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1 Introduction 

The role of nation states is a central issue for historians researching the process of European 

integration. Scholars such as Alan Milward see nation states as the key drivers and winners 

of European unification: after the Second World War they succeeded in acquiring new 

legitimacy and thus post-war stability with the help of European integration, which was an 

economic success.1 Within this intellectual framework, the core question, anchored in 

neorealism, is why the nation states delegated their authority in certain fields to the 

supranational level, that is, the question of national interests. This issue was examined in 

depth by Milward and his followers, particularly for the period around the founding of the 

ECSC and EEC in the 1950s. 

Like Milward, the American political scientist Andrew Moravcsik sees the nation states as 

the central actors in the process of integration. But Moravcsik takes things further both 

theoretically and temporally. In his major work The Choice for Europe2 and numerous 

articles, Moravcsik states that decisions at European level are based on processes of 

negotiation among the nations states. In these processes of negotiation, he asserts, the 

nation states act in accordance with the national interests liberally agreed in a prior process. 

This bargaining process is decisively influenced by those groupings represented by 

particularly strong organizations (in other words, economic pressure groups). Ultimately, for 

Moravcsik, governments’ geopolitical arguments are merely a means of achieving economic 

goals.3 

In what follows, I bring out through a case study the complex nature of these interests of 

governments or states and show that sweeping generalizations are for the most part 

impossible. My example is the European policy of West Germany’s grand coalition 

government between 1966 and 1969. With the help of certain topics of key importance to 

West Germany – the Kennedy round of the GATT, the expansion of the EEC centred on 

Great Britain and the beginnings of political cooperation – I intend to make clear which 

interests the West German government pursued in each case.4 

 

 

                                                 
1  Alan Milward, The European Rescue of the Nation-State, 2nd Edition, London, Routledge, 2000. 
2  Andrew Moravcsik, The Choice for Europe. Social Purpose and State Power from Messina to Maastricht, 

London, Routledge, 1998. 
3  Ibid., p. 50. 
4  For a close investigation of the grand coalition’s European policy see: Henning Türk, Die Europapolitik der 

Großen Koalition 1966-1969, München, Oldenbourg, 2006. 
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2 Germany’s position within the Kennedy round of th e GATT 

The Kennedy round of the GATT was highly significant for the West German government. 

Above all, it hoped that the round’s goal of reducing tariffs on key industrial products by up to 

50%, would boost Germany’s export-oriented economy. It also wished to remove the 

customs divide between the EEC and EFTA. Furthermore, the Kennedy round was seen as a 

means of lessening the impact of the increase in the German tariff rate caused by the 

establishment of the common EEC tariff.5 But the West German government did not 

negotiate autonomously with their GATT partners. Along with the other countries of the EEC, 

Germany was represented by the EEC Commission on the basis of §111, clause 2 of the 

EEC treaty. The Commission was to negotiate in line with the guidelines produced by the 

Council of Ministers and was supported by a committee consisting of the leading officials with 

responsibility for trade policy in the member states, the so-called 111 Committee.6 

When the grand coalition came to power on 1 December 1966, the tariff negotiations had 

already traversed many highs and lows. The meetings of the Council of Ministers had been 

obstructed as a result of the ‘empty chair crisis’ and the EEC had only just recovered its 

capacity to take action.7 The main protagonists, the EEC and the US, were still at variance 

over two key points in the field of industry: disparity issues and the American Selling Price 

System (ASP). On the former issue, the EEC took the view that cutting a high tariff by half, 

as was being done for certain products in the US, did not have an equivalent economic effect 

to halving a low tariff. The EEC thus reserved the right, in cases where American or British 

tariffs were twice as high as European ones, to lower its tariffs by less than 50% – the target 

being 25% on average.8 This applied particularly to the chemicals industry. The disputes 

between the EEC and the USA over the ASP worsened an already difficult situation. This 

system, introduced in the US after the First World War, required that, rather than the 

importer’s purchase price, the American producer’s significantly higher selling price should 

underpin the application of tariff rates in the chemicals industry. The EEC now called for this 

                                                 
5  Entwurf einer Aufzeichnung des Wirtschaftsministeriums [BMWi] betr. GATT-Handelskonferenz – Kennedy-

Runde, 29.12.1966, Bundesarchiv Koblenz [BAK], B102 (BMWi), vol. 113934; Runderlass des Auswärtigen 
Amts [AA] betr. Kennedy-Runde, 19.5.1967, Politisches Archiv des Auswärtigen Amts [PAAA], B53-IIIA2, vol. 
281. 

