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ing about the past almost inevitably includes a ―making‖ of the past. Beyond shedding 

new light on the processes that lead to the construction of national identity, myths, and 

iconography, the discusion of ―historicizing the nation‖ also helped us to understand the 

complex relation between the present and the past. 

 Cordula A. Grewe 

A Partnership Transformed: Germany and the United States in 

the 1960s 

Roundtable at the GHI, June 22, 1999. Conveners: Philipp Gassert and Wilfried 

Mausbach (both GHI). Participants: Francis M. Bator, Martin J. Hillenbrand, Thomas L. 

Hughes, Robert G. Livingston, Ernest R. May, and James S. Sutterlin. 

The history of German-American relations in the 1960s and early 1970s is now being 

investigated by a growing number of historians. These researchers are taking advantage 

of newly opened archival records and recently published collections of documents. The 

aim of this workshop was to add a third perspective, namely, that of the recollections of 

officials active during this period. ―A Partnership Transformed‖ gathered together five 

former U.S. government officials intimately involved in German-American relations at 

this time: Francis M. Bator, a professor emeritus of political economy at Harvard 

University‘s John F. Kennedy School of Government, served for three years as deputy 

national security adviser to President Lyndon B. Johnson, with responsibility for foreign 

economic policy and for U.S.-European relations; Martin J. Hillenbrand, a professor 

emeritus of international relations at the University of Georgia, served as deputy chief of 

mission at the American Embassy in Bonn from 1964 to 1967 and was assistant secretary 

of state for European Affairs from 1969 to 1972 before returning to Bonn as U.S. 

ambassador to the Federal Republic between 1972 and 1976; Thomas L. Hughes, who 

served as deputy director of the State Department‘s Bureau of Intelligence and Research 

from 1961 to 1969, went on to 
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become president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace from 1971 to 1991; 

Robert G. Livingston, a U.S. Foreign Service officer in Berlin during the 1960s and a 

member of the National Security Council in 1972–3, continued his involvement in 

German affairs as director of the German Marshall Fund of the United States and as 

founding director of the American Institute for Contemporary German Studies in 

Washington, D.C.; James S. Sutterlin, a distinguished fellow at Yale University, served 

as counselor for political affairs at the American Embassy in Bonn in 1968–9 and as 

director of the State Department‘s Office of Central European Affairs from 1969 to 1972 

before he went on to the United Nations, where he headed the Executive Office of the 

Secretary General from 1982 to 1987. The roundtable was moderated by Ernest R. May, 

a professor of history at Harvard University and an authority on the history of interna-

tional relations. 

The workshop started off with a brief presentation by Wilfried Mausbach on German-

American relations during the chancellorship of Ludwig Erhard (1963–6). Mausbach 

identified three issues that dominated the bilateral relationship in these years: (1) the 

West German government‘s efforts to counter what it perceived to be the growing neglect 

of the German Question among its closest allies; (2) Washington‘s proposal to create the 

Multilateral Force (MLF), which was to give the West Germans a sense of participation 

in their own nuclear defense without giving them actual control of these weapons; and (3) 

the agreements, beginning in 1961, to have Bonn offset foreign-exchange expenditures of 

American soldiers stationed in Germany through purchases of U.S. weapons, as a means 

of easing the U.S. balance-of-payments deficit. 

Francis M. Bator picked up on the offset issue, explaining that Washington assumed 

that Erhard would honor the current offset agreement. Regarding future offset 

agreements, however, Johnson signaled his readiness to compromise and proposed 

trilateral U.S.-U.K.-German negotiations. Bator emphasized that in conveying this 

position to the German government, the United States made it clear in numerous 

messages via numerous channels that officials in Bonn should get back to them on this 

issue. However, according to Bator, nothing happened: ―We absolutely blanked out. We 

got no acceptance of the idea of a trilateral negotiation with respect to the future offset 

and nothing on the current offset.‖Re- 
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sponding to critical remarks by other participants, Bator defended the way the Johnson 

administration handled the offset problem. In his view, the criticism overlooked the fact 

that the president‘s major objective was to enable him to maintain a very large American 

conventional force in western Europe in the face of enormous pressures from the U.S. 

Congress and serious balance-of-payments difficulties. From the perspective of keeping 

alive the political viability of ground-force deployments, the ensuing trilateral nego-

tiations were a success. As to American negotiating tactics during Erhard‘s visit to 

Washington in September 1966, Bator confessed that it took him years to figure out why 

the president would not yield ground. Characteristically, Johnson would not explain him-

self to his staff: ―Exposition was not his game.‖ Bator eventually attributed Johnson‘s 

stubbornness in the offset matter to his presidential style, which was shaped by his 

experience as Senate majority leader. A majority leader did not cut a deal with someone 

who appeared unable to deliver. Bator explained that in late August 1966 the president 

was convinced that the days of the Erhard government were numbered. 

