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During the 1990s the North Atlantic Treaty Organi zation has faced a
fundanental crisis of purpose. The Soviet Union had collapsed, Germany had been
reunified, and the nations of the West, especially the alliance s |eader, the
United States, were now turning their attention toward their unresol ved interna
probl ens. The inevitable question arose: should NATO should remain in existence,
or follow the Cold War into oblivion? Although the full inpact of the war in
Kosovo is still uncertain, it seens reasonably clear that although NATO ni ght
be considered a child of the Cold War, it does not intend to follow its parent
into the dust bin of history. I ndeed, through the decision in favor of
enl argenent as well as the redefining of the alliance s original purposes, the
countries of NATO have reinvigorated the alliance for the 215 century.

VWhat does this have to with the 1960s? Although the dinensions of the
crisis have been obscured by subsequent history, the North Atlantic Treaty
Organi zation faced a remarkably simlar challlenge during the 1960s. After the
Berlin and Cuban Mssile Crises, the general fear of a nuclear war between the
two superpowers faded quite rapidly. The Partial Test Ban Treaty, signed in
August 1963, was the first major agreenment between the superpowers, and seened

to hold out the general pronmise of detente. I ndeed, although it nmy seem
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surprising froma |ater perspective, in the md-1960s there was a pervasive sense
that the Cold War was, if not over, certainly cooled down considerably fromthe
successive hot crises of the 1950s and early 1960s. (CBS News devoted one of its
radio talk shows in early 1967 to the question, «ls the Cold War Over?)! The
easing of tensions in Europe, coupled with French President Charles de Gaulle’'s
defiance of Anmerican |eadership, seened to augur a new period of uncertainty
about the Western alliance. As the United States turned its attention toward
tackling its own social and racial problens, and becanme increasingly comrtted
to a war in Southeast Asia, Europe’s importance as a field of Anmerican-Soviet
confrontati on seemed to dimnish. Wth European countries also intent on
devoting their resources to donmestic needs, and with signs of some thawing in
Eastern Europe, many Western observers feared that the absence of a sense of
threat would undernmine the solidarity of the alliance. Sone European apostles
of NATO |ike the influential German politician Kurt Birrenbach, professed to see
the real danger of the «disintegration of the alliance.»? Wen in 1966 de Gaulle
pul | ed France out of NATO s integrated command, and when it appeared that both
the United States and Britain were contenplating | arge reductions in their forces
in Europe, Birrenbach’s fears were not unreasonable. NATO faced its nost serious
crisis in, at that tinme, its only seventeen year history.

This project, which will eventually become a full scale book, exam nes
this crisis through the perspective of the nmuch-maligned 36'" President of the
United States, Lyndon Bai nes Johnson, whose reputation wll always be consi dered
in the shadow of the Anerican failure in Vietnam It will exam ne the general
state of the literature on the Johnson Admi nistration’s policies in Europe
di scuss the challenges to witing a bal anced historical account of the period,

suggest a new and revi sionist approach, and exam ne sone of the npst inportant



i ssues faced during this critical time in alliance history.

1.) The Literature on the Johnson Era

The historian H W Brands, in his Wages of G obalism one of the recent

studi es of the Johnson era foreign policy, argues that "it was Lyndon Johnson's
peculiar bad luck to preside over American foreign policy at the noment the
scales of world power were tipping away from the United States."?® Most
hi storical treatnments of the Johnson era enphasize the debilitating effect of the
war in Vietnamon America's international standing, seeing it as both a cause and
a harbinger of Anerica's overall political and economic decline.* As one recent
book put it, "Lyndon Johnson's presidency, his plans for a Great Society, and his
quest for national unity and universal adulation all sank and rotted in the rain
forests and rice paddi es of Southeast Asia."®

The overall verdict on the Johnson foreign policy, including his policy
toward Europe, remains a negative one.® Lyndon Johnson hinself usually shoul ders
much of the blame. The perception that Johnson was a stunbling | eader in foreign
policy was an early elenent of criticismof his adm nistration, and has becone
a fixed image of the 36th president. In late January 1964, after a crisis in

Panama, Douglas Kiker in the New York Herald Tribune depicted Johnson

"di sorgani zed and di sengaged in foreign affairs."” A satirical folk song witten
early in 1964, was entitled «Luci Baines,»after the President’s younger daughter

and it contained the refrain, «uci Baines, she is no Jackie but then who
conmpl ai ns; she may tacky but she is the brains behind our foreign policy, Wo
el se but Luci could it be?»® On a nore serious note, in one of the first studies

of Johnson's foreign policy, the journalist Philip Geyelin argued that Johnson
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"had no taste and scant preparation for the deep waters of foreign policy..."®

Princeton historian Eric Coldman, who had hoped to play the role of Arthur

Schl esi nger Jr. for the Johnson Administration, wote in his nenoir that "Lyndon

Johnson entered the Wite House not only little concerned with the outer world

but leery of it. 'Foreigners are not like the folks | amused to,' he remarked
and he was only hal f-joking. "

Critics have stressed Johnson's provincialism ignorance, and crude
Anerican nationalismas central to his foreign policy failures. Hi storian Wl do
Hei nri chs argued that Johnson was "cul ture-bound and vul nerable to clichés and
stereotypes about world affairs."'’ Henry Kissinger observed that "President
Johnson did not take naturally to international relations. One never had the
i npressi on that he woul d think about the topic spontaneously - while shaving, for
exanple. "' Sonme longtime friends of Johnson came to share this view Oxford-
educated J. WIliam Ful bright, the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, who had known Johnson for years and even supported him for President
in 1960, cane to think of him- before the escalation of the war in Vietnam- as
"an unl ettered Texan desperately in need of enlightened guidance in matters of
foreign policy."*® Doris Kearns Goodwin, an early and influential biographer,
portrayed LBJ's hesitancy in foreign affairs and disdainfully wote that
"Johnson's belief in the universal applicability of American values ... was the
source of his greatest weakness as president."

The contrast with his martyred predecessor has al so affected perceptions
of Johnson's foreign policy. Many contenporaries could not help but nake an
unf avorabl e conparison between the Northeastern, Harvard-educated, urbane,
cosnopol i tan John Kennedy, whose admi nistration was absorbed w th apocal yptic

foreign policy crises such as Berlin and Cuba, and his Western, earthy, Southwest
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Texas State Teachers Col |l ege-educated successor.!® A Washhington Post witer

referred to Johnson as "the antithesis of John F. Kennedy...the cowboy who had
rented the Taj Mahal with a rebel yell...a caricature out of an Anerican Western
with an uncultivated accent and an often unintelligent turn of phrase."'® The
contrast seened especially sharp on Europe and European issues. Henry Brandon
the Washi ngton columist for the London Tines, wote about Kennedy that "No other
presi dent spoke for Europe, with such understanding as he did," and that he
enj oyed such popularity in Europe because of the "inpression he created of being
a living fusion of the American and European cultures."?'’ By contrast Lyndon
Johnson was, as Tom W cker noted, "a m ddl e-aged nan of small town Anerica, both
a Westerner and a Southerner,” ... whose internationalismwas "based on a self-
ri ght eous sense of Anerican superiority,"!® and whose style, as even his nost
I oyal subordinate Jack Val enti acknow edged, "repelled Europeans."?®

This negative perception has continued to influence the relatively few
extended treatments of Johnson's policy toward Europe. Frank Costigliola
concl udes that Johnson and his advisors "renmmined inprisoned by the Cold War
di scourse that restricted even their nost innovative policies.” David Kaiser of
the Naval War College has argued that the "years 1965-1969 [were] generally
unproductive ones in East-Wst relations."? In an essay reviewi ng recent
literature on the Johnson period, Boston University political scientist David
Fronkin argued that Johnson did not have a foreign policy, «only a set of
unoriginal opinions that he articulated with great force and conviction and was
unwilling to question even in the face of failure.»* Brands, although nore
generous to LBJ, still concluded that Johnson suffered froma "dogged |ack of
i magi nation,” which led himto "stick to the traditional verities of the Cold