6  For a general account of the EEC’s role in the Kennedy Round see Lucia Coppolaro, ‘The European 
Economic Community in the GATT negotiations of the Kennedy Round (1964-1967): global and regional 
trade’, in Antonio Varsori (ed.), Inside the European Community. Actors and Policies in the European 
Integration 1957-1972, Baden-Baden, Nomos, 2006, pp. 347-366. 

7  Lucia Coppolaro, ‘The Empty Chair Crisis and the Kennedy Round of GATT Negotiations (1962-1967)’, in 
Helen Wallace et al. (eds.), Visions, Votes and Vetoes. The Empty Chair Crisis and the Luxembourg 
Compromise Forty Years On, Bruxelles, P.I.E.-Peter Lang, 2006, pp. 183-218. 

8  Aufzeichnung des Ministerialdirektors Günter Keiser ‘Der Erfolg der Kennedy-Runde’ [without date], BaK, 
B102, vol. 113935. 
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protectionist system to be abolished, but was initially confronted with intransigent US 

negotiators. 

In the agricultural sector there were clashes over the food aid demanded by the US within 

the framework of a global agreement on cereals. As EEC cereals production covered only 

around 87% of total EEC needs, food aid made little sense for a net importer of cereals like 

the EEC. An aid programme of this kind would mean giving away its own cereals, which 

would in turn have to be made up for by additional imports – this was in fact precisely what 

the strategy being pursued by the US, an exporter of cereals, aimed to achieve.9 

The grand coalition government immediately came under great time pressure in the 

negotiations, as the negotiating authority enjoyed by American president Lyndon B. Johnson 

was due to end on 30 June 1967. On 12 January 1967, the EEC Commission managed to 

obtain a general mandate to negotiate from the Council of Ministers. The crucial argument 

put forward by the Commission was that experience had shown that the GATT partners 

learned of specific mandates at an early stage and the negotiations became more difficult as 

a result. The German delegation emphatically supported this approach and refrained from 

putting the negotiating mandate in more concrete terms as it had demanded in the 111 

Committee.10 

Despite this general mandate, the negotiations advanced only slowly. Particularly the 

issue of the ASP sparked a serious confrontation over negotiating approach. The problem 

was that the US president had no negotiating authority with respect to the ASP. Its abolition 

thus required the agreement of Congress. The negotiators initially worked out with the US an 

overall solution for the chemicals industry, which was accepted by the Council of Ministers on 

10-11 April.11 They subsequently turned to the American demand that the overall package be 

divided up into discrete steps. The US wanted the EEC to lower its tariffs before Congress 

abolished the ASP. The Commission initially maintained its ‘all or nothing’ stance and linked 

enactment of the overall solution to abolition of the ASP; it was hoped that this would put 

pressure on Congress. The West German government, which tended to act with striking 

caution in its recommendations to the negotiators, considered the Commission’s tactics 

overly risky, fearing that the Kennedy round would be concluded with no deal on the 

                                                 
9  Memorandum from the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs’ Special Assistant (Enders) to Secretary of 

State Rusk, Washington, 16.5.1967, in Foreign Relations of the United States [FRUS] 1964-68, vol. VIII, 
Washington, Government Printing Office, 1998, Doc. 361, pp. 936-940, here p. 938. 

10  Drahtbericht Nr. 57 des Botschafters Sachs, Brüssel (EWG), betr. 205. Tagung des EWG-Rats am 12.1.1967, 
12.1.1967; Runderlass des AA betr. Sitzung des EWG-Rats am 12.1.1967, 13.1.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 
189; Bericht der Abteilung V des BMWi betr. Handelsverhandlungen im GATT (Kennedy-Runde), 9.1.1967, 
PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 189. 

11  This provided for the US abolishing the ASP, converting the ASP tariffs into ad valorem tariffs, putting a ceiling 
of 40% on all tariffs and lowering these by 50%. With a few exceptions, this left American tariffs in the 
chemicals sector at no more than 20%. Great Britain would lower its tariffs in the chemicals sector by an 
average of 56%, Switzerland and the EEC by 50%. See Runderlass des AA betr. EWG-Ministerrat am 
10./11.4.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 189. 
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chemicals industry. At the meeting of the Council of Ministers on 10-11 April, Fritz Neef, 

permanent secretary at the economics ministry, therefore recommended that the negotiators 

agree even to discrete steps, should the talks look likely to fail.12 When it emerged from the 

negotiations that dividing up the global solution for the chemicals industry into a series of 

steps was vital to successfully concluding the negotiations, on 2 May the Council of 

Ministers, at the insistence of Germany in particular, approved a mandate empowering the 

