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Occasional Papers
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POLITICAL CONSULTATION
IN NATO

Edwin H. Fedder




POLITICAL CONSULTATION IN NATO -

I

Much has been written and said about the nature of po11t1ca1
‘consu1tat1on in NATO. Most such~references,have tended to distort
the elemental relationship among members ot aI]iances genera11y
and NATO particularly. The late.Secretary'of State, Dean ACheson;
who knevaATO’and'the realities of wor{d politics probably as well
as any man once testified before a subebmmittee‘of the U S. Senate
to the effect that an enhanced Atlant1c ATliance. “could be a cen-
tral power house for a Free wor1d made up of f1ve hundred m1111on
skilled peopTe producing a thousand billion dollars of goods and
’serv1cesAannua11y.~ The potent1a11t1es_of such a soc1ety are enor--
mous..'~"I In short’onder, Acheson jumped fron an alliance to a proj-
ected new society--one which presumably would follow were the al1i-
“ance resuscitated so that it cbu1d perforn Optima]1y once againt‘

Acheson did not speak of the'fonmation of a federal union in-
volving the United States and other NATO members yet, there is no
evidence that short of federat1on, such a new soc1ety m1ght be born; »i
A111ances, 1nc1ud1ng NATO cannot accomp11sh such transformation. |
However'product1ve an alliance may be in terms of national secur1ty,
for examp1e, the GNP of the United States or of any;a11y ui]] not |

be expressiue of the total value of goods and services produced in




both c0untr1es. Association in the context of.an'a1liance does not
automatically create a new po11ttca1 actor. "Neither have military
alliances created new po1itica1 actors in the past.

An a11iancevis>best defined as a set of states acting in con-
cert at a given time for the mutual enhancement of the military
‘security of the members vis-a—vis a specifiahie'adversary ~ An
alliance 1is essent1a11y a defens1ve arrangement--a compact to offer
appropr1ate support to- members in the- event of an attack by the ex-
ternal enemy._ An a111ance is a ]oose‘coa11t1on of nat1on-states;
it does,not incorporate the policy processes of'its'nembers.. Each .
member's foreign policy process remains disCretetycfndependent eVen_‘.
with respect to the des1gnated enemy. To be sure, an alliance may
be 1nstrumenta1 in coord1nat1ng the foreign po11c1es of the members
o to some extent and it may he1p to foster cooperat1on and identifi-
| :cation among the members., Treat1ng NATO as if 1t 1ncorporated the |
po11cy processes of its members, however, is a symbo11c device of
journalistic license. Confusing the symbol (NATO) with its refer-
ent (each member) promotes the tendency to talk of NATO as 1f it
were. an aggregate- hav1ng an identity that is not pr1mar11y and di-
rectly a function of the several members

NATO as a conceptua11zat1on tends to become confused w1th NATO
as an operationa] entity--NATO thus is Spoken of as an actor ina ‘
‘posited 1nternat1ona1 system.- "As a result of such confus1on, we
“encounter pr0pos1t1ons about the ex1stence of a state of equ111b-

- rium between NATO and the Warsaw Pact wh1]e the equ111brjdm shou]d




- more aecurate1y be described as existing between the Uﬁited,States
(and allies) and the Soviet Union (and allies). Similarly we see
references to theAConference on Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction
as-a NATO-Warsaw Pact Conference. 'Yet,'the Conference will nbt be
bi-partite but mu]ti-bértite. This is true even Were the Conference
to include all of the NATO members and ali of the Wa}saW'membersuas
barticipants. ' |

