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An old Chinese saying goes "if the Gods
w1ll give a man a hard destiny they will let him
live during intecresting times.'" To my mind I have
. - lived in an interesting time. I was born in 1914

when the Cermans were carrying out the Schliefen-

J‘ C plan and consequently nearly won the First World War.

| | Since then my life has been a challenge.

The latcest challenge is my prescent job. As Head

of the Europcan Community's Delegation 1n the United

States, I have already enjoyed since January some

interestinyg changes in the political scenery.
Even though I bave been endeavoring to

analyze tic
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current European-American crisis, I find
’ it difficult to say in what sphere or on what lcvel
"i} it belongs. Certain events indicate that it is

i ¥ | decrea$ing while other events or interpretations

i

indicate that there still exist scrious difficultics

in U.S.-Luropecan rclations.




Judying by the content of President Nixon's
Chicago Spcech the crisis was indeed scrious. ' R
Accordiﬁg to the President, the Unlted States will
withdraw troops from Lurope and perhaps #ircraft,
naval vesscls, tactical nuclear weapons, and so
on 1f Lurope 1s not prepared to have its political
and econcnic affairs work linked with defcense.

The Presi

~ea7 said that ' the time of the one-way
street' is cver. He suggested that LEuropeans had
given signs  of hostility in their rclations with
the U.S.

T e
.

Z the President's specch had been taken
at its ruce value 1t wou}d have spelled u serious
change in tac conditions of the alliance for
Western burcpe. The LEuropcans would have had
to accept tic proposition that all US-European
problems umust be dealt with in unison -- and not
handled ut different times or in different frameworks.
We are aware what the rcaction of Westcern Europe
would be. Especially one LEuropean country -- but
not only that country =-- would react vigorously

against sucih a linkage.
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-ae gencral acceptance of parollelism or
linkage i1s not possible for Europe. 7This is true in
spite of thic acknowledged necd for US-Eurvopean solidarity
to guaruntee Western Lurope's frecdom.

1t iy readily rccognized that differences of
opinion on cconomic and conmercial problems exist
without thcse affecting the fundamental basis of
the LEurcpiun-American aliiance. Nor can one deny the
practicul Link between political/cconomic and military/
security vpreblems.  DBut to put them in one hat would
create reul difriculties for the Lconomic Community
and woul:d, tor all practical purposes, be lmpossible.

Thace President said further in his Chicago speech
that the tine "for a oné-way strecet 1s over."
Americens could understand this only as aecaning that
the U.S., ulmost single-handedly, carrices the burden
of Eurcpcan defense. Nothing could be less true.
The truzth is that European military budgets never before
in peacc viue have been so large. Westevn Lurope
providcs about 75 per ceant of NATO's ground troops,
80 per cuint of the navy, and 75 per cent of the-air
force. ¢ Western Luropecan defense budget has riscn

more thun 30 per cent over the last three ycars.



Europe is not "freeloading'" in the common defensc. They

provide « substantial and increasing contribution.

Of coursce, Western Lurope, even with its own strong
defense civort, cannot alone guarantec its own

sccurity. Western Lurope's security,as the French

N

Foreign Minister pointed out in his answer to the
President's Chicago specech, stands on two legs:

one Eurcuown, the other American. The basis for

the Westievn Zuropean defonse structure i1s cooperation
with the Uz and Canada, and reliance upon the

atomic umibrolila
L sturted by saying that there are

certain siens of a bettering in Amcrican-Luropcan
relaticn.. I reier to thce touston telcvision

intervicw I.st Tucsday inn which the President gave a
somewhat Jififerent opinion and clearly said that
withdrawal ¢f American troops from Westcrn Lurope,
except «s o part of an apgrcement with the Soviet Union
about force reductions, was by no means nis policy. The
statement defused the most scrious part of his Chicago

speech.
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fhie word "hostility" used by the President
and alsc oy dMr. Kissinger in connection with ccononic
political vecision in the Common Markcet Council
refers uncoudtedly to the decision by the Community
to undertoke dirvect negoilations with 20 Mid-Last
countriecs »rimarily concerning oil and Europcan-
Arab ceccperation in this connection. As I understand,
1t was notu tie substance of the decision which
cvoked such strong American rcaction. (iurope,
orf coursc, depends on imported oil to a wmuch higher
degree than this country and 1t thus scems rcasonable
that Westcrn Luvrope as an independent cconomic unit
should independently negotiate for oil with oil-
producing ATao countriog.) The indignation of
the Americen Administration was arouscd bhecause it
believed it had not been fully consulted before
the decision was made.

Tho American side has admitted that they
had certuin fore-knowledge of it, and it scems that
some cousuitations had taken place. DBut apparcntly
they werce nct, in the American view, suflilcient.
The U.s. cliinilstration also fears that durope may

th the Arabs at cross purposes with Mr.

negotiate
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Kissinger's plans and thus weaken his negotiating

position iI: attempting to bring pcace in the Middle East.