Commission to pursue exploratory talks with the US delegation on the gradual 

implementation of the chemicals agreement.13 In the early hours of 16 May, the delegations 

managed to come to an agreement, accepting an overall proposal put forward by GATT 

general secretary Wyndham White. This compromise proposal provided for the gradual 

implementation of the mutual concessions applicable to the chemicals industry in two 

stages.14 

With respect to the agricultural sector the US initially demanded that agreement on a 

programme of food aid to the amount of 10 million tonnes of wheat be included in the 

negotiations. West Germany, which already shouldered the main burden of agricultural 

finance within the EEC, feared that it would have to meet increased costs in this field as a 

consequence of a binding programme of food aid of this kind, and therefore rejected the 

idea.15 Hans Graf von Hardenberg, deputy head of the trade policy division at the foreign 

ministry, underlined that the EEC should agree only to an autonomous programme of food 

aid dependent on its producing more than required to meet its own needs. The only prospect 

of concessions to the exporting countries related to the degree of self-sufficiency, which had 

been set at 90% on the insistence of France. The West German government, meanwhile, 

was willing to countenance a self-sufficiency rate of 89%.16 At the request of the 

Commission, which wished to glean from the discussion suggestions for the negotiations to 

come, the cereals issue was dealt with thoroughly at the meeting of the Council of Ministers 

on 7 March 1967. Permanent secretary Neef again vigorously set out Germany’s stance: the 

Kennedy round was not the right setting for negotiations on food aid and accommodating the 

exporting countries could only relate to the self-sufficiency rate. On the basis of the 

discussion that followed, the Commission concluded that the food aid programme was 

outside the framework of the Kennedy round but that it was not yet ready to commit itself to a 

                                                 
12  Drahtbericht Nr. 588 des Botschafters Sachs, Brüssel (EWG), betr. 212. Tagung des EWG-Rats am 

10./11.4.1967, 12.4.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 189. 
13  Drahtbericht Nr. 732 des Botschafters Sachs, Brüssel (EWG), betr. 215. Tagung des EWG-Rats am 2.5.1967, 

Brüssel, 3.5.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 189. 
14  Bericht der deutschen Delegation für die GATT-Handelskonferenz betr. Kennedy-Runde, Genf, 16.5.1967, 

PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 281; Runderlass des AA betr. Kennedy-Runde, 19.5.1967, ibid. 
15  Aufzeichnung der Abteilung V des BMWi, 2.1.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 281; Aufzeichnung des Referats 

IIIA2 des AA betr. Kennedy-Runde, 30.1.1967, ibid. 
16  Aufzeichnung des stellvertretenden Leiters der Abteilung III des AA, Graf von Hardenberg, betr. Besuch von 

Kommissar Rey am 24.10. in Bonn, 22.10.1966, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 280. As the actual EEC self-sufficiency 
rate was around 86-87%, France would still have had sufficient scope to increase its own cereals production. 
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specific stance and first wanted to ascertain precisely what the other negotiating partners 

had in mind.17 

The US delegation made it clear in the negotiations that it was unwilling to abandon the 

food aid programme or to make it dependent on the EEC’s exceeding its self-sufficiency rate. 

On 28 April, section IIIA2 of the foreign ministry thus stated that there was no chance of 

achieving Germany’s goal of abandoning the food aid programme. Germany should therefore 

consider agreeing to a programme to the amount of 3 million tonnes, if France accepted a 

commitment to a self-sufficiency rate of 89%.18 At the meeting of the Council of Ministers on 

2 May the minister for agriculture Hermann Höcherl then agreed to instruct the Commission, 

in light of the connection between food aid and the self-sufficiency rate pointed out in the 

discussion, to negotiate the ‘cheapest solution’ for the Community.19 In the negotiations with 

the US, trade commissioner Jean Rey, working on the assumption that the cereals 

agreement would run for five years, thus offered a self-sufficiency rate of 89% for three years 

and 90% for the last two. He also held out the prospect of food aid of 4 million tonnes. 

But surprisingly, as it turned out the US was now interested only in setting a maximum 

and minimum price for wheat and concluding an agreement on food aid to the amount of 5 to 

5.5 million tonnes, of which the EEC would provide 23%.20 It withdrew its demand that the 

Community lay down a fixed self-sufficiency rate. The US delegation justified its willingness 

to forego a fixed rate by stating that it would not provide the US with significant market 

access. It was pointless negotiating about worthless concessions.21 The US, meanwhile, now 

wished to ensure major EEC participation in the food aid programme, which it hoped would 

enhance export opportunities for its cereals and stabilize the world market price.22 On 10-11 

May, the Council of Ministers accepted the United States’ proposal as a basis for negotiation; 

the Commission was to negotiate an EEC contribution of 22% to an aid programme, 

amounting to 3 million tonnes, with a flexible upwards margin.23 The final agreement only 

provided for incorporation of a new minimum price into the existing international wheat 

agreement, which was 20% more than the previous minimum price and around 5% more 

than the world market price. A programme of food aid to the amount of 4.5m tonnes of wheat 