War . " 22
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Johnson's own determ nation, early in his Presidency, to focus on enacting
Kennedy's stalled legislative program also contributed to the inpression that
he was | ess interested and know edgeable in foreign affairs. Alnost all witers
make the contrast between Johnson's great success in passing donestic |egislation
- such landmark legislation as the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights
Act of 1965, and Medicare - and his foreign policy failures, nost notably
Vi et nam Ki ssinger notes that the "very qualities of conprom se and
consultation on which his donmestic political successes were based proved
di sastrous in foreign policy."?® This view of Johnson, that he was a master of
donmestic politics but out of his elenent in foreign relations, was underlined
recently in the Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. survey of historians, which ranks
Anerican Presidents. Schl esi nger commented on Lyndon Johnson's ranking by
hi storians as an "above average" President, noting that it came about because
[Johnson's] "donmestic and foreign record [is] so discordant."?2*

The "above average" ranking which Johnson enjoys anmong professiona
historians is in sharp contrast with his extraordinarily low standing with the
Aneri can public. In polls taken in the late 1980s and early 1990s neasuring
public opinion of Presidents from Roosevelt to Reagan, Johnson was near or at the
bottomin 11 categories, even placing below Richard N xon in noral standards.

The general public has a stronger distaste for "big government” and the donestic
programs of the "Great Society" than that of academc historians, and this
further contributes to Johnson's |low standing. In addition, Qiver Stone's novie
"JFK," placed Johnson at the center of the conspiracy to kill John Kennedy, and
one of Martin Luther King's sons has recently charged that LBJ was behind that
assassination as well. In reviewing Robert Caro's negative biography of Johnson

Gary Wlls wote "Lyndon Johnson was clearly a nonster of ambition, greed, and
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cruelty. VWhat's not to loathe?"?® On a nuch lighter note, New York Tines
columi st Russell Baker joked about the presidential candidacies of Texas
Governor George Bush Jr. by remarking, "Does anybody seriously believe this
country will be ready for nore Texas in the Wiite House while mllions still live

who renmenber Lyndon Johnson. ?"2°

2.) Challenges in Interpreting the Johnson Era

Usual ly when history and the conventional w sdom tilt as far in one
direction, there is room for some revisionism In their |opsided and overly
negative character, these judgnents and assunptions about Lyndon Johnson, the
Johnson Presidency, and by extension its policy toward Europe are open to serious
reservations. First, though, one nust concede that in many respects Johnson was
his own worst enenmy. Inordinately sensitive to mldest criticism and plagued
by deep personal insecurities, Johnson poses many difficult questions of
interpretation. Possessed of a passion for secrecy and concealing his
motivations - WIIliam Manchester once wote that for Lyndon Johnson, "the
shortest distance between two points was a tunnel"?” - it is often difficult to
determ ne Johnson's thinking on many foreign policy questions. In his typically
fol ksy manner, Johnson told Senator Russell Long, «Now |I’mjust an old Johnson
Cty boy, but when |I'’m playing bridge and | show the other fellow nmy whol e hand
I can’t nmake a very good deal wth him »28 Johnson was also, as nany
politicians are, sonething of an actor, and he often played different roles for
di fferent audiences.? Nevertheless, historians have been far too willing to
accept a static caricature of Lyndon Johnson rather than |look at the full

conplexity of the man or his devel opnent and learning while in office. They have
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tended to ignore evidence of the nore serious and thoughtful Johnson, the Johnson

who, as a Treasury departnent official put it, had an "innate high intelligence
that you sort of wish every president would have."3® Histories are far nore
likely to include the anecdotes of the vulgar Johnson - such as Johnson talking
policy with an aide while sitting on the toilet? - than include such
observations as that of America's anbassador to Britain, the aristocratic David
Bruce, who remarked that "LBJ was one of the npbst courteous human beings |'ve
ever met."3*2 Former Hi gh Conmi ssioner to Germany, John McCloy, a frequent advisor
to Presidents, comented that Johnson was "much nore exacting and penetrating in
the questions he put to you than his predecessor (Kennedy)."3* Johnson was a
mass of contradictions, or as his aide Bill Myers remarked, "LBJ was thirteen
of the nost interesting and difficult nmen |'ve ever met."3* Joseph Califano,
anot her Johnson assistant and | ater Secretary of Health, Education, and Wl fare,
echoed this when he wote: "The Lyndon Johnson | worked with was brave and
brutal, conpassionate and cruel, incredibly intelligent and infuriatingly
insensitive, with a shrewd and uncanny instinct for the jugular of his allies and
adversaries."?®

In ny view there are four challenges to interpreting Johnson and his
times. The first is one recently presented by his biographer Robert Dalleck, and
requires recogni zing that Johnson's career and ideas can tell us a great deal
about America in the niddle years of the 20th century, both in the donestic and
foreign arenas. 3 Johnson was quite representative of the America of mid-20th
century - in his view of the expansive role of government in correcting social
wrongs, his assunptions about Anerica’s world | eadership, in his belief about the
need to pronote econonm c growh and devel opnent, both in his native South and

throughout the world. On a nore psychol ogi cal and personal level, there were



9
ways that Lyndon Johnson, a man of newly acquired wealth w thout a sophisticated
or cosnopolitan background was very Anerican, in an al nost enbarrassing fashion
so much so that a recent biographer wote that Lyndon Johnson is the "one nbdern
Presi dent nost Anericans refuse to look in the eye, to consider in all his
vul garity, passion, weakness, and greatness."%

Secondly, the inpact of the Vietnam War, although powerful and pervasive,
shoul d not sinply be assunmed, but needs to be assessed and anal yzed. Because the
war slowy "escal ated,"” and Johnson did not declare a national energency to fight
it, the conflict existed in an uneasy coexi stence with the ongoing activities and
policies of the Anmerican government. It is open to question whether the war
"fundanmental |l y* altered every other elenment of U S. foreign policy as sone have
argued, or whether its inpact accelerated certain trends, and inhibited others. 38

Dean Rusk may not have been exaggerati ng when he told German Foreign M nister
WIlly Brandt in February 1967, that it was a "false inpression that Viet-Nam pre-
occupies us to the exclusion of everything else."® The war's inpact cane in
ebbs and flows did not bring to a halt all other Johnson foreign policy
initiatives, nor did it paralyze the Adm nistration. No one denies that Vietnam
cast a very |ong shadow over the Adm nistration's policy toward Europe, but we
still need to understand what the Johnson Admi nistration acconplished and fail ed
to acconplish despite the war as well as because of it.

Thirdly, U S. historians should no longer insist on the "decline of
Aneri can power" as the principle nodel or paradi gmfor understanding any and al
devel opnents during this period. Certainly there was a relative decline in U S.
power, but this approach to the events of this time is too sinplistic and far too
sweepi ng, both because it greatly exaggerates Anerica's ability to control events

abroad in the 1950s and it underestinmates America's continuing relative power in
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the 1970s and 1980s.%° American «decline,» after all, was engineered
purposeful ly by American | eadership after World VWar 11, with such progranms as the
Marshall Plan and assistance to Japan. The Anmerican position after World Var |
was artificially high, and the signs of a change in the U S. econonm c position
were already apparent at the end of the Ei senhower Adm nistration. President
Kennedy's own obsession with the bal ance of paynents had its roots in these
worries as well. Managing the adjustnment in alliance relationships that relative
decline would bring becane one of the tasks of the Johnson Adm nistration,
accelerated as it was because of Vietnam but already apparent in 1964. Johnson
was as aware of this as anyone. For exanple, he recognized that the recovery of
Europe had all owed "nonetary strength" to be "spread nore wi dely over the world
than in the early postwar years, when the dollar dominated affairs,”* but unlike
his successor, Johnson sought to meke this adjustnment through internationa
negotiation, rather than unilateral American action.