Martin J. Hillenbrand emphasized that Johnson‘s assessment of the situation was not 

based specifically on any prediction coming from the American Embassy in Bonn but 

rather might very well have been due to the impact of reports from Bonn over the 

previous two years. These reports left little doubt that Erhard‘s standing within his party, 

the Christian Democratic Union (CDU), was rapidly eroding and that the chancellor 

lacked the political skills to govern the country in the same manner as Konrad Adenauer 

had. Nevertheless, Hillenbrand felt that American emphasis on offset was both 

diplomatically and technically done in such a way as to exacerbate the situation. He 

believes it could have been handled better and criticized Washington for hanging Erhard 

and his foreign minister, Gerhard Schroder, out to dry when the president repudiated the 

MLF project. Of course, this came in the wake of a concerted American effort to 

convince the Germans of its merits. In Hillenbrand‘s view, this episode is an example of 

a tendency to ―dream up a scheme to meet what we think is a psychological necessity on 

the part of our European allies‖ that is then transformed into a genuine American cause. 

European willingness to accept it then becomes a test of European loyalty to NATO. 
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Thomas L. Hughes took issue with Bator's portrayal of Johnson as the "central player" 

in these matters who often overrode his own advisers. Hughes pointed out that this 

portrayal to some extent contradicts the picture of the president behaving like a majority 

leader, always trying to be sensitive to a variety of viewpoints. Hughes explained why he 

did not see Johnson acting this way, and he felt that this was "especially ironic because 

German-American relations in the 1960s were marked by an effervescence of politics all 

over the place. You couldn't find two more politically active capitals in the world than 

Washington and Bonn." But according to Hughes, the American president missed the 

opportunity to handle relations with Bonn in a shrewd majority leader-like way. In fact, 

Hughes never sensed that Johnson was very much engaged or interested in Germany. He 

pointed out that the German-American relationship and the German "success story" of the 

1950s were traditionally identified with Republicans, such as Eleanor, Allen, and John 

Foster Dulles or John J. McCloy. Thus, the Democratic Party was not much interested in 

Germany. By the end of his administration, and his triumphant visit to Berlin in June 

1963, John F. Kennedy had overcome his party's reluctance to make German-American 

relations its own. But, according to Hughes, it might have been precisely Kennedy's 

tremendous success that kept Johnson from visiting Germany until Adenauer's funeral in 

1967. 

James S. Sutterlin emphasized the extraordinary, long-lasting, and direct effect that 

internally motivated U.S. developments had on developments within Germany. 

Moreover, he drew attention to the personality of the American ambassador at the time, 

George McGhee. Although the ambassador was a friend of the president, Sutterlin 

believed that this also carried some disadvantages. Because McGhee felt he had a direct 

line to the president, he constantly wrote telegrams on the assumption that they would 

have an immediate effect on Johnson, especially on the issues of offset and the MLF. 

Sutterlin, however, thought they probably did not and that this illusion on the part of the 

ambassador might have actually reduced rather than increased the effectiveness of the 

embassy as a source of advice. The role of the embassy was further complicated by a 

constant stream of people from the Treasury Department coming to Bonn, which 

indicated that issues like offset were not centered in the State Department and were in 

fact handled outside traditional 
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diplomatic channels. This may have contributed to misunderstandings on both sides of 

the Atlantic. 

Philipp Gassert introduced the second half of the workshop. He showed the audience 

the verbatim text of a conversation recorded by Bator on March 2,1967. The occasion, 

Gassert explained, was the return to Washington of McCloy, the American envoy to the 

offset negotiations, during a break in the trilateral negotiations. The winter and spring of 

1966-7 witnessed what has since been described as the coming of age of the Federal 

Republic. With the end of the postwar era, Americans could expect more support, 

especially financially, from Germany, but Bonn was at the same time more inclined to 

resist American demands. Thus, the government of Erhard's successor, Kurt Georg 

Kiesinger, let it be known that it would not agree to a full future offset. With negotiations 

deadlocked, McCloy was back to receive new guidelines. Gassert used the record of 

McCloy's discussion with the president and his advisers to illustrate how we can look at 

the German-American relationship from several angles: personalities, questions of 

communication and perception, political constraints, and the geopolitical and strategic 

level. The conversation between Johnson and McCloy made clear that the president 

wanted to know what the Germans had to offer; yet, the Germans were intent on 

sounding out the Americans first. However, Gassert pointed out that there was another 

mirror image: Johnson and Kiesinger each argued that the future of the alliance was at 

stake, that each was doing everything he could to hold it together, and that the other side 

was the one jeopardizing relations. 