                                                 
17  Drahtbericht Nr. 384 des Botschafters Sachs, Brüssel (EWG), betr. Tagung des EWG-Ministerrats am 

7.3.1967, 8.3.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 189. 
18  Aufzeichnung des Referats IIIA2 betr. Kennedy-Runde, 28.4.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 189. 
19  Drahtbericht Nr. 732 des Botschafters Sachs, Brüssel (EWG), betr. Tagung des EWG-Ministerrats am 

2.5.1967, 3.5.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 189; Bericht des Bundesministeriums für Landwirtschaft und 
Ernährung [BML] über die Sitzung des allgemeinen Ministerrats am 2.5.1967 betr. Weltgetreideabkommen, 
ibid. 

20  Bericht der deutschen Delegation für die GATT-Handelskonferenz, 9.5.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 189. 
21  Telegram from the Mission to the European Office of the United Nations to the Department of State, Geneva, 

10.5.1967, FRUS 1964-68, vol. VIII, Doc. 350, pp. 917-919. 
22  Memorandum from the Special Representative for Trade Negotiations (Roth) to President Johnson, 

Washington, 26.6.1967, FRUS 1964-68, vol. VIII, Doc. 367, pp. 951-955. 
23  Drahtbericht Nr. 808 des Botschafters Sachs, Brüssel (EWG), betr. Tagung des EWG-Ministerrats am 

10./11.5.1967, 12.5.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 189. 
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was also agreed, of which the EEC had to provide 23%.24 On this basis, the new international 

wheat agreement was signed at a conference in Rome in 1967.25 

Here, the EEC and particularly West Germany had had to make clear concessions: the 

latter had always fought the food aid programme within the various organs of the EEC. But 

the West German government obviously wished to avoid putting the satisfactory result 

emerging for the industrial sector at risk through tactics of obstruction in relation to the wheat 

agreement. American pressure probably also played a role. When Chancellor Kurt Georg 

Kiesinger (CDU) referred to the difficulties entailed in tackling the food aid programme within 

the Kennedy round in talks with the US vice president Hubert Humphrey on 5 April 1967, 

Humphrey hinted at a connection between the decisions relating to the agricultural and 

industrial sectors. He also pointed out the consequences of the failure of the Kennedy round 

for West Germany. The hand of the ‘isolationists’ in the US, with their demands for troop 

withdrawals and high import tariffs on steel and textiles, would be strengthened.26 This 

discussion placed in stark relief how profoundly dependent West Germany was on good 

relations with the US as a consequence of American security guarantees. This was another 

reason why it was very keen to see the Kennedy round concluded successfully. In this 

context, EEC leadership of the negotiations offered West Germany clear advantages as it 

could evade American pressure by referring to its partners’ hard-line stance.27 

In assessing the results, almost all the negotiating partners agreed that the Kennedy 

round was a great success for the world economy. Compared with the tariff reductions 

negotiated hitherto, the Kennedy round was certainly the most comprehensive.28 The EEC 

countries laid particular emphasis on how successfully the Commission had carried out the 

negotiations. The West German government was also satisfied with the result. But we should 

not overlook the fact that some goals were not achieved. The approval of the food aid 

programme in particular was diametrically opposed to the West German government’s 

original aims.29 Ultimately, however, it considered the concessions reasonable. The 

government proved willing to compromise to ensure that the Kennedy round was at least 

concluded. Its priority was clearly the industrial sector, while the agricultural sector was of 

                                                 
24  Aufzeichnung des Ministerialdirektors Günter Keiser ‘Der Erfolg der Kennedy-Runde’ [without date], BaK, 

B102, vol. 113935; Bericht der EWG-Gruppe des BML über die wesentlichen Ergebnisse der Kennedy-Runde, 
29.5.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 281. 

25  Ulrich Kluge, Vierzig Jahre Agrarpolitik in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, vol. 2, Hamburg/Berlin, Parey, 
1989 (= Berichte über Landwirtschaft, Sonderheft, vol. 202), p. 91. 

26  Gespräch des Bundeskanzlers Kiesinger mit dem amerikanischen Vizepräsidenten Humphrey in Bonn, 
5.4.1967, in Akten zur Auswärtigen Politik der Bundesrepublik Deutschland [AAPD] 1967, Institut für 
Zeitgeschichte (ed.), München, Oldenbourg, 1998, Doc. 120, pp. 544-554, here p. 550. 