It would indeed be wrong if Europe, 1n any way,
hampercd tine American nevotiations. We are as
ted ws the ULS. Govcfnmcnt in scecing a durable
pcace cmerye 4in the Middie Last and in having
Aradb oil Iiow 1nto Lurope close to the normal level
and at o: low prices as possiblce.

Sowever the decision made by the Luropecan
‘Council or Minlsters has no official status. It.
was taken ot a time when Great Britain was about
to chanyge zovernments and the new Britisii governinent
has not vet accepted the decision. Thercfore

1

no steps hwve been taken which cbuld hamper
Mr. Kissinucr's negotliating efforts. Thus, there
1s no act of "hostility'" and the "crisis' 1in this
respect cun ce regarded as nonexistant.

ceaunenting personally, I wish to add that
though I fc¢ol that the Luropean countriles arce within
thelr full rights 1n sceking to ncgotiatc'with the
Arabs, it nust nonctheless be done with sufficient
conslderaticn for Mr. Kissinger's political negotiatilons
in the Micdlic East and for the nccessary follow-up
steps to tne Washington iinergy Confercnce. The follow-
up 1s undes way und will lead cventually to negotiations
Petween the main oll-consuming countries and oil-
producin, ccuntries. This consideration 1is necessary
for Europce to give in response to the American offer

of coopcration.



The Coregoing is what I had occasion to say
to The Sccrcrary of State last week during a
Conferernce in Wushington. He expresscd satisfaction
with this usttitude and said it was wrong to speak
of "hosti.ity" when one was speaking of lurope as a
whole. It was, he said, a single European country
whose statcements and acts were rcgarded as hostile
to the U.:.

Witn respect to this part of the development,
I belicve the crisis has lesscened. Other clenients,
however, scon to indicate a certain hardening of
attitudes. We know that two American government
officials, Messrs. Hartmonn and Sonnenfelt, should have
visited Zrusscls to finish the LEC-US deciaration
of joint intercests on the basis of the last draft
presented ty the Europcans. Their visit was cancelled
as a rcaction to the Luropean Council of Ministers
decision te negotiate with the Arab countries. Further,
President Nixon's visit to Lurope for the 25th

Jubilce oy tiwe NATO declaration was cancelled.
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fhcese two events are of course unplcasant

4,

z07 wWestern Europe. It 1s not a very good

or the alliance when the President of the

States can visit the Soviet Union but not

visit Western turope at the same time or a couple

of mon
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ths tefore to mark the Atlantic treaty's

irtrday. According to my information the

an Sdminlstration fecls that any new
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US-Comnunizty declaration should come from the
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import
it rea
April,

ncgoti

recent
way ou
Europe
the to

meunber

ans. It is the present American view that
rrent Zuropean drait 1s unacceptable.

I the U.S.-Commpnity Declaration 1s still
ant o the Americans and 1f they wish to have

¢v Jor a Presidential visit at the end of

then the initiative for resuming drafting

I would like to point to a suggcestlon made
ly =v Jerman Foreign Minister Scheel as a
T ¢ thce dilemma. He suggested that the
an polltical committcee which consists of
vopeiitical civil scervants from the ninc

countrices could scerve as the body

for the vurcpean  side of the negotiation.

ations must come from this side of the ocean.



Of coursc tic problem here is whether this 1s acceptable
to all the nilne countries and the US. One should B
not count ¢n the creation of a ten-country

commlttces wherein the US would have the

same right ¢oi veto as a representative of the Nine.

A soluticn can, with good will, be found. For

instancce tha Committce or the Nine conld meet,

rcach accora among themselves, rcecess, and then have
an inforimel meeting with the Amcrican representatives
in whicsh @« spokesman for the Nine gives the EC

views ane hears Amcrican rcactions and views.

Then the Hince could return to theilr own commlttce
circle to scek a final decision. If such a consul-
tative srocedurce could be adopted it would undoubtedly
be of preat help.

fv Is hard for mc to comprchend just why

an expression of US-European partnership should

crcate nuUooiems. I refer to partnership on cqual
footring. I am in a complete accord with Mr. Kissinger
in that . <o not believce the U.S. has any intention

to domincete Lurope. If this were the casc, the

U.S. woull nuve attached political strings to

Marshall i< or sought o quid pro quo during the
period of ctiie US atomlc wmonopoly. DBut there wus not

the slightest attempt at American dominution.



Yet this wyth of American dominance must still

be periciically refuted, On both sides we must
improve cur cooperation -- necessary i1or the sccurity
of Westorn turope and, in the long run, indispensable

for the U.S. in affording it the necessary strength

—

in deulin. with the Soviet Union and China. A
Western ¥urope no longer allied with the U.S.
and onc which had its own agrcements with the Soviet
Union would not only wecaken itsclf burt also
weaken the United States in its attempt to forge
a balancee wnd durable world peace. To my mind,
the goul of our common western policy 1is now
being pursucd by Mr. Kissinger. A durable world
pcace is» Cidficult to achicvc and hard to kecep.