To be sure, a fairly extensive pattern of consultation has
developed within tﬁe,Counci1s of NATO; howeVef, it’fs submitted
that this consu1tation is bg and large non-instrﬂmenta1»in the
sense that such consu1tation is not 1nf1uehtia1 in~the«fbreign‘
policy decision processes of the several members. InAdea1ing wfth i
the most 1mportant area of decision making, nuclear strategic pol-.
icy, it is clear that ponsu1tat1on does not contrnbute directly to
American strategic-p1anhing. Jens Boyesen, who serVed as Norwegian
Ambassador to NATO, confronted this point-quite'dieect1y in arguing
thet on the elemental nuclear decisions--those that ‘pertain to the

app11cat1on of the U. S nuc1ear deterrent--the Uni ted States will

'«not consult with her allies but that the dec1s1on will have to rest
with the President. That responsibility eannot be,shared,sattempts
at sharing wouid be‘dysfuhctiona1'and futile. ) _
| Boyeseﬁ's discussion re]ated direct1y to_the“ro1e of the sme11v
powers in the a11jahee;,however, his comment applies to a11 members
save for theiUnitee States as we will note by feferring'to his

phrasing:




- It is obvious that if ever a decision
to use nuclear weapons has to be madey only
a minimum of consultation will be feasible.

- The decision will have to be made by whoin-
ever has the requisite power and position
--and this means ultimately, the President

- of the United States. This we all accept
as a fact of life. It is something entirely

- different formally to delegate authority to
a group of foreign governments to make deci-
sions on one's own behalf which may involve -
the very existence of all the allied nations, -
even if a way could be devised const1tut1on—

ra11y to do th1s 2

Boyesen s argument is not based on an assessment of current
or recent U.S, or other allied behavior in the a111ance, His 1s
an e1oquent'statementhof the fundamentaT‘inabiTity'tp delegate re-

sponsibilities even when the spirit so moves. .

As the title 1nd1cates, this paper is pr1nc1pa11y concerned
W1th po11t1ca1 consultation in the a111ance w1th respect to the .
goa]s of the a111ance--deterrence of poss1b1e Sov1et moves aga1nst
any of the allies. The deterrent re]at1onsh1p that has deve]oped
is'based"upon the nuclear power of the two pr1nc1pa1 adyersar1es,
,the»United States' and the Soviet Unidn.‘ NATO strategy was initiai1y \;
and has remained 1inked to American nuclear capabilities to deliver
a cripp]ing or fatal blow to the Soviet Union in the event of an
attack upon any of the NATO allies by that power. In terms of,ne-
Tating to the over-arching goa1 of deterring a Sov1et threat, the :
NATO a111es have been compe]]ed to yield in effect to the Un1ted

_ States.on major policy questions. General Vandevanter said it as




~follows: "In a very literal sensé,‘givén America's role as leader
of the Free World Coalition, what is good for the United Statés is
good for the A]]iénce; the fate of the smaller nations of Europe
depends both on the continued strength of fhe United States>and on.
the po1i¢y by which this country'underfakes to guarahtée the bare
'vsecurity."3 A]though~that statement was made in"1963; Vandevanter's
‘assertion continues to be valid with respect to fhe Soviet fhreat.
CleVeland stated_é‘simiiar concept more recently when He said that
"the po1i¢y of the United States is, fof better 6r worse, the key"»
to-maintaining a credib‘ledefens_e,4 | | |

Generally speaking, policy making in an a11iance requires the
unanimous consent of the members . A]]ianceipo]icy compkfsés the
intersection of the several national decisions--that is, the point
at which national decisions coincide is NATO policy. NATO cannot}‘
comménd,'order or impose constraints upon members .or upon their'
nétiona1s.' NATO can coordinate national cdmmandsAand promote stra-
tegic consdltation; but ifrit were given‘authOrity to jssue commands
and ‘orders bihding upon,the.membeks, it would begtés it obviously is
not, suprabationa1. Accokding1y, studying NATO's po]icy making prd-
cess requires emphasizing the discrete role qf thé,member nation; as |
(-actors in the Alliance. Each of the members is a éovereign state
and each enjoys the capacity to vefo'any po11cy 1ssUe—-refusa1 to
coﬁcur in a proposed action éuffices to'stOp fhe actidn whether that
oppoéiﬁidn étems from the United States, Fraﬁce,'orlLuxemburg{ As