Fourthly, historians assessing and evaluating Anmerica's policy toward
Western Europe during this period need to recognize sonme of the limts of
alliance politics, with a clear sense of what the Europe of the nid-1960s was
like. Both Western and Eastern Europe were in political transition, both freed
in very different ways as the bitter confrontation between the United States and
the Soviet Union was slowy and cautiously giving way to a fragile detente. The
alliance was easier to hold together when the Europeans feared Mscow s
intentions, and when they were too poor to worry about Anmerica' s econonic
dom nance. The mi d-1960s were different, and the strongest |eader in Western
Eur ope was al so the one nost hostile to Anerican political and econom c policies,
France’'s President Charles de Gaulle. Indeed de Gaulle’s challenge to U S

policy in Europe and around the world should not be underestinmated. Not only did
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the General attack U S. policy in Southeast Asia and recognize the People’s
Republic of China , he sought his own detente with the Soviet Union in Europe,

chal l enged the integrating functions of NATO and attacked the Bretton Wods
system by converting his country’s reserve currency holdings into gold. At the
same tinme his veto of British menbership in the European Econom ¢ Conmunity and
his resistance to any neasures that nmoved Europe toward a greater federalism had
effectively halted the momentum toward further European integration. The other
two maj or European allies of the United States faced different chall enges that
limted their political effectiveness. |In 1964, Britain was in the mdst of a
political transition, with a weakened conservative governnment followed by a Labor
Governnent with a tiny mgjority. Her successive financial troubles and concern
over the value of the pound paralyzed British |eaders. By the tinme Harold WI son
secured a large political mandate in 1966, Britain's econom c weakness was
| eading to a reassessnent of her worldw de role and decisions to cut back her
i nvol venents. In 1964 West Germany was strong econonically, but Ludwi g Erhard
presi ded over a divided government, with significant factions favoring a policy
oriented nore toward Gaullist France. Even forner Secretary of State Dean
Acheson, a supporter of Erhard, referred to the Chancellor as the "Herbert Hoover
of German politics - a technician with popular appeal, and that's all."*
Frustrated with the |lack of progress toward reunification, and with progress
toward European unity stymed by de Gaulle, the direction of German politics was
uncl ear. Eastern Europe showed signs of greater independence with countries I|ike
Pol and, Czechosl ovaki a, and Hungary interested in expanding the range of their
trade and econom c contacts. Wthin such a setting Johnson faced the very rea
danger of the slow unravelling of the alliance, as countries focussed on internal

questions, or as in the case of the U S., it became commtted in Southeast Asia.
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The true test of alliance |eadership in the Johnson period canme in its ability
to solve problens and prevent disputes fromescalating, not in extolling "grand

designs" or proclaimng "the year of Europe.”

3.) The Role of Donestic Politics in Johnson’s Foreign Policy

Along with the chall enges of re-thinking Lyndon Johnson’s era, we need to
approach this period with sonmething of a 1990s understanding of the role of
donmestic politics. Secretary of State Madeline Albright has stressed the
i nportance of donestic politics in her vision of American foreign policy, and
Cold War taboos about the connection between foreign affairs and donestic
questi ons have begun to break down. To this extent, Lyndon Johnson was ahead of
his time, as his foreign policy was inextricably linked to his donestic agenda.

Geyelin recognized this at the time, noting that "Not since Roosevelt, or
per haps ever, have foreign politics been integrated so inextricably into the
processes of donmestic politics."* One can understand this in three specific
ways. The first is that Johnson recogni zed that the domestic situation of the
United States would affect foreign perceptions of America and contribute to
American prestige and influence. Foreign policy was also connected to what he
sought to acconplish at honme, and it should reinforce those objectives and, in
its own turn, be strengthened by them Johnson sought, as Joseph Califano has
noted, "to mount a social revolution" in civil rights and the extension of the
wel fare state.*® He wanted a foreign policy that would help sustain and reinforce
those changes. To this extent, Johnson hoped that his attention to Anerica's
civil rights questions would play a role in America's world | eadership. Dean

Rusk stressed this fact as well, arguing that tackling such issues as civi
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rights was a "fundanmental prerequisite” to strengthening the American voice
abroad.*® Despite his opposition to civil rights legislation, even Ful bright canme
to support nuch the Great Society reformprogramfroma conviction that "If his
country were ever to pursue a policy of reason, restraint, and understanding
abroad, it nust do so at hone as well."* To this extent, the relative neglect
of European issues during the first two years of the Johnson Adnministration, as
the President struggled with the profound issues of civil rights and poverty, did
ultimately serve the | arger purposes of American foreign policy.

Secondl y, Johnson recogni zed the critical dinension of domestic politics
in affecting Anerican policies and options abroad, especially on such issues as
the mai ntenance of troops in Europe. As Goldmann recognized at the tinme, "No
noder n president has shown so intense a concern with maintaining broad approva
for his foreign policies in the House and Senate."*® Johnson was haunted by his
understanding of his boyhood hero, W.odrow WIlson, who failed to maintain
Congr essional support for his foreign policy. Johnson continually cultivated
such support, calling Senators and Congressnmen to |obby for his policies, and
insisting that his aides recognize the inportance of Congressional concerns.
However, this does not nmean that Johnson assessed foreign policy questions only
in terms of the benefit they might bring him in domestic politics. | ndeed
Johnson often rejected foreign policy positions that mght have brought him
short-term popul ar approval but which he believed woul d be damaging to long term
American interests. Such was the case clearly with the confrontation with de
Gaul I e, which Johnson m ght have handl ed in a demagogi c fashion, but decided to
follow a path of restraint

Thirdly, Johnson recognized that European reactions to his initiatives

woul d be conditioned by their domestic politics, and this consideration played
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an extrenely inmportant role in his decisions. He would often ask European
| eaders, as he did Erhard after their Decenber 1965 meeting, «what he could do
for him what he would like to take home with him for his people.» Although
Vi et nam conplicated his relationship with Harold WIson, both nen discussed their
internal political situations wth great frankness, and Johnson showed
consi derable reluctance to press WIlson on matters when his political majority
was thin. Johnson understood that the US and Britain did have sim lar interests
on a nunber of issues, telling him that «Wen you have headaches, we have
headaches too.»* James Cal | aghan, Chancellor of the Exchequer and one of WIlson's
top advisors, referred to Johnson as a «politician's politician,» a man who
understood the game of electoral politics no matter where it was played. To a
certain extent Johnson even understood de Gaulle’s anti-Anmerican posturing in
terms of the needs of a nationalistic politician to pull together his donestic
support. He didn’t approve of it, but on one |level he understood it better than

his foreign policy advisers.?®°

4.) Johnson and Europe - a Revisionist View

Overall, the argument presented in this essay is revisionist: the Johnson
Adm nistration's conduct of policy toward Europe, both Wstern and Eastern
deserves consideration as anmong the mpst inportant achievenents of his
presi dency. Despite the inmpact of the Vietnam War, the Johnson record on
Eur opean questions is an inpressive one. The Administration held the Atlantic
alliance together during what truly constituted its nost severe internal crisis,
the withdrawal of France fromthe unified mlitary conmand of NATO. %' Def using

