd Gy e 9.

©9. Kurt Birzenbach, “"Europe's Secuz':i. ty in the Changed
World", Strategic Digest, Vol. b, Mareh 1974, pe55.



- 73 -

countries enjoyed in the Rast, put forth the suggestion
to establish military balance of conventional forces at a
lover level in order to achieve "more security at less

- expense" .Boithe Federal Republic was the chamﬁion of this
line and other West Burcopean countries subsceridbed to it.
The aiea carved out to bring under the purview of the
MBFK talks was the Central Rurope, Which otheivwige was
kniown as “Reéuctien Area%, which embraced fie territories
of the Federal Hepublie c;f Gennany, EBelgium, Netherlands
and Luxembourg in the wWest and the Germsn Lemocratic
kepubliec, Polend and Czechoslavakia in the East.

48 4in tha case of the C8CE, Britain was quite sceptical
ebout the outcome of the MBIKK talks. In the British calculae
tion MBFh was fraught with major risks as it once taken
place it.&ay not be possible to maintain the balance between
the two security systems of Western Eurcpe.

Liovever, from the veyy start the MBFR talks was facing
dgifficulties, The two sets of propesals which were put forth
both by the NATO and the Warsaw Pact for force reducticns
were quite divergent that it was difficult to bridge the
difference. Of course, theye Was no separate propossls from
either kritain or West Gemany., Their propesalis fomed
?ﬁf of the NATU proposals. Hovever, curing the MBFR talks

m‘ « 4dbid. s B 51‘4‘0



- 74

in Viekna, Britain propesed that the negotiations should
initially focus the smmed forces of the Soviet Union and
the uUnited States - said to be about {;%39,@0@ apd 190,000
respectively « in the Central Europe . While the BATO's
proposals contained reduction of both American and Bussian
forces, limiting the reduction to ground forces and convenw
tional ams and bigger cut by the Warsaw Pact countries in
manpower &nd axmour the lWarsaw Paet proposals contained
force reductions of both ground and air forces, npuclear
ayms and equal reduction from btoth sidea.ﬁ In addition to
this, vwhile the Warsaw Pact had proposed & thrree stage force
reduction spread over three years from 1975 to 1977, HATO
had proposed a two stage force reduction. The liarsaw Pact
propeosed that in the first stage each side should reduce its
forces by 20,000 men along with their equipment, followed
by & reduction of 5 per cent in the aeeaﬁd gtage and a
further reduction of 10 per cent in the 3rd stage. And the
HATC proposed that in the first phase the US and the UBSHE
should each reduce 1ts forces by 15 per cent and bring dovn,
at the second stage, the level of forces on each side to a
common ceiling of 700,000,

'31. ZIbe Tigmes (London), 9 November 1973,
32. Iipes of Ipndis (KNew Delhi), 29 Kovember 1973,
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From the British point of view the entire MDFR .
exercise would ultimately result in to Moscow's advantage,
if 1t was not pursued with great caution. This wasg partly
due to the fact that, in view of the geographical situation,
any forces the USSR pmight pull out from Eastern Europe might
move only 100 tw 00 miles on land routes to West Bussia
and cpuld be reintroduced much more easlly and guickly than
those of the United States whose forces ¥Would have to cross
3000 miles Atlantic. Moreover, DBritain's view was that
prior to any troop recductions, sufficient progress must b e
made in the direction of deweloping confidence building
pechanism and greater human contacts. West Germany shared
this cauuaus British appr&aeh, although it wanted to
promote detente tﬁmugh its Ostpolitik, Which saccording to
Chancéllor willy Brandt, could serve as the building material
in the construction oi & balanced asll-European peace sysﬁezg?
Thus, 4t is obvious tuant the west German perspectives on
the overall security of Eumgﬁ was closely linked with the
FRG's pursuit of Ostpolitik. Hovever, there was no agree=~
mgnt. on the MBFR during the period under review,

33. See his speech at the 8PD Party Conference held in
an 19%0

34, Christoph Bertram, "West Geman Perspective on Buropean
security; continuity and change®, Horld Today (London)