William and Annetté Fox have pdinted out,‘"the North*At1ant1C-Cdunci1 »
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| iﬁ)primarily a 'decision ratifier.' Apart'fkom-thai it‘is'at the
“most a 'planning and consultative body' samewhat remote from the
centers of power. The inability of the North Atlanfic,CoUncfl tol
' take deéisipns' (except in the form,bf récdﬁmendations to govern-
mentS) has sﬁitéd.the United State's government. The 1atter has,
1n'any case, no fear of being bound by anythihg the Council might”
do, for the hnanimfty rule prevails."? o
Unanimity is very difficult to achieve in aﬁy organizatfon; it
is yet more elusive when the member#-are\soyereign states--especially
when the pfincipé] iésue aréa‘qf céncern.is'ﬁilitary‘security. This .
'fo110wsAbécéuse national decision makers have tehdéd'to view’mi1%- o
tary security as the principai mechanism for\maintaihing nétioha1
fndépendehce. Attémpts at gfving internationa]‘céalitionsAthe
' capacity to make decisi@ns affecting<nét1ona1 mjjitéry estab]ishj
ments genéfa11y meet virtually tota1_resistance.'<Obvious1y,hgen-
,eka]izations;suqh as this have limited app]icabifity in particu]ar:
situatigns; hbwever; NATO's‘experience has‘bornefoﬁf the fo]]bwing
obsérvations: First, small states hayeffavored poiiciesiwhich reih-
forée}environmental continuity--they tend to favor maintaining the |
~ system to changing 1t.‘ Segond, midrange powers have sought to modify'
'A11iance relationships in order that~they‘mjght'eXert mofeﬁinfiuenéeA
4upon enviroﬁing factors; hence, sometjme Frenchétfempt§ at estab-'
l1ishing a three-natioh directorate (United:Stétes, United Kingdom; |
; Ffance) fo cQordinaté a111ed.fqrefgn !and.defe'nse”poh'cies9 and some-
}time Britishieffdrts at,operat1ona11iihg a_speciaiffefafionéhip with.

the United States, etc.
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" “United States' policy, finally, has sought to:aécommodate change
~so long as that change did not significantly alter the environment
and diminish the relative weight of predispositional factors--that
is, Timit the options avaj]éb]e to the United States. vTheiabortiyev
Multilateral Nuclear Fofce (MLF)s adVancéd by the United States,
- would have created a fagade of change in envfroning conditions while
not affecting, 1n‘any way,>American discretipn’in planning and im-
piemehting United States' nuclear strategy and tactics. . -

TheiMLF failed to excite allied interests for va?yihg”reasdné;
two -of which are most\impoftanf: First, the small powers Were~high1y'
suspicious of any moves that appearéd to alter the basic:juxtaposi-‘
tion of forces within the Alliance. Mostlﬁotab]y, they opppséd ahy
attempt to place a German finger on. the nuclear trigger. Second,
the midrange poWérs were not;attractéd by the proposa1ﬁsin¢e it wdu]d_
_ndt have provided access to the really important locus of strategic
planning: fhe United States' decision process. ACCohdingkto«Har1an
Cleveland: _ |

~ The real trouble with MLF, however, was

that it did not scratch the real itch, merely
diverting attention from the wider issue of
nuclear sharing for a time.- At Teast three

~ fatal flaws would have killed it even if its
public relations had been ideal: the defense .
of the West did not require yet another stra-
tegic missile system; MLF did nothing to cut

- the Europeans in on the central decisions
about nuclear strategy and possible use; and

therefore no government was really behind the
scheme. a - o




The,poiicy making process of‘an a]]iance‘is very compTek, oro-
viding so many 0pportunities for interruption and:veto as to atten-
uate its decision-making capabiiities indeed one is temoted'to‘
~ say that it is v1rtua11y impossible for an alliance such as NATO
t0‘make po]icy This should not seem too surprising since NATO has’
made very little policy in the truest meaning of the term.-

~ NATO's principal policy functions are morefconsultative_than
creative, *more communiCative than innovative, and tend to be more |
per1phera1 than centra] to the diverse concerns of the members To
be sure, NATO has occaSionaliy been. charged W1th adopting 1mportant

vpolicy positions; however,usnch occasions have*been exceptional.