the challenge posed in the U'S. Senate from the Mansfield Resolution - a
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resolution which called for the unilateral w thdrawal of half of all U S. forces
from Europe - Johnson initiated negotiations - the Trilateral Discussions -which
|l ead to the readjustment of the financial and military burdens of the alliance
with West Cermany, and at the same tine assisted Great Britain in keeping the
British Army of the Rhine in Gernmany. Al t hough historians stress Johnson’s
failure to gain a British commtment in Vietnam - an unlikely possibility from
the beginning - they neglect the way in which U S. financial assistance
mai nt ai ned the vale of the pound sterling and kept a British conm tnent East of
Suez three years longer than would have been the case otherw se. Johnson' s
instincts and wunderstanding of the inportance of donestic politics, a
characteristic frequently criticized by scholars of international affairs,
largely served himwell in dealing with European policy questions. They |led him
to recogni ze the problens inherent to the proposed Miltilateral Nuclear Force,
and move away from it and toward agreement on the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty. Despite the escalating war in Southeast Asia, the Admi nistration was
determined to "grow out of the Cold War" and followed a policy of "bridge-
bui | di ng" toward Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.% It had a partial success
in opening some avenues of trade and cultural exchange, as well as in |owering
the rhetorical tenperature of the Cold War. The Admi nistration sponsored
initiatives such as the creation of the International Institute for Applied
Systens Analysis (I1ASA), that were designed to create "non-political" Iinks
bet ween Western and Eastern Europe, fostering changes within the Eastern bl oc
that hel ped undermine communi st rule.% Johnson's Cctober 1966 speech, which laid
out a vision of a Europe «whole and free» - a phrase which George Bush woul d
resurrect in 1989 - encouraged detente in Europe as a way of overcom ng the

division of the continent. The speech was an inportant encouragenent to an



16
already visible mvement in German politics toward the developnment of
Ostpolitik.® The Administration fully supported the Harnel Report, which
provided the reconstructed NATO with a direction toward both deterrence and
detente. By 1968, as one study concluded at the time, «NATO was in a better
state of health than the pessinists predicted a few years ago. »°®

Negl ected in nost historical treatnents, foreign economc policy is an area
in which the Johnson Adm nistration had significant achievenents. Despite
i ntense donestic opposition, Johnson made a series of inportant decisions that
al l owed for the success of the Kennedy Round of tariff reductions with the EEC
continuing the novenent toward freer international trade and preventing a slide
back toward protectionism As one recent study concluded, "the Kennedy Round
contributed to the substantial rise in the value of world exports in the early
1970s as the tariff cuts were phased in."® Johnson’s decision to approve the
Kennedy Round came despite the relative lack of gain for Anerican agriculture in
the face of strong EEC resistance to anything that m ght affect the |aboriously
negoti ated Common Agricultural Policy. This required himto defy the w shes of
the politically influential Agriculture Departnent and upset a nunber of
significant donestic constituencies. (Edward Fried, one of Johnson's NSC
deputies, argued that LBJ was the «strongest advocate of free trade we have ever
had in the Wite House.®) Johnson also acted on the international nonetary front
to counter the French challenge and attenpt to stabilize the Bretton Wods
system He sponsored negotiations that sought to create a new international
money through international organization. These led directly to the breakthrough
agreenents at the Group of Ten's Septenber 1967 neeting and to the creation of
SDRs, Special Draw ng Rights on the International Mnetary Fund. Although the

role of SDRs has been limted, this inportant reform "planted a new pernmanent
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feature of international nonetary organization that has the potential for further
devel opment over the long term"® Both the Kennedy Round and the internationa
monet ary negotiations required careful attention to the donestic politics of key
allies, particularly West Germany and Great Britain, as well as a recognition of
the connection between security issues and questions of political econonmy. De
Gaulle's rejection of American | eadership in NATO had a counterpart in the French
attenpt to derail the Kennedy Round, SDR negotiations and underm ne the Bretton
Whods system In all of these questions - alliance politics, managing the
i nternational econony, creating a basis for detente - Lyndon Johnson's Presidency
energes as significantly nore creative and skilful than the picture presented in
the standard hi storiography. At an inportant time of transition in the Atlantic
relationship, with the Gaullist challenge, the need to readjust the burdens of
the alliance and to ease tensions with the Russians, Johnson worked successfully
to solve concrete problems with the allies, as his NSC deputy put it, "wthout
overl oading each other's politics, and thereby risk a splintering of the
structure we had together built since 1945."%°

Obviously no historical revisionismcan neglect the failure of Johnson's
Vi et nam deci si ons. The war exacted a heavy price, and Ilinmted the
Adm nistration's achi evenents, both foreign and donestic. |In European policy,
it |ed Johnson to pressure the German governnment of Ludwig Erhard to keep to its
schedul e for offset paynents, pressure which certainly contributed to Erhard's
dem se. Al though Johnson kept the British Arny in Gernmany, the admi nistration
was ultimately unsuccessful in preventing the devaluation of the pound. The
bal ance of paynments deficits aggravated by the war contributed to the gold crisis
of March 1968. The policy of bridge-building reached its own end with the Sovi et

i nvasi on of Czechosl ovakia. The bonbing of North Vietnam al so damaged Anerica's
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i mge in Western Europe and burdened relations with the Soviet Union and Eastern
Eur ope.

A bal anced | ook at the Johnson years needs to consider such issues, the
acconpl i shments and failures of the era. But along with taking a new | ook at
Johnson, | would al so argue that historians |ooking at US policy toward Europe
need to examine the interrelationship of foreign policy and donestic politics.
I contend that within the institutions and decision-making foruns of the western
alliance - both its security structure of NATO and its assortment of economc
groupi ngs, including the European Community, the IM-, and the G oup of Ten -
foreign policy issues were increasingly "donesticated,” wth transnationa
political coalitions and networks playing decisive roles.% The intellectua
awar eness that the behavior of the western countries deviated fromthe "realist"
vi ew of how nation states interact developed early in the postwar period. In
1957, the political scientist Karl Deutsch, schooled in Immanuel Kant's certainty
that |iberal denocracies were inclined toward peaceful cooperation, used the term
"pluralistic security comunities" to refer to Atlantic alliance. Deut sch
described a process whereby the nations within the alliance were developing a
network of security relationships which nmade the resort to force between them
unt hi nkabl e. This wunderstanding of the inportance of integration and
i nt erdependence perneated the intellectual atnosphere of the 1960s, [ eading
anal ysts to |l ook at the functioning of the alliance. Robert Keohane and Joseph
Nye focussed on the networks of "transnational relations, ... contacts,
coalitions, and interactions across state boundaries that are not controlled by
the central foreign policy organs of government."® NMore recently Thomas Risse-
Kappen has argued that the transatlantic alliance gradually cane to constitute

a comunity of |iberal denmocracies, which deeply affected the collective identity
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of all its nenbers, including the United States. Wthin such an alliance
comunity, norns comritted its menmbers to tinmely consultation and consistently
i nfluenced the decision-making process. Wth mlitary power or threats
consi dered inappropriate anong denocratic allies, donestic pressures were often
used as a way to increase one's leverage in transatlantic interactions. Finally,
within such a conmunity, neither the Europeans nor the United States can be
treated as wunitary actors. Rat her, transnational and transgovernnmenta
coalitions anong societal and bureaucratic actors frequently tipped the bal ance
in tightly fought and difficult decisions.® Louise Richardson's recent work
dealing with Angl o-Anerican relations during the Suez and Fal kl ands crisis al so
denonstrates the "centrality of transnational groups to policy outconmes."® |In
earlier research, | found this to be true in the course of trying to explain sone
of Anerica's policies toward Germany, and finding that one could not explain
these without reference to the transnational political coalitions which supported
certain approaches and worked within the institutional framework of the alliance
to achi eve the adoption of such policies.?®