The Federal Hepublic of Cermans is one countlry
comnltted by the international treaty not to produce nuclear
ares .35 The Treaty says that "the Federal Republic under
takes not to manufacture in its territory any atomic weapons
{and) agrees to supervision by the competent authority of
the Brussels Treatly Orgonisation to ensure that these under-
takings are @bsemd“.% |

Referring to the West Germany's accession to the
Nuciear Non-Proliferation Treaty (MT), Chenceller willy

" Brandt saié: The Govermments of the Federal Fepublic of
Gemany have always refused t seek control over muclear
wvarbeads. Therefore, our signature under this treaty does
riot constitute any nevw mnunciaticn.37 He described the
FRG's accession to the treaty as a contribution to its
" comprehensive peace policy aﬁd» called upon the nuclear
povwers to "pake the world safer by agreements 3gn the reduction

of their nuclear and conventional potential®. Of course,

35 This commiteent is contained in the Paris Treaties of
1954 with the United States, Britain andé France, in
whigh the Federal Hepublic of germpeany gaired Ms
sovereignty from the three post-war occupation povers,
acceded to the Western European Union and RBATQ, and
accepted the stationing of allied troops.

36. IAIO Informeation Sexvices, NATU Facts end Figures,
(Brussels, 1969)9 P 287.

37. Press ecniereme, ?aavember 28, §%9, xagrinted 1n the

36, Ivid., 14 I%evambsr 1969, p. 11863,



west Gemany's independent nuclear armamenta even if it

has, would be heavily sufficient to meet an attack from

the Soviet Union. Therefore, for the FRG it was safe to

be under the protective umbrella of its allies. "Up to now,
the PHC has endorsed evezi sought, this kind of nuclear

status, 1.6., the defence of the country by way of & deterrent
posture through nuclear ams contiolled by its allies., 1t
has, however, rejected an%gmnunues to reject autonomous

German nmuclear amapent”,

As the IhG has bteen banned from the manufacture of
nuclear vweapons, Britain's 18 the only European nuclear
strategic force compitted to NATO, [enis Healey, Britain's
Lefence Secretary, time and again Spolke out the need for
the use of nuclear weapons at an early stage in the event
of war, which was promptly agreed by the west Gerpan Defence
Minister Schroder. On 7 January 1969, in the RATO Defence |
Flanning Conmittee meeting Healey-Schroder team vas
assigned the task of elaborating the rules of using tactical
nucleer vespons within the framework of a NATO strategy.l’o

 In view of the growing Soviet capability in nuclear

armaments, the wWest Luropean countries hed underlined the

39. Horst Kendershansen, "Will West Germany Go Nuclear?"
rbisg, Vol. 16(2), Sunmer 1972, p. ki1,

4. 8. Beglov, "Bonnelondon; Lew Axis" m_g_gm'
Affairs (Moscow), JanuaryeJune, 1959, pe 69,



need to equip LATC with nuclear weapons. COtherwise, if
| the Soviet Union launched an attack "ore helf of West
Germany is likely to be lost because of this *'nuclear
shyness', the delayed tactical nuclear engsgement will
becone infinitely more difficult, i1f at all possible, and .
the Subsequent nuclear counterstrike will be made on aliled
territory and among allied population”.

The non-nuclear members of NATO were not shoWing much
interest in thé devmélument of individual nuclear capability
and as Germany had been banned by treaty for undertaking
ore, it wes left with Britain anf France to take up the
responsibility for equipping HATO wiath nuclear weapons in
consulation with the United States,

In terws of nuclear power ca;;ac&tﬁi kest Germmany 1is
next only to Britain in Western Burope. The British-Dutche-
Gerpan consortium provides the FRG with facilities to
enrich uranium by centrifuge. Though Germany lacked rav
material it was never a pgint with it to have nuclear ams.
R‘hey[?zigcnaticed that nuclear a}ims programme had not brought

any political gains either t France or to Britein. In 1972,

41, For a discussion of this very importont problem See,
Marc E. Geneste, "The Fence &nd the Defence", Raval
dnstitute Proceedings, October 1563. S

42. Here E, Genegeste, "Britain, France and the Defence of
Buraope®, Ozxbis (Philsdelphis), Vol.13, 1969.70, p.180.
~ But France withdrew from the NAIO command in 1966.