Tihe Janger for both Eurome and the United
States is not US domination: it is ol an isolated
U.S. and « ELuropean policy which does not recognize
the necessity of Atlantic solidarity. Such a
Luropean velicy would strengthen isolationistic
forces in tnis country aund threcaten the foundation
of a policy which has maintained the peace and

freedom U the Western world for 25 years,



It is nccessary to seek solutions that will upgrade
Atlantic o v Do i DT T e it s et
KOS RN e Sitaaisan ot dndswiatea and
frustyatc: dnited States on one side of the Atlantic
and an isclated Western lLurope on the other side
open tc Sovict pressure -- which eventually will

lead to a LZuropean "Finlundisation."

—t

I would further like to mention a few
economic preblems between Western Europce and the
U.S. 1t is not disputed that the United States,
according to GATT, has a right to concessions due
to the e¢niargement of the Community. There are some
disagrccments between r¢sponsiblc American officials
and spokesuen for the Community as to the size of
the concessions.  Seen 1n the broader context these
disagrcecements are minor and can be solved through
reasonanic negotiations.

Whon evaluating military burden-sharing and thesec
economic cowmmercial negotiations, one has to bear
in mind thet the situation now 1s quite different
from the bSeckground of Mr. Kissinger's speech on the

23rd of April last yecar -- his "Year of lLurope' talk.
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At that tince the United States had a heavy deficit

in its balance of payments, the dollar was weak, and
Congress wus against military expenditure for troops
in Westcern Zurope and pressed for hard ceconomic
bargaining. The scene has changed. 1973 showed

for the <first time in 14 years a surplus on the
balance c¢f payments. The balance of payments surplus
was a bit l1css in the fqurth quértqr and 1t seems:
doubtful wircther 1974 will show a surplus or not, but
a strong rccovery of the US economy and the dollar
has takcn wlace in spite of the latest small dips.

I am awure that the U.S., for the moment, has a
weaker cconomic development. Whether this is
temporary 0T not 1is probubly too early to say. But
as far es I can judge,the economy of this country is,
in spite of inflation, in good shape and the

cconomic cilrcumstances oi last year are no longer

a factor i the dcbate.

£ 2 may return to security poilcy and to the
expressicn “fone way street” I would like to end with

remarks wivich I say as a Danc, not as a represcntative

Lor the LU and also as u former member of changlng

Dunish povernments throuph the ycars. 1 know very
well that certaln Luropean countries can be criticized--

among thosc Uenmark-- for spending a smualler percentage

of their CONP for defensc than for instance the United States.



But stili the expression 'one way strect' is

wrong. I wm thinking of the important bases of the

~U.S. 1n tiic Northern parc of Europe. On Creenland

there is the Thule base which had and still has

great strategic value. In Iceland there 1s the
Keflavix Zasc which to my mind is important. During
a visit to the Faroe Islands I saw the NATO Base
there winici although small is an indispeansable

link in the chain of our common strategic defensec.The
Danish ccicnse system, for the time beilng, is
undergeing change with a vicw to creating a system
which will be particularly adapted for Danish

neceds ana not merely a miniaturce of the system of a

Wwe have a common Jdefensce system in the Baltic
Sca with other NATO allics. We have in Karup 1n
Jutland &« very important military airport with'
top NATC cupability in war time and finally we have
a closc ccoperation with other NATO land forces in

the Southcern part of Jutland especially

with the¢ Cerman defense of Schleswig-llolstein. None

of thesc urrangements show defcatism or lack of cooperation.



I think tlc United Stutes should cvaluatc the Luropean

defensc c¢ifort more rcalistically.
an ¢valuation of the-conditions of the Luropean
side of the Atlantic should include the fact that
British Lubor CGovernment through statements by
Foreign Minlister James Callaghan has given sémc
very reaiistic views. When the new Wilson Government
took over unc could be 1n doubt as to what was mcant
by the c¢xrression "renegotiation" to which he
politicaily nad tied himself. After reading Mr.
Callaghun's statcment it sceems unlikely that the
British CGovernment wishes a deep and thorough
re-negotiwtion of the Rome Treaty. Such an exercise
would take sceveral years and would involve the
governmcits wnd parliaments of all the nilne countries,
and it wculd be followed by scores of problems
from othcer governments which may not have anything
to do with the British interests in rcnegotiation.
It woulu ¢;ngc£ously weaken the Community, which
still has o long way to go beforc it becomes the
Communizty cavisaged by the Rome Treaty. According
to Mr. Cailaeghan, Great Britaln wants a rcnegotlation

on speciric arces within the Rome Treaty-- £or