Wthin the Western alliance community, with the concerns about answering
to the electorate, the timng of elections, appeasing particular bureaucracies
and econom c interest groups, and arranging coalitions in support of proposals
- the environment was beconming simlar to the environnent of American donestic
politics. 1In such a political context, Lyndon Johnson excelled, bringing with
himthe skills that he had honed as Senate majority | eader. Johnson recognized
the need to build political coalitions, understood the constraints created by the
donestic political situation of his allies, and forged the consensus necessary
to i npl ement solutions. Johnson believed these | eaders were influenced "by the

same grammar of power; whatever their countries' sizes or shapes, they shared a
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common concern with questions of rulership: which groups to rely on, which
advisers to rely on, and how to conduct thenselves amd the conplex intrigues of
politics."® Johnson thought, as Richard Barnet wote, that the "the globa
political elite constituted a club like the Senate, not even as big."% \Whatever
one mght think of such a conparison, within the Western alliance Johnson's
belief was not off the mark.

Certainly Johnson did not always have the type of detailed and intimate
knowl edge of his allies and adversaries that had contributed to his success in
the Senate. He did often have to use his experts, but Johnson was, as Califano
and ot hers have pointed out, very good at exploiting the talents and skills of
others in pursuit of his objectives. One of those experts was Francis Bator,
Johnson's Deputy Special Assistant for National Security Affairs. Bator went to
the White House in late April 1964 to handle international economc policy
matters for MGeorge Bundy, and in the sunmer of 1965 he received the portfolio
for European policy. A native of Hungary, Bator's famly had cone to the United
States before World War I1. Trained at MI1.T., Bator joined the faculty there
after receiving his Ph.D. He gained national prom nence when the argunents of

hi s book, The Question of Governnent Spending, were used by the Denobcrats to

justify increased Federal expenditures after their victory in 1960. Possessed
of a sharp sense of European history as well as economics, Bator was particularly
sensitive to the connections between security, political, and econom c questions.

He al so possessed a nunber of "transnational" connections with his counterparts
in allied governnments, especially the British, which frequently snoothed the way
toward agreement on contentious issues. Johnson, in fact, always sensitive to
the particul ar perspective or bias of his advisors, dubbed himBritain's second

anbassador in Washington. I ndeed, wupon his retirenent from the Johnson



21

Adm ni stration, The Econoni st, whose coverage of the Administration was generally

friendly, called Bator "Europe's assistant,” and noted that on a succession of
matters relating to America's European policy, "a thread of lucidity,
consi stency, and bal ance has been traceable in the Adm nistration's handling and
M. Bator has had a ot to do with it."® As holder of the portfolio for European
policy from 1965-1967, Bator was one of Johnson's "strong right arns” who hel ped
the President make his judgnents, frequently bal ancing political, econonmc, and
security issues. Bator also reflected - and to an extent absorbed -Johnson's own
acute sense of the inportance of donestic politics, not only the politics of the
United States, but the politics of each of the chief allies.® Neglected in nost
hi storical accounts, Bator played a significant role in advising Johnson on
European policy. Hi s activity offers an insight into a different Lyndon Johnson,
one capable of mastering the essentials of foreign policy as effectively as he

had donestic affairs.

5.)The Denise of the MLF and the Move Toward Detente

This essay will look at three areas to illumnate Johnson's approach to
Europe. The first is the Multilateral Nuclear Force (M.F), which was the chief
i ssue before NATO and the allies when Johnson becane President. The second wll
be the Johnson response to the challenge presented by French president Charles
de Gaulle, a challenge that cut to the heart of American |eadership in Europe

And the third will be the Johnson Admi nistration's handling of the Trilatera
tal ks, which readjusted the financial and mlitary burdens within the NATO
al l'i ance.

Desi gned to head off German interest in national nuclear forces, and to
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give Germany a role in the decision to use nucl ear weapons, the MF proposal had
changed considerably since it first wemerged late in the Eisenhower
Adm nistration. As part of his "G and Design," Kennedy had supported the concept
and allowed planning to proceed. Indeed, only two weeks before the
assassination, Vice President Johnson publicly endorsed the idea, calling it "a
first step toward a greater European voice in nuclear matters."% By early 1964,
the M.F proposal involved the creation of a "fleet of surface warships, arned
with Polaris mssiles, owned, controlled, and manned jointly by a nunmber of NATO
nations."’® After Kennedy's death, State Departnent supporters of the M.F, many
of whom hoped to use the MLF to push their goal of a politically unified Europe,
want ed Johnson to renew his earlier comitment and put pressure on the Europeans
to act. At a neeting with the President on April 10, 1964, Ceorge Ball argued
that the M.F would "give Germans a legitimate role in the defense of the
Alliance, but on a leash.” Thomas Finletter, the US Arbassador to NATO, reported
that the Europeans had the inpression Johnson wasn't interested in the project.

He argued that the "U. S. had to stop being diffident about the MLF.""* The only
mej or reservations about the M.F came from WIIliam Foster, head of the Arns
Control and Di sarmanent Agency, who worried that the MLF woul d damage the chance
for a disarmament or non-proliferation treaty.”

Johnson took up the challenge that Finletter presented. The President was
nmost interested in the argunent that Germany woul d have to be treated as an equa
with regard to nuclear weapons. In characteristic |anguage, Johnson told his
advi sers, "the Germans have gone off the reservation twice in our lifetinmes, and
we' ve got to make sure that doesn't happen again, that they don't go berserk."™

Rostow reinforced Johnson's fears when he told him "if the nultilatera

solution is shot down now, as it was in 1932, the swing to the Right is all too
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likely to repeat itself."™ But although Johnson thought the MLF could "satisfy

the pride and self-respect of the Europeans,” he "warned against trying to shove
the project down the throats of potential participants.”” Johnson did set a
year-end deadline for signing a treaty, and in a speech to newspaper editors
later that month announced, "W support the establishment of a multilatera
nucl ear force conposed of those nations that wish to participate."’®

Johnson' s deadline brought the MLF to the center of Anmerican diplonacy
toward Europe, wth anmbassadors urged to press their host countries for approval,
and the USI A seeking the dispel the inpression that the MLF was a bilateral US-
German arrangenent.’” (Thus it proved highly enmbarrassing to the Administration
when German Anbassador Wlhelm Gewe arrived in COctober 1964 with a proposal from
Chancel l or Ludwig Erhard to proceed with MLF on a bilateral basis.)’™ But while
the US pressure elicited more support for the proposal, it also served to
notivate the opposition. As the deadline approach, French attacks on the "two
horned and apparently powerless body" of MF increased, with the prediction of
a "very serious situation" if the MLF was approved. ’® The Russi ans al so stepped
up their criticism repeating their attack on giving the German "revanchi sts”
nucl ear weapons and contending that the MF would doom a nuclear non-
proliferation treaty.? The U S. Anbassador in Mdscow, Foy Kohler, believed they
were "genuinely concerned that MLF will only hasten the day when the FRG becones
a nucl ear power."8