27  Runderlass des AA betr. Kennedy-Runde, 2.11.1966, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 280. 
28  Norbert Welter, ‘Die Kennedy-Runde’, in Die Internationale Politik 1966/67, pp. 405-425, here p. 418. 
29  Aufzeichnung der deutschen GATT-Delegation über die Ergebnisse der Kennedy-Runde aus deutscher Sicht, 

3.7.1967, PAAA, B53-IIIA2, vol. 282. 
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secondary importance. Overall, the West German government acted in a rather defensive 

and cautious manner in pursuing its demands, not least as a result of American pressure. 

 

3 The West German government’s stance on British ac cession 

When the grand coalition government took office on 1 December 1966, foreign policy 

priorities were recalibrated. The preceding government under Chancellor Ludwig Erhard had 

pursued an Atlanticist foreign policy. The grand coalition, meanwhile, put its faith in Franco-

German relations that were considered a prerequisite for a more flexible German foreign 

policy vis-à-vis its eastern neighbours.30 

The West German government had thus put its faith primarily in Franco-German 

cooperation as far as Ostpolitik was concerned. It therefore had to avoid confrontation with 

de Gaulle over British accession, which he continued to reject, threatening serious 

consequences for the Franco-German relationship if the West German government adopted 

the role of champion of British interests.31 At the same time, because of its vulnerable 

position on the interstices of the East-West conflict, West Germany required the support of 

as many of its western allies as possible. It thus seemed appropriate for the country to take 

on the role of ‘intermediary’ in the question of British accession. The government acted, as 

Chancellor Kiesinger and foreign minister Willy Brandt (SPD) underlined so often, as an 

‘honest broker’.32 

But this role, which the government justified in terms of foreign policy, also had domestic 

advantages. Internal documents produced by the ministries involved lay bare their differing 

views on Britain’s application for membership. The foreign ministry was most in favour, 

expecting British membership to be economically beneficial and hoping that it would bolster 

the EEC politically vis-à-vis the US and USSR.33 Over the long term, the foreign ministry saw 

a major expansion of the EEC as a prerequisite for economic cooperation between the 

Eastern and Western blocs, which would also facilitate rapprochement between the two 

German states. In a keynote speech on European policy on 30 November 1967, foreign 

minister Brandt pointed out that the solution to the German question depended on ‘what 

                                                 
30  ‘Sitzung des CDU-Bundesvorstands am 13. Februar 1967’, in Kiesinger: ‘Wir leben in einer veränderten Welt’ 

Die Protokolle des CDU-Bundesvorstands 1965-1969, bearbeitet von G. Buchstab, Düsseldorf, Droste, 2005 
(= Forschungen und Quellen zur Zeitgeschichte, vol. 50), Doc. 11, pp. 420-479, here p. 426; Gespräch des 
Bundeskanzlers Kiesinger mit Staatspräsident de Gaulle in Paris, 13.1.1967, AAPD 1967, Doc. 14, pp. 64-77, 
here p. 72f.; Gespräch des Bundesministers Brandt mit dem französischen Außenminister Couve de Murville 
in Paris, 13.1.1967, AAPD 1967, Doc. 15, pp. 78-89, here p. 84-87. 

31  Drahtbericht des Gesandten Peter Limbourg an das Auswärtige Amt, 9.1.1967, PAAA, B150, vol. 94, pp. 182f. 
32  Gespräch des Bundeskanzlers Kiesinger mit Premierminister Wilson, 16.2.1967, AAPD, Doc. 57, pp. 284-291, 

here p. 288. Cf. Willy Brandt, Begegnungen und Einsichten. Die Jahre 1960-1975, Hamburg, Hoffmann und 
Campe, 1976, p. 205. 

33  Aufzeichnung StS 105/67 von Staatssekretär Lahr betr. Beitritt Großbritanniens zur EWG, 11.1.1967, PAAA, 
B2, vol. 130. 
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becomes of the relationship between the two halves of Europe’.34 For him, over and above 

the unification of Western Europe, the aim was to bring the countries of Western and Eastern 

Europe back together ‘under changed circumstances, on a new basis’.35 

On 4 October 1967, in a memorandum headed ‘Guidelines on Germany’s European 

Policy’, Paul Frank, subdivisional head at the foreign ministry, identified what specific effects 

this political conception of intra-German affairs and Ostpolitik would have on the West 

German government’s European policy. According to Frank, the long-term goal of German 

European policy was to ‘reorder pan-European relations, including the problem of Germany, 

through various forms of economic and political cooperation between Eastern and Western 

Europe (European peace order)’.36 Thus, before extending cooperation to Eastern Europe, all 

Western European countries must first be engaged in it. The expansion of the EEC thus 

constituted ‘a necessary step on the way towards pan-European cooperation taking in East 

and West’. 