43. 438 of mide1970, the megawattage of nuclear pover plents,
operating and on order, was 5,k07 for the ¥RG, compared
with the UK's 10,531, Francets 3,21?, Jaﬁan' 3}6,91@,

: (contlesas
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killy Brandt gave a call for ban on nuclear wespons and

for the destmiction of all stockpiles if the human civiligo.
tion was to e saved from self-annihilation aﬁd sugegested
that creative co«existence wmm ensure not only peace but

a fuller life for everybody.

The people of Germany had amply demonstrated their
desire against nuclear ams by protesting against the builde
ing of an atomic pover stetion at Brokdorf in Sahleswzg-» '
Holstein and mede the world aware of the gtiength of their
feeung.k, The protest movement of Rovember 1976 compelied
the authorities not to opt for atomic veapons snymore,

Thus, it may be seen that the relationship betwWeen
Britsin and the Federal Republic of Gemany in the military
field betWeen 1969 and 1976 was quite close. Since their
national securities were parts and parcel of an integrated
security system, on important security lssues they followed
an fdentical lire. The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
constituted the bub of this identical approach. Both the
countries censidered NATO &8s the bedrock of their national
security and vas opposed to any measure which might weaken
MTG. Both of them considered the goviet Union as the

L3. (mntdn.) the USBI*s 8,006, end the UBAYs §3,L8L,
A toms , September-October, 1970, p. bh.

Lk, Gordon Schaffer, "Britain and European Security", New
Times (Moscow), Hay 1972, peYs

L5, Hugh Latham, "Protest Against Nuclear Povwer in wWest

Germany™, Labour Monthly (London), Vole. 5%(5), 1977,
Pe 222,
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spurce of potential challenge to their security although
the vehemence in their approaches to combat the threat
varied between them. while Britain contimued to favour
stiff responses to the Soviet threats by increasing the
efficacy of the deterrent mechanisms of the NATO, the
Fedsral Eepublic of Germmany had adopted a more moderate
attitude towards the Soviet Union and its east European
allies through a pclicy of detente. FhG's Ostpolitik was
‘attuned meinly to that direction.

The Conference on the Security and Cooperation in
Furope showed the extent of agreement and divergence in the
pe»rceptions of both the countries espscially towards the
Soviet Union. Despite the Soviet intervention in Czechosice
vakia in 1968, the Federal kepublic of Germany folloved a
cautious liine on the guestion so that it did not result in
any set back to its Ostpolitik and the resultent detente
process, slithough it, by and large, agreed with the British
assessments of the potential danger from the goviet Union
to Kestern EuXope. |

Similar was thelr approaches towards the quéstion of
Mutual and Balenced Force heductions in tie Central Rurope.
Their line was broadly to follovw simultaneously a policy of
Defex;we and fetente,
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Britain's present nuclear veapons capacity 1s also
reassuring for the security of the Fedsral Republic of
Gemmany since the British muclear force is also committed
to the RaT0, It is important especially in the context of
the FEG's resolve not to manufacture nuclear weapons.
Eritain's continued commitment to the defence of the Federal
hepublic 1s quite clear in its decision to station the
British Army Of the lhine in the Fecsral Republic of Germany.
During the perlod under review, the two countries were
plenning for collaboration between them on defence production,
especially the production of fighter air«craft.



Chapter 1V
CORCLUSIORS

The foregoing anslysis clearly brings out the fact
that Anglo-German relationship during the period under
teview haG reached a stage of maturity and mﬂmity.‘
That Goes not mean that the relationship tetween the two
countries prior to 1969 was not close or cordial. Although
Germany was & gource of soriow for Britain twice during
this centuly « they fought tWo world wars between them
The relationship which develeped between them after the
Second Wolld War was relatively fyee from rancour. It is
true that BEritain was a victorious nation agoinst Germany
in the Second World War; yet, it did not wish Germany's
downfall as a nation. Indeed, after 1945 Britain had
shown i.nﬁémst to get Germany re-established as an important
nation in Europe so that 4t eouid develop partnership
with it on economi¢, political and security matters affecting
them, and the Continent as well., However, by late 1960s
the Federal Hepubli¢ of Geimany had already hocome an
economic giant with forebodings éf its incxyeasing poditical
importance in future. As the relationship developed
between the tWo countries over the years was one of under-
standing of each other's problems, by the time Willy Brandt .
became the Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany,