After President Johnson's landslide victory, a conference was arranged
with the new British Prine Mnister Harold W1 son, whose Labour Party held only
a two-seat margin in the House of Conmmons. Al though he had nopderated his
opposition to an i ndependent British nuclear deterrent, WIson renai ned sceptica

of the MF. In the weeks before WIlson's visit, Bundy established a specia
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commttee, conmposed of hinself, Ball, Rusk, and MNamara, to work out a
negoti ating position. Bundy was particularly interested in evaluating the
Eur opean prospects for MF, and suspected that the picture being presented by M.F
advocates - "who are deternmined to nmake the Europeans do what is good for thent
- was seriously flawed.® As new information came in, Johnson's own doubts about
the project grew. The President had just won an el ecti on agai nst Barry Gol dwat er
i n which the nuclear question was the central issue, and though he had maintai ned
his support for the M.F, he had al so warned against "the fearful possibility of
nucl ear spread."® Now he was struck by the assessnment that German support for
the MLF was | ukewarm and that one of the reasons Germany supported it was "it
al so believes that we want it very badly."® Henry Kissinger told Bundy that "it
is sinmply wong to allege that the future orientation of the Federal Republic
depends on pushing through the MF."% Even George Ball, an MF supporter,
reported that Erhard's CDU was badly divided over the MLF, with its Gaullist w ng
bitterly attacking the idea.®
True to his understanding of all politics, donmestic and foreign, Johnson
now began to canvas the Senate, where he found little support for the MF
proposal . Conservatives disliked any sharing of the nuclear trigger, while
liberals believed the MLF "would further inperil the prospects for arnms contro
and divide the NATO alliance, all wthout adding to the security of the United
States."® The need to conduct a "great effort of political education" in order
to secure passage of the M.F sobered Johnson to the dangers the M.F posed to his
political power.® Wth historical analogies in mnd, LBJ decided he neither
wanted to be a Wwodrow Wl son, trying to push a League of Nations on a hostile
Senate, nor a Franklin Roosevelt, squandering his electoral landslide in a

Suprene Court packing plan.®°
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Prime Mnister WIlson arrived in the United States with a conproni se
proposal - an Atlantic Nuclear Force (ANF), which replaced the m xed-manned shi ps
wi th various national conponents, thereby preserving British ownership of its V-
Bonber and Polaris fleets. The Prime Mnister mght have been prepared to dea
on the MLF, but Johnson decided that there was no good reason to press a fragile
Labor governnent with an unpopul ar idea. Bundy convinced him that President
Kennedy had the same doubts about the M.F.®° "I|f Europe isn't for it, LBJ told
a small group of advisers, "then the hell with it." Rem nded of the argunent
that Anerican prestige was already comritted to the MLF, and that the U S. had
to save face, Johnson dism ssed the concern with one of his favorite sayings:
"Wiile you're trying to save face, you'll |ose your ass."® American pressure for
the MLF came to an end, and al though Johnson told the British and Germans t hat
they were welconme to devise their own solution, the MLF lost its centrality in
Anerica's NATO policy.®
When the dust settled, Bundy praised LBJ telling himthat "this was wthout
doubt the nost productive and useful two days that we have had in foreign affairs
since President Kennedy went to Berlin. "% The demise of the MF reinforced
Johnson's own desire to pursue an easing of tensions with the Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe. Fears about the effects of the MLF on nuclear proliferation and
arnms control negotiations were inportant to the opposition in the United States.
From his first days in office, Johnson was determ ned to pursue the possibility
of agreements with the Soviet Union, as well as encourage the Wst Germans, the
ally nmost sceptical about detente, to take their own initiatives. During his
first nmeeting with Erhard in Decenber 1963, Johnson told him that the United
States was "going down the road to peace, with or without others,” and asked the

chancellor to be nore flexible toward the Soviet Union.® Johnson told Erhard
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that he believed that a policy of detente was the best approach to Gernman
reunification and progress with the Soviets.® |In February 1964, Johnson used the
surplus of fissionable nmaterial possessed by the U S. to persuade the Soviets of
the wi sdom of a nutual cutback in the production of uraniumfor atomic weapons. ®

That April he gave an interview to a German magazine in which he told the
Germans that they needed to consider the Russian point of view on a question |ike
German reunification. |In May Johnson spoke of the need to "build bridges across
the gulf which has divided us from Eastern Europe."® He enphasized to his
advi sors that while they "work on the Atlantic nuclear problem we keep Sovi et
interests in mnd. "%

Johnson's interest in detente had inportant consequences. First, for the
i ssue of nuclear sharing within the alliance, it necessitated finding an
alternative to the "hardware" solution of the MLF, ANF, or whatever acronym was
used. Recogni zing the |ikelihood that M.F would fail, Secretary of Defense
Robert McNarmara provided this "software solution” with his Nuclear Planning G oup
(NPG, which he proposed in May 1965.°%° Designed to give the allies, especially
the Germans, a greater insight and input into allied discussions of nilitary
strategy and nuclear weapons, the NPG proved extraordinarily successful at
satisfying Allied concerns. As Lawence Kaplan has noted, Johnson accorded the
NPG "a status it mght not have had otherw se,"” recognizing its value in
attenpting to "tie in Germany with the U.S. and U K "1 Utinmately the NPG woul d
prove the key ingredient in what Bundy called "a real Johnson breakthrough" by
opening the way "toward a non proliferation treaty and toward a new coll ective
arrangenent for conmand control and consultation in NATQ "102

Secondl y, Johnson's interest in detente neant an acceptance of the division

of Germany for the foreseeable future, while hel ping Germany to recogni ze that
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reuni fication could only come about at the end of a long term process of change.
As part of that change, Germany needed to develop a "nobre active Eastern
policy." 1 Bator added his own perspective, dismissing the idea of sonme Germans
that an official renunciation of the MF would be a bargaining chip for
reunification. He argued that the "only tolerably safe path to unification is
one which involves |lessening fear of Germany in Eastern Europe and the USSR."
Bator urged the President to steer Erhard and the Germans toward a recognition
that they should nake a virtue out of their non-nuclear status, using it to ease
fears in Eastern Europe and hold open the long run hope for reunification.?°®
Despite the escalating war in Vietnam the Adm nistration pushed ahead
toward detente. On October 7, 1966, Johnson told a conference of editorial
witers that "we nust inprove the East-West environment in order to achieve the
unification of Germany in the context of a larger, peaceful, and prosperous
Eur ope. " 10¢ The speech was an inmportant signal, and expressed "a doctrine
congenial in Europe, different fromde Gaulle's, wthout quarrelling."' Johnson
also affirmed that the United States respected "the integrity of a nation's
boundary lines,"” and encouraged the removal of territorial and border disputes,
a none-too-subtle reference to Germany's refusal to recognize the Oder-Neisse
line and the loss of its eastern territories. The Bonn Enbassy had sought a |ast
m nute change that would have softened the reference, but the State Departnent
insisted it remain, to provide "gentle support to those people in Germany who
want slowy to back away from a self-defeating position. " |n effect, the
Johnson Adnministration was |lending its support to a transnational coalition in
support of detente.®® Anpong those who were encouraged by this was WIIly Brandt,
who becane Foreign Mnister in late 1966 and initiated his policy of Gstpolitik.

The Administration's new priorities were the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which was
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signed in 1968, and a strategic arns control agreenment with the Soviets, which
Johnson di scussed with Soviet Prem er Kosygin in June 1967 in G assboro, New
Jersey, and m ght have been achi eved had not the Soviets invaded Czechosl ovaki a.

By Decenber 1967 NATO adopted the Harmel Report on the future of the alliance
and affirmed that "mlitary security and a policy of detente are not
contradictory but conplementary."'® The Johnson Adninistration had created a

firm basis upon which Ni xon and Ki ssinger could build.