The federal chancellery, meanwhile, reacted to the UK’s application with ‘anti-British 

scepticism’.37 Kiesinger feared that British accession would hamper the political cooperation 

among EEC countries on which he had set his sights and strain Franco-German relations. 

On 13 February 1967, at a meeting of the CDU federal executive committee, Kiesinger 

argued that while the British had made many pro-European statements since 1950, they had 

consistently acted in anti-European fashion. The process of European unification would no 

doubt ultimately lead to British membership. But at present, he argued, the crucial question 

was whether Great Britain wished to participate in political cooperation.38 Kiesinger asked the 

British ambassador Frank Roberts whether Britain was prepared to play a full role in such 

cooperation. ‘The question’, Kiesinger asserted, ‘is whether a country that created the 

greatest empire after that of the Romans is able and willing to join in’.39 

The views of the economics ministry lay somewhere in between these poles. It had no 

doubts about the economic benefits of British accession, but feared a negative impact in 

terms of energy policy. In a memorandum sent to Chancellor Kiesinger by economics 

minister Karl Schiller (SPD) on 4 July 1967, permanent secretary Fritz Neef stressed that for 

a number of reasons, British coal was cheaper than German. If Britain joined and the current 

                                                 
34  ‘Die Verantwortung der Deutschen gegenüber Europa. Vortrag auf der Jahrestagung des Kuratoriums der 

Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung in Düsseldorf am 30.11.1967’, in Willy Brandt, Außenpolitik, Deutschlandpolitik, 
Europapolitik. Grundsätzliche Erklärungen während des ersten Jahres im Auswärtigen Amt, Berlin, Berlin-
Verlag, 1968, pp. 149-164, here p. 152. 

35  Ibid. 
36  Aufzeichnung des Leiters der Unterabteilung IA des Auswärtigen Amts, Paul Frank, betr. Leitlinien für die 

deutsche Europapolitik, 4.10.1967, PAAA, B1, vol. 324. This is also the source of the following quotations. 
37  Philipp Gassert, Kurt Georg Kiesinger 1904-1988. Kanzler zwischen den Zeiten, München, DVA, 2006, p. 303. 
38  Sitzung des CDU-Bundesvorstands am 13. Februar 1967, in Kiesinger: ‘Wir leben in einer veränderten Welt’, 

Doc. 11, pp. 420-479, here p. 440. 
39  Gespräch des Bundeskanzlers Kiesinger mit dem britischen Botschafter Frank Roberts am 9. Februar 1967, 

10.2.1967, Archiv der Christlich-Demokratischen Politik [ACDP], Nachlass Kiesinger, vol. 287. 
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trade barriers were removed as a result, this would make the process of adjustment in the 

German coal industry even more difficult. It was therefore crucial that the common market 

had reached a sufficiently advanced stage before the addition of British imports. Moreover, 

Neef emphasized that the generally positive appraisal of the prospects for the German 

economy was based on the key assumption that the EEC’s development into a common 

market would not be arrested by the accession negotiations. That which had been 

accomplished thus far must not be put at risk; institutional cooperation in particular must 

remain in place.40 The economics ministry therefore came out in favour of internal 

development and institutional consolidation of the EEC prior to British accession. 

All in all, the role of ‘broker’ thus had the advantage of causing the least amount of 

irritation to the western partner states – the aim was to keep everyone as happy as possible. 

At the same time, this role was also beneficial domestically, as it removed the need to thrash 

out the differing views of the ministries and the federal chancellery on British accession. 

 

4 The West German government’s efforts to initiate political cooperation within the 

EEC 

The grand coalition government went to great lengths to get political cooperation among the 

six EEC countries off the ground, particularly during the first six months of its existence. This 

commitment was evidently down to Chancellor Kurt Georg Kiesinger. As a delegate to the 

Council of Europe, Kiesinger had championed political cooperation between the states of 

western Europe as early as 1958. These ought, in Kiesinger’s emotive formulation, to learn 

to ‘act in concert on the world stage’. Kiesinger therefore proposed regular meetings of 

heads of government, for which the ground would be laid by a secretariat.41 While Kiesinger’s 

proposal was discussed no further in the Council of Europe, the new chancellor was still 

committed to this goal. 

Kiesinger’s efforts to initiate political cooperation between the EEC countries were based 

on a long-term vision. The chancellor predicted a future ‘world dominated by the giants’, 

which for Kiesinger included China and India as well as the US and USSR. According to him, 

Europe could survive in such a world only if it pooled its energies. Furthermore, he saw his 

European project as a ‘vehicle’42 enabling the Germans to exercise a certain influence on 

                                                 
40  Aufzeichnung des Staatssekretärs Neef betr. wirtschaftspolitische Überlegungen zum Beitritt Großbritanniens 

und anderer EFTA-Staaten zu den Europäischen Gemeinschaften, 1.7.1967, BaK, B102, vol. 61703; Schiller 
an Kiesinger, 4.7.1967, PAAA, B20, vol. 1167. 