»w B3 =

there existed already o great deal of sympathy and goode
-will for each other in london and Eonn.
Therefore, what was conspicuous in their relation-
ship after 1969 was the determination the leaders of both
the countries had displayed to further strengthen their
ties by extending support to each emer' on iumm&ﬁonal
forum especially on political and security questions.
To a great extent, this was facilitated by the® assumption
of the 8FD leader, willy Brandt, &s Chancellor of the
Federal Republic in 1969. Of course, Harold %silaézz, the
British Socialist Leac‘ier, was already there as the British
Prive Minister. 48 partners in the scclalist Intermational «
willy Erandt representing the SPD of the Federal Hepubliec
of Germany and Harold Wilson representing the British
Labour Party - the two leaders had maintained close relation-
sbip btetween them. MNoreover, both of them Were looking
forvard to strengthen tetween thelr ties bLetween their
countTies through regulsr partnerskdp in & common institu-
tional frapework Jilke the Ewiopean Bconeomic Community.
But, France stood in the voy of such & portnership develop-
ing between the o countries for cbvious political reasons,
-1t may bte pointed out that although the Federal
Lepubliec of Germany had extended support to the British



application for sembership im the Europeen Conmunity as
early as 1961, when Britain first epplied for membership,
the French Fresident General Charles de Gaulle's stubborn
opposition to the British entry kept Britain out from the
European Cormmuniby for about a decade. 4nd the West
German leaders who were in the helm of affairs then on the
other, did not press, beyond a point for Britain's
admission to the LEC. But, notably, Willy Drandt, as
Chancellor, had shown readiness io go beyond the hitherto
followed passive support. A4S & happy coincidence, gereral
de Gaulle also stepped doWn from the French Presidency,

in 1969, making the task of Eritish membership in the
European Econocic Community & little more easier. perhaps,
De Coulle’s successor, Georges Pompidou had correctly read
the mocd of the nevw kest Germen Chancellor, ¥Willy Brandt,
on the guestion ol British membership in the Eixmpean
Economic Community end quickly agreed, at the Hague summit
in December 1969, for the expansion of the European
Community. DBrandt's speeck at the Hague sumpit, holéing
out even veiled threat that if prrance did not agree for
expansion of the CQmsmnity with Britain in 4t he would
not co-operate to finalise EEC's agﬁ‘icultum finaneing
arrangexents from vhich France was expectsd to gain much,
indicated that he was determined to see Britain in the
Eurgpean cgmuuitf. Therefore, it appears that if Brandt
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did not teke such & itough iine, perhaps, France would
not have yieiée& 80 quickly end agreed for the expansion »
of the Community with Britain in it. The change of
Government in Britain in 1970, with Edward Heath as Prime
Minister, did not effect 2ny change in the Federal
hepublic's attitude to the question of British membership
in the EEC. In fact, throughout the final néga:iatians
for EEC membership the West German attitude regained
relpful to British. How keen the FRG was on Britain's
membership in the Enmpeeﬁn Community could be seen from
the fact that when Britsin proposed the remegotiation

of the tems of entry and a referondun following the
return of Harold Hilson as the British Pripe Minister

in 1974, the wWest German leaders like Chancellor Helmut
Schmidt openly pleaded with Harold Wilson not to think

in tems of vithdrawal from the EEC.