6.) The French Wthdrawal from NATO s Mlitary Conmand

French President Charles de Gaulle posed the npst critical challenge to the
Johnson Administration and its alliance policy. Although he had supported the
United States in the Berlin and Cuba crises, De Gaulle's insisted on
denonstrating his independence fromthe United States in such noves as his veto
on British entry into the Cormon Market, recognition of the People's Republic of
China, and attacks on Anerica's Vietnam policy. ! These were relatively
insignificant conmpared with his March 1966 decision to notify NATO that he was
officially withdrawing French forces from the integrated mlitary command.
Johnson, whose relationship wth de Gaulle never recovered from a
m sunder st andi ng they had at Kennedy's funeral, was stung by the attacks on his
Vi et nam pol i cy but avoi ded personal criticismof the General.!? When the denand
for withdrawal of Anerican forces from France came, Johnson stifled the urge of
his advisers to hit back sharply, fearing this would only confirmde Gaulle's
claim of American domination.!® Johnson insisted that he saw "no benefit to
ourselves or to our allies in debating the position of the French governnent. "

George Ball noted that Johnson "incessantly restrained ne frommaking critical
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comrents," about de Gaulle.?® 1In one of his nost fampus remarks, the President
told his aides, "Wen a man asks you to | eave his house, you don't argue; you get
your hat and go."1!®

Hi storians have generally not given Johnson credit for resisting the
tenptation to exploit the French action for his own short termpolitical gains.

Polls at the tine denonstrated that an overwhelmng majority of Anericans
di sapproved of de Gaulle's action, and Johnson, in the mdst of the Vietnam
conflict, could have chosen to exploit this issue as a diversion. To arouse
Ameri can anger, he need only have used Dean Rusk's question after de Gaulle told
himthat every Anmerican soldier nust |eave France: "Does that include the dead
Anericans in military cenmeteries as well?"!® (Canadian Prime M nister Lester
Pearson tol d Johnson that he had said this to de Gaulle.)® Johnson chose not
to arouse passions, and stressed instead the | ast sentence of his response to de
Gaulle's letter that "As our old friend and ally her place will await France
whenever she decides to resune her |eading role. "'

Al t hough Johnson favored a judicious and neasured response to De Gaulle's
wi t hdrawal from NATO, many of his top advisors, including nmen |ike Dean Acheson
and George Ball, wanted a rmuch tougher approach. One opportunity to press their
case came over the issue of French troops stationed in Germany. Consisting of
air and armnmy units conprising approxi mately 76,000 personnel, these forces posed
less of a military question than a political one.!' The French government made
it clear that although these forces would no | onger cone under NATO conmand, they
woul d | eave the forces in Germany if the German Governnment wanted them The
German CGovernment faced a dilemma: if it insisted that French troops could remain
only if they remained committed to NATO it would precipitate a French w thdrawa

and cause a mmjor setback in Franco-German relations, with inportant donestic
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political consequences. The Gaullists in the Christian Denocratic Party, |ed by
such figures as Franz Josef Strauss and having the support of the former
Chancel | or Konrad Adenauer, woul d vigorously protest such a nove, and woul d have
significant public support. In a note of significant understatenent, the
American anbassador in Bonn, George MGhee reported that "If the present
confrontation results in a wthdrawal of French forces...German public opinion
will not react with exhilaration.” |ndeed MGhee suggested that such a clear
failure in the attenpt to "build Europe” would lead the Germans to a renewed
focus on "the other elusive goal of German foreign policy-reunification,” a gane
in which, McGhee commented the "key cards are held by the other side."'? On the
other hand, if Germany agreed to seek a new arrangenments with the French, that
would seemto reward De Gaulle's nationalism and it raised questions about a
special status for France that would be particularly irritating to Washi ngton

In effect, de Gaulle's policy was forcing the Germans to choose between Paris
and Washington, a choice no German political |eader could afford.

On this issue nost of Johnson's advisers wanted to take a very firm stand

At a meeting on April 4, with Rusk, MNamara, Ball and Acheson present, they
decided that the United States "should fully support” the Germans if they took
a hard line toward the French and their troops in Germany, "and do nothing to
di ssuade them" |If the Gernmans decided to try to negotiate an agreenent with de
Gaul I e about the troops, the "US should urge themto incorporate in these new
arrangenments effective safeguards assuring their use in accordance with NATO
requi renents and an adequate quid pro quo giving to other allies in Germany
facilities in France such as transit and overflight rights."!?® These conditions
wer e designed to be unacceptable to the French and call their bluff. They were

the basis of the instructions given to John J. McCloy, the President's specia
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envoy, as he prepared for talks with Chancellor Erhard a week | ater
Johnson was at his ranch when the State Department finished drafting the
instructions for McCloy. GCeorge Ball sent themto the President, with the note
that this "will constitute M. MCoy's instructions."?* \Wen Bator saw Ball's
message, he objected to what he perceived as pressure on the Germans to take a
hard 1line. He believed that such pressure would both conplicate Erhard's
position in German politics as well as go against Johnson's own cl ear preference
for a nuted response to De Gaulle's challenge. He feared that "if under U S
pressure, German-French negotiations fail, and French Divisions w thdraw, Germans
will join other Europeans in blam ng us for resulting grave danage to Cernman-
French relations.” The desire to avoid choosing between Paris and Washi ngton,
Bator warned, is "still at the center of German politics." Bator immediately
cabled LBJ at his ranch asking himto change McCloy's instructions. Bator urged
a less conditional Anerican approach, offering the Germans support for whatever
they decided to do about the French troops.!® Johnson, who was on vacation and
"wanted to focus on his cows," did not |ook at Bator's message until later in the
week, after MCl oy had already net with Gerhard Schroéder, the German Foreign
M ni ster, and delivered the tougher nessage. However, when Johnson read Bator's
message, he inmediately told Dean Rusk that he agreed with Bator, and that the
Secretary should change McCloy's instructions. Johnson wanted the Gernmans to
know, as MC oy subsequently told Chancellor Erhard, that the "United States
shoul d support any position taken by the FRG that recogni zed the seriousness of
the situation and provided an adequate response to the French. The FRG nust
itself decide the position it wi shes to occupy in Europe. W are not thinking
of forcing the FRG toward any policy or decision."'?® The Germans ultimately

decided that the political inportance of the French troops outwei ghed any other
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consi derati ons. France was allowed to keep its troops in Germany on its own
terms, free, as Lawence Kaplan noted, "fromalliance obligations and free, for
that matter to |eave whether or not the Germans or Anmericans w shed them to
gO. n 127

Johnson's "soft" treatnent of de Gaulle aroused the fury of his advisers,
not ably Dean Acheson, who told Bator at a Washi ngton di nner party that "You nade
the greatest inperial power the world has ever seen kiss de Gaulle's arse."'?®

But the wi sdom of Johnson's approach was that it recognized that for the US to
force the Germans to choose, as tenpting an option as that night be, was
unnecessary to preserve the alliance's vitality. Recognizing the extent of his
differences with de Gaulle, Johnson kept them from damaging U S. foreign policy,
"not an insignificant achievement,” as Lloyd Gardner concluded.'*® To a very
| arge extent, Johnson's reading of the European political situation and the

French challenge was far nore acute and incisive than sone of the npst

experienced Anmerican diplomats and foreign policy "Wse Men."

7.)The Trilateral Negotiations

By 1966 the escalation of the war in Vietnam had increased the Anmerican
bal ance of payments deficit and aggravated further the crisis over NATO s future
that de Gaulle's wthdrawal had precipitated. In August the Mansfield
Resolution calling for the reduction of Anerican forces in Europe garnered 44
votes in the Senate. Weakness in the British econony kept the pound sterling
under severe pressure, culmnating in a run on the pound in July 1966. British
austerity nmeasures pledged savings of £100 mllion in overseas defense

expendi tures, and the British Arny on the Rhine | ooked Iike a prine candidate for
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cut backs. ™ In early 1966, the German econony faced its first severe recession
of the postwar period, and the Erhard governnent faced a | arge budget deficit.