41  ‘Rede Kiesingers am 15.1.1958 vor der Beratenden Versammlung des Europarats’, in Kurt Georg Kiesinger, 
Stationen, 1949-1969, Tübingen, Wunderlich, 1969, p. 71. Vgl. Per Fischer, ‘Vertrauen für das neue 
Deutschland – Kurt Georg Kiesinger als Abgeordneter im Europarat’, in Begegnungen mit Kurt Georg 
Kiesinger. Festgabe zum 80. Geburtstag, Dieter Oberndörfer (ed.), Stuttgart, DVA, 1984, pp. 158-163. 

42  Gassert, Kiesinger, p. 85. 
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international politics once again. He judged a sudden switch from economic to political 

cooperation, as expected when the EEC was founded, as unrealistic. Instead, he called for 

governments to make a conscious political decision to start developing political 

cooperation.43 

Britain’s intention to accede made this yet more urgent; as explained above, Kiesinger 

was highly sceptical about the impact of British membership on political cooperation. Karl 

Theodor Freiherr von und zu Guttenberg (CSU), parliamentary secretary at the federal 

chancellery and Kiesinger’s closest adviser on foreign policy, clearly laid out the chancellor’s 

attitude. In a discussion with Bruno de Leusse, chef de cabinet to French foreign minister 

Maurice Couve de Murville, on 20 May 1967, Guttenberg explained: 

 

The chancellor sees a danger that over-hasty expansion, determined largely by economic 

factors, may turn the close-knit Community of the Six, geared towards political 

cooperation, into an ‘economic monster without the capacity to take political action’.44 

 

The summit conference of the six EEC countries in Rome in May 1967 offered a good 

opportunity to ensure that political cooperation got off the ground. The tenth anniversary of 

the treaties of Rome was to be celebrated in fitting style. At the summit conference, Kiesinger 

then spoke in favour of political cooperation among the six EEC countries, alluding to the 

escalating crisis in the Middle East. To this end, he suggested further meetings of the heads 

of state and government or foreign ministers, which should be prepared by experts. When 

this proposal was rejected, most notably by the Netherlands, which pointed out that Great 

Britain would not be taking part, Kiesinger offered to start off the cooperation between the 

Six, but to remain open to the participation of others.45 After the meeting was temporarily 

adjourned, it was very cautiously agreed that the foreign ministers would examine how the 

six EEC countries ‘could gradually develop closer political ties’46. A further meeting of the 

heads of state and government was planned for 1967 but failed to materialize. 

It had thus become clear that it would be almost impossible to begin political cooperation 

given the current state of the European Communities. As a result, parliamentary secretary 

Guttenberg referred bitterly to Dutch foreign minister Joseph Luns: ‘It makes you wonder why 

                                                 
43  Sitzung des CDU-Bundesvorstands am 13. Februar 1967, in Kiesinger: ‘Wir leben in einer veränderten Welt’, 

Doc. 11, pp. 420-479, here p. 440; Gespräch des Bundeskanzlers Kiesinger mit Präsident Nixon in 
Washington, 8.8.1969, AAPD 1969, Doc. 259, pp. 906-909; Gassert, Kiesinger, p. 467. 

44  Vermerk des Parlamentarischen Staatssekretärs im Bundeskanzleramt, Guttenberg, 22.5.1967, BaK, 
Nachlass Guttenberg, vol. 154, pp. 150-154, here p. 152. 

45  For an account of how the summit conference unfolded, see Staatssekretär Lahr, z. Zt. Rom, an das 
Auswärtige Amt, 31.5.1967, AAPD 1967, Doc. 197, pp. 842-848. 

46  Kommuniqué über die Konferenz der Staats- und Regierungschefs der Mitgliedsstaaten der EWG am 29. und 
30.5.1967 in Rom, in Europa-Archiv 22 (1967), pp. D268f., here p. D269. 
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this man received the Karlspreis. Those who hinder the possible in favour of the desirable 

are putting the breaks on the unification of Europe, not promoting it.’47 In a confidential 

briefing, government spokesman Karl-Günther von Hase, who was close to Kiesinger, went 

so far as to characterize the Dutch attitude at the summit conference in Rome as ‘crude’ and 

accused them of pursuing ‘bulldozer politics’. The role of the Dutch with respect to the 

question of British membership was that of a ‘Trojan ass’.48 

Initially, following the failure of his initiative, Kiesinger’s efforts to get political cooperation 

up and running were limited to rhetoric. Kiesinger again stepped up his efforts to promote 

political cooperation only after de Gaulle’s resignation in April 1969 and with the 

parliamentary elections in Germany, due in September 1969, in mind. Kiesinger now called 

for the EEC member states to embrace political cooperation, with the Community at the heart 

of the unification of Europe; those countries interested in economic cooperation would be 

grouped around this core.49 Kiesinger assumed that this core should also cooperate militarily, 

fearing that the Americans would pull their troops out of Europe and hoping that the 