Bator thought that the memorandum once again showed Johnson acting as a majority 

leader-like president. The president knew that McCloy was opposed to the troop cuts 

favored by Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara and Secretary of the Treasury Henry 

Fowler. According to Bator, although he leaned toward McCloy's position, the president 

did not want to reveal his hand and tried very hard "to stiffen' McCloy. Bator warned, 

however, that this had to be read as a negotiating position and not as a description of 

where the president's mind actually was. Bator went on to call attention to the sensitivity 

of negative press reports, such as those triggered by a February 1967 interview with 

Kiesinger, alluded to in the conversation between Johnson and McCloy. Bator explained 

that such reports made it more difficult for the president to ward off domestic 
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opposition, while there was a total incomprehension of the president‘s problem in playing 

out his political hand on the part of the Germans. 

Other participants elaborated on this issue: Hillenbrand pointed out that not only the 

press sometimes generated an atmosphere of crisis: ―Many of these crises of confidence 

between the Federal Republic and the United States that I have lived through were in 

many cases, it seems to me, exaggerated by both sides. There is an excellent tendency on 

the part of staff members and particularly those who are immediately concerned in the 

bureaucracies, who were writing briefing papers—in order to interest the principals who 

are going to meetings—to emphasize or overemphasize the critical nature of this 

particular meeting.‖ 

Robert G. Livingston corroborated Bator‘s view that there was on the German side ―a 

certain instinctive incomprehension of the division-of-powers problems in the United 

States.‖ He also pointed out that Bonn was such a small, incestuous town that things 

leaked very fast, not only to the press but also to East Bloc intelligence services. He 

confirmed that on the part of the American intelligence community there was a strong 

perception that the West German government was heavily penetrated at all levels. It was 

in the context of discussing these leaks that participants also commented on the peculiar 

role of General Julius Klein, according to Hughes, one of the ―mystery figures‖ in the 

German-American relationship. 

A question from the audience raised the issue of whether or not there existed a special 

relationship between Bonn and Washington. Bator felt that relations to the British were 

still much closer. Sutterlin agreed that American relations with Bonn, in contrast to its 

relations with London, were not above suspicion. He mentioned the example of Karl 

Theodor Freiherr von and zu Guttenberg, the parliamentary state secretary in Kiesinger‘s 

chancellery, who was considered at the American Embassy and in Washington to be a 

kind of French liaison. But the fact that he attracted such suspicion reflected larger U.S. 

doubts of the attitudes and policies of the German government. Somewhat later, Egon 

Bahr played a very similar role but in the opposite direction. Other questions from the 

audience concerned Ostpolitik, the impact of Willy Brandt‘s personality on the American 

perception of Germany, and the role of the Vietnam War in German-American relations. 
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Ernest R. May concluded the stimulating discussion by following up on one of the 

subjects explored and recommending that scholars pay more attention to the role of the 

press in this bilateral relationship, especially to the role of American correspondents 

based in Germany. Overall, the format of the workshop—having several former U.S. 

officials share their reminiscences among themselves and with the audience—proved to 

be enjoyable and rewarding. 

 Wilfried Mausbach 

Gender Politics and Word Experiences in East and West Germany 

Workshop at Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, May 29,1999. Conveners: Donna 

Harsch (Carnegie Mellon University) and Christine von Oertzen (GHI). Sponsors: 

German-American Academic Council, GHI, and the National Endowment for the 

Humanities. 

The opening of East German archives in 1989–90 attracted scores of German and 

American scholars. In the fields of gender politics and gender relations, this development 

has also enlivened the study of West Germany, and it has intensified transatlantic 

academic debates. After almost a decade of intense and comprehensive research on both 

societies, the challenge of the transatlantic debate now is to discuss results in a 

comparative perspective. As part of the Collaborative Research Program ―Continuity, 

Change and Globalization in Postwar Germany and America‖ (see Bulletin No. 24, spring 

1999, pp. 33-4), the workshop involving graduate students at Carnegie Mellon University 

served this goal. 

In her presentation Donna Harsch focused on East German central planning and 

gender relations on factory shop floors during the 1950s. She showed how—despite 

political efforts to draw women into the expanding labor force and to realize women‘s 

socialist emancipation—the forces of change largely failed to eradicate gender hierar-

chies and discrimination on the factory floor. Industrial production, the central element of 

communist state policy, remained a predomi- 

  