Under pressure to curb governnent spending, especially the expensive - and
qguestionable - purchases of Anerican military equipment, 2 Germany was badly
lagging in fulfilling its offset orders.'® Erhard told Washi ngton that he needed
significant relief fromthe current offset payments, as well as a change in the
future arrangenents. |In July elections in North Rhine Westphalia, Wst Gernany’s
| argest state, dealt a strong blowto the Erhard coalition. Recognizing Erhard
was in political trouble, and that the British were determined to cut as well
Bat or suggested to Johnson the creation of sone type of "m xed conmmi ssion” of the
US, UK, and Gernmany which mght "protect our bal ance of paynents" and hanmer out
a consensus "on an allied defense posture in Europe which will provide deterrence
and the insurance of a reasonable conventional option. "

In late August 1966 the United States suggested a form of "Trilateral
Negoti ati ons" between the US, Britain, and Germany to resolve the offset problem

Through Bator and ot her channels, the Americans sought to convince the Germans
that al t hough they would insist on the current offset being net, changes in the
manner of future paynents were negotiable. However, Erhard refused to agree to
the arrangenment, stubbornly insisting on seeing Johnson personally before he
agreed to the talks. Wth Erhard's political position in Germany now precari ous,
Bator told LBJ that "for us it is inportant - even nore than Erhard' s survival -
that we not appear the culprit if he falls."? Press reports made it clear that
Erhard "badly needs a success at the Wiite House, "™ but Johnson, backed strongly
by McNamara and the Treasury Department, would not allow a "stretching out" of
the current offset paynments.® In a long and pai nful neeting, Erhard pleaded

that a potential successor mght "not show the sane loyalty and determination to
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cultivate close ties to the United States."!  However, in the end Erhard
remained true to form and put up little resistance.® \Wen he returned to
Germany without a success given by his Anerican friends, hi s gover nment
col | apsed. The new governnent consisted of a "Grand Coalition" between the
Christian Denocrats and the Social Denocratic Party. Kurt Kiesinger fromthe
Gaul list faction of the CDU becanme Chancellor, with SPD | eader WIIly Brandt
taki ng over as Foreign Mnister.

The collapse of Erhard's government mght have proven a disaster for
Johnson's European policy. Erhard had been the nost |oyal of allies, and Johnson
felt a genuine warnth toward him However, Erhard was increasingly ineffective
as a political |eader, and his weakness had shown at the polls in Lander
elections. In the weeks preceding the trip, his top aide had resigned and his
Def ense M nister only barely survived a vote of confidence. One recent analysis

notes that "in Germany the prevailing opinion was that Erhard's fate was seal ed
anyway and the visit to Washington was just the last straw "' Wth his
resignation and the com ng of the Grand Coalition, Johnson now had a stronger,
if nmore independent-m nded, German governnment to deal with, one nore capabl e of
taking risks and far nore interested in noving forward on detente.*?  Mbst
i nportantly, however, Johnson and his advisers recovered rapidly, using the
crisis to push for a solution that dealt with both the security and economc
i ssues underlying NATO.

To handle the Trilateral negotiations, Johnson appointed John J. Md oy,
the former Anerican Hi gh Conmissioner in Germany.'*® MCl oy strongly opposed
significant troop reductions, and argued against the idea that the |evel of

forces should depend on the offset paynents. Opposi ng him was MNanmara, who

advocated a reduction of two divisions, and personally favored even a nore
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drastic cutback. 1In presenting the options to the president, Bator stressed that
this "decision will cast a very |long shadow on our relations with Germany and
Eur ope, with consequences for domestic politics."* Johnson now took command.

Through a series of nmeetings with the Congressional |eadership and his
negoti ators, Johnson laid down the path he wanted to follow Wth the
Congressnmen Johnson "managed" a breakfast, taking a hard line "nore arbitrary
than I like, which made it difficult for themto disagree with the President of
the United States.” Wth MdC oy, Johnson insisted that the fornmer High
Commi ssioner pressure his German friends "that they have to be realistic.”
Noting that the Fredericksburg Gernmans with whom he grew up were "great people;
but by God they are as stingy as Hell," Johnson told McCloy that "they have got
to put in some noney." They would have to help the British as well, as a BAOR
wi t hdrawal woul d encourage denands for a simlar Arerican action. Johnson feared
that without a German offer, he would have to cut two divisions. Wen MC oy
warned "you are on the verge of the collapse of the Alliance,"” Johnson replied,
"Jack, | knowthat; I'll try to hold this Alliance together |onger than anybody
else will, longer than the British will, and |longer than the Germans. But they
have got to put something in the famly pot."

The Gernmans did. They agreed to purchase and hold sonme $500 million in US
Government nmediumterm securities, and even nore inportantly, agreed to meke
public their intention to refrain frombuying gold.*  The so-called "Bl essing
Brief" was a significant German concession, one which would be extrenely hel pful
i n managi ng the bal ance of paynments deficit.” In effect, as Bator told the
President, the U S. had also scored a victory against the French, "negotiating
the world onto a dollar standard,” and to "recognition of the fact that, for the

tinme being, the U S. must necessarily play banker of the world and that the
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continuing threat to convert gold is sinply unacceptable."!® Bator expected that
Anerica' s concessions to the Germans in the Trilateral tal ks would contribute to
gai ning German support in the ongoing negotiations dealing with internationa
nmoney. 49 The U S withdrew one division and 96 aircraft, although for
appear ance's sake, these forces remained conmtted to NATO The British proved
nore difficult, and the Americans had to increase their own spending in Britain
to help the Germans reach a 90 percent offset of the exchange costs of the BAOR

McCl oy wote Johnson that "although fromtime to tine the trading instincts of
your Fredericksburg Germans cropped out in the F.R G representatives, | am not
certain that the subtler but still acquisitive instincts of the British are any
| ess formidable. "*%°

The Trilateral Agreenments of May 1967 were in part a stopgap neasure. They
tenporarily secured the Alliance's financial basis - and protected the dollar -
gi ving Johnson the weapon he needed to fend off Congressional challenges. Mre
importantly, they were one of the first exanples of genuine burden sharing within
the Alliance. A CGerman anal yst recently noted the "greatest success of the
trilateral talks" was that the offset question, rather than becom ng an
"explosive issue" wthin the Alliance, "paved the way for the its
consol i dation. "1

1968 was a troubled year for Europe and the United States, with domestic
di sturbances in the United States, France, and Germany. To a certain extent the
upheaval of that year has obscured the real achievenments of the Johnson
Adm nistration earlier in the decade. This essay suggests the need for a nore
i ntensive exam nation of the foreign policy of the Johnson years, both in pursuit
of a balanced historical assessment and a better understanding of the dil enmas

of that troubled decade. The war in Vietnam always overshadows this era, and
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there is no escaping its inpact. But there was nore to Johnson's foreign policy
than Vietnam Lyndon Johnson set the United States on a course that bal anced the
solidarity of the Western Alliance with the need to begin "grow ng out of the
Cold War." His Administration began a process of treating Wstern and Eastern
Europe as a whol e, recognizing that the division of the continent - and division
of Germany - could be overconme only by a patient and sustained effort that sought
a reduction of tensions and the building of bridges between East and West. These
were inmportant achievenents, and should be recognized as anobng the
Admi nistration's nost significant and |long term successes. Charles de Gaulle
once conpared Lyndon Johnson with his martyred predecessor by saying, "This man
Kennedy is Anmerica's mask. But this man Johnson, he is the country's rea
face."' De Gaulle did not mean to flatter Americans with this conparison, but

for once, the General may have been unintentionally ironic.
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