Similerly, the British support to the Fhi's
gstrolitik was partly responsible for the success of that
policy under Willy andt. Sriﬁain's support to Ostpolitik
was pased on fts traditional iine as a promoter of 1econe
clliation in Europe. Further, it was based partly on the
realisation that there was 1ittle chance of a rilitary
solution to the German problem and also to the Berlin
‘question and that the vexatious problem Iike the Berlin



ques t;icn conld be sélvea through peaceful seans by Germans
themselves. #Added to this was the imperative reed to
defuse tensions surrounding the CGeiman problem - feountain |
head of tensiocns in Europe. 8o, it was perceived the solu-
tion sh to these problems should necessarily be & political -
one - & peaceful one. Therefore, Britain vas keen to
© utilise any ‘dpbortunity which was available to promote
_genuine east-vest detente - ome of the principle objective
of the FRG's Ostpolitik. Varicus treatics the Federal
kepublic of Germany had concluded with its neighbours,
including the Basi¢ Treaty with the Gerpman Dempcratic
Bepublic and '*.;he Luadripartite iigreemant on Berlin, had
certainly helped to reduce tension in Central REurope,
Koreover, as the United States shoving incmaaj.ng
reluctance to shoulder the full burden of European defence,
it was also necessary to strengthen the European pillar of
Atlantic defence adequately and reduce dependence on the
United States, Even for that, promotion of detente in
Burope was a prerequisite. Therefore, Britain found
W conducive to the ;;mmoticn of these c;bjectivas. |
At the same time, it pay be pointed out that while Britain
supported Ostrolitik of the Federal Republic of Gerpeny
it did not want to do 1t at the cost of the deterrent
pover of HATG, & line which in effect combined both defence



and detente, & line which subseguently the Federal Republic
of Germany also had »aeeepted.

On gémriisy patlers also the period under review
had witnessed greater co-operation between (reat Britain
end the Federal Hepublic of Germany., 4t is true that the
basic Iframsvwork of this cooperetion between the two countrics
was already there in the FATO., And both the countries had
kept NATU as fundamental to their security. British commite
ment to the Federal Republic's security is alse unequivocal
as Britain stations the British Army of Rhine in the Hest
German Soil itself. The Soviet intervention in ﬁzacnesiovaiﬁ.a
in 1968, which vas vieweé in London &nd Bonn 83 an expression
of Soviet determination to use forece fo safegusrd its narrow
interests, had only strengthened the resolve of Britain
and the Federal Republic to rely more on the deterrent
capacity of RAIO as a tulwark against any threat to their
national security. #Adthough this was the basic position
the tvo countries bad adopted, there was a little difference
in their approsches to the Soviet Union, that m;sam'd Lo
Britain, the Federal Kepubllie had ;,aumufea a more conclliatory
approsch to Moscow, may be to hGérness the success of
8 1tk '

However, the two countries had &dopted indentical
lines towards the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe. Hoth the cocuntries hed adopted a csutious approach
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that both of them believed that any meaningful co~operation
agong the Euzopean netions could be built upon the foundae
tions of greater humaen contacts and exchange ¢f ideas as
measures to develop mutual trust and confidence agong the
people, Therefore, While carrying out the nogotiations at
the CS5CE, they did not want to relax the military preparedness
of NATO which they wanted to be meintained at levels enough
tc deter eggression. The fact that t.hé GSGE_Fiml Act,

. signed by 39 Heads of States in 1975 in Helsinki, has
provided room for peacsful chenge of borders among the
European countries indicates that the Gerpan re-unification
could eventually be possible in 2 peaceful mannrerx, '

There wag also identicsl approach on the question of
Kutual and Balopced Force Reductions in Europe. Here also,
the Federal Republic had shared the cautious British
approach in the matter that before any serious move towards
reduction of forces in Europe there should be peaningful
progress in r:m confidence miﬁng measures. They insisted
that the forces reductions should e both putusl and a
balanced one So that it would not result in & situation
éévamsagewa Lo the Soviet Union.

Other gquestions on which Britain and the Federal
Kepublic had pursued a commonline was during the 1973 Arabdb-
Israeli wWer in vhich, under the pressure of threat from the
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0il producing countries of Hest Asis Britain and West
Germany had adopted an oblique line, which could very well
be interpxﬁwd & pro-Areb nm, to the great chagrin of
the Unlted &tates,

Thu's; the reriod under review was ohe marked by
clogse and cordial relationship between Grest Brifain and
the Federal Republic of Gergany both on political and
military matters. Luring this period there was hardly e
significant political or military issue on which they showead
notable difference. However, towards the end of 1976 the
tvo countries were found on tie threshold of nev ventures
of collsbgration in defence production, especislly in the
military aircraft.
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