Europeans would manage to fill the resulting security policy vacuum themselves.50 

In September 1969 Kiesinger pushed his conception of a core Europe in talks with the 

new French president Georges Pompidou. The latter expressed serious doubts about 

Kiesinger’s ideas. According to Pompidou, the partner states were very unlikely to embrace 

Kiesinger’s proposal. Pompidou also made it clear that for him the economic development of 

France and Europe took precedence over political unification.51 

Kiesinger’s proposal was thus laid to rest. At the time, the notion of variable integration 

appealed neither to the accession candidates nor the other EEC partner states. The latter’s 

priority was opening the negotiations on accession and the economic consolidation of the 

EEC. 

 

                                                 
47  Karl Theodor zu Guttenberg, Fußnoten, Stuttgart, Seewald, 1972, pp. 129f. 
48  Drahtbericht Nr. 173 des Botschafters Knoke, Den Haag, 6.6.1967, PAAA, B150, vol. 104, pp. 4513f., here 

p. 4513. 
49  For Kiesinger’s proposal and its controversial discussion in the German government see Henning Türk, ‘Kurt 

Georg Kiesingers Kerneuropakonzept. War der Kanzler der Großen Koalition seiner Zeit voraus?’, in Wilfried 
Loth (ed.), Europäische Gesellschaft. Grundlagen und Perspektiven, Wiesbaden, VS-Verlag, 2005, pp. 230-
244. 

50  Gespräch des Bundeskanzlers Kiesinger mit dem Oberbefehlshaber der Alliierten Streitkräfte in Europa, 
Goodpaster, 28.8.1969, AAPD 1969, Doc. 271, pp. 939-941, here p. 940. 

51  Gespräch des Bundeskanzlers Kiesinger mit Staatspräsident Pompidou in Bonn, 8.9.1969, AAPD 1969, Doc. 
279, pp. 962-973, here p. 964f. 
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5 Conclusion 

As we have seen, between 1966 and 1969 West Germany’s European policy incorporated a 

range of different interests and determining factors. 

Economic interests clearly dominated the negotiations on the Kennedy round of the 

GATT. With West German industry’s heavy orientation towards exports in mind, the 

government focussed its efforts primarily on achieving a major reduction in tariffs in the 

industrial sector. West German agriculture, meanwhile, whose future prospects looked poor, 

was a mere pawn in the negotiations. Even in these manifestly economic areas, the central 

importance of West Germany’s dependence on the US in terms of security policy is striking. 

The US government tried to win the West German government over to its way of thinking by 

repeatedly pointing to the risk that the isolationists would be strengthened if the Kennedy 

round failed. In this context, the fact that the EEC was representing German trade interests 

proved very helpful. By pointing to its EEC partners’ hard-line stance, the West German 

government attempted to evade US blackmail. 

The West German government’s behaviour with respect to the issue of accession was 

informed by a multitude of motives and interests. Its role as intermediary in relation to this 

issue can be put down to both foreign and domestic policy determinants. In terms of the 

former the West German government was clearly eager to ensure good relations with 

France. It hoped that this foreign policy realignment would enable it, above all, to pursue a 

more flexible Ostpolitik. But because West Germany was ultimately dependent on strong 

backing from its western allies as a consequence of its vulnerable position within the East-

West conflict, adopting the role of intermediary seemed nothing less than imperative. At the 

same time, this role made it possible to paper over internal differences between key 

ministries and the federal chancellery regarding the consequences of accession. 

Chancellor Kiesinger was the leading proponent of political cooperation, his commitment 

underpinned by the long-term vision of a future world dominated by India, China, the USSR 

and US. Europe could survive in this world only if it developed into a strong power with a 

common foreign and defence policy. 

This case study has demonstrated that a variety of motivations underlay West Germany’s 

European policy goals, which were justified in terms of economic, but also political and 

strategic factors. These goals were to some extent rooted in international political realities 

and informed by domestic political disputes. But we should also bear in mind the influence of 

actors and their views on European unification. It would be misconceived to focus solely on 

economic interests. Particularly in the case of West Germany we need to pay much attention 

to strategic calculations in the context of East-West conflict. 