II1
Identifying and measuring the concrete benefits f]ow1ng to
‘.the'members as a resu]t of the NATO poiicy-making process is vir-
_tua]]y an 1mp0551b1e task.= Indeed, identifying and measuring sig-
nificant ieveis of common'interest beyond that which nurtured the |
Alliance in the first p]ace-—the threat of Sov1et mi]itary aggre31on
’.against Western Europe--is so difficult as to frustrate any attempts
at prec151on. And that threat is perceived as diminishing or hav1ng
been diminished to the point of latency. The one’issue-area‘Where
. clear po]icy decisions have been made by NATO is.that which deals “I
deirect]y W1th questions relating to modes of meeting the threat werei~
it to become active.~ Such po]1c1es have been arrived atrby means
- of foi]oning.the American 1ead—QUnited.States' strategv‘has’been'.

Alliance strategy.




Had NATO been charged W1th p]ann1ng and 1mp1ement1ng strategic
| po11c1es, it wou1d have been an abject fa11ure "It would have failed
for want of -an execut1ve power . to order comp11ance with new approaches »
and procedures. It wou]d have fa11ed for want of the tax1ng author1ty
necessary for generating funds and enforcing priorities. And 1t_wou1d
have failed for'Want of‘strategic and‘tactica] forCes that could be-

deployed without national consent. |
B NATO does, howeyer,hprovide aﬂcontinuing‘forum‘for>consu1tation\
among the allies on questions relating to strategic policies. Cleve-
1and's insightfu] study presents-numerous_i]1ustratjonseet'specific
1nstances of consultation. He asserts that consUltationl1eads to sub-
stantia1 1eve1s of cooperation-and identitication among‘the allies, ‘
: part1cu1ar1y regard1ng issue-areas most dircct1y affected by rapid
vsc1ent1f1c and techno1og1ca1 change |

The rea] test of the consultative processiis the extent to.

,wh1ch governments are W1111ng to commun1cate fu11y about present

and prospect1ve plans. The Skyboit case 111ustrates very well that

at various stages, Secretary of Defense McNamara was re1uctant to
communicate w1th the Joint-Chiefs of Staff, Secretary of State Rusk,
or Pres1dent Kennedy—-much 1ess tne United K1ngd0m By the t1me ‘
the United States was ready to commun1cate with the Br1t1sh govern—
ment the dec1s1on was a fait accomp]i As C]eve]and has sa1d

"Even c1ose a111es do not consu]t each other any more than they
'haye;to[ ,For each government, there are c]ear and present{inh1b1;

‘tions to sharing with other itsnana]yses qua'de1jcate situation,
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its 1nformat1on about diplomatic contacts and espec1a11y the op-
portun1ty to 1nf1uence its own nat1ona1 po]1cy "7

- The consultation process is seriously weakened by the remoual.
of situationa1 analyses, diplomatic contactss and national policy
‘questions from allied consideration what.remains for the A11iance
~ is post facto deliberation of diverse national po11c1es which may
.be'more or Tess complementary and para1]e1 Such deliberations do,
however, prov1de useful 1nformat1on>about a11ied"reactions t0“na;
tional policies and may affect the deve]opment of subsequent na-
tional po11c1es. 1 ‘_ '

The Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) il]ustrates the ambiguity in-‘
herent 1n the A]liance's consultative process. The NPG- was des1gned
to avo1d some of the pitfalls that blocked the MLF by focus1ng upon-
nuc1ear po]ncy;rather than hardware, and upon sma11-group»consu1ta-
tion_rather than mu]tinatiOna1 operattons,_ As first proposed by
Secretary McNamara in May, 1965, there would have been a'fiue-nation
."se1ect comm1ttee" who would “1earn enough about atomic realities
to part1c1pate with us in Judgments on how to use th1s unprecedented
weaponry for deterrence and defense."8

By the t1me the proposal was implemented, the f1ve member se1ect
comittee became the ten-member Special Comm1ttee encompassing three
working groups on crisis management, commun1cat1ons and nuclear p]an-
~ ning. Th1s arrangement was supp]anted in December, 1966, by the Nuc]ear'
Defense Affa1rs Comm1ttee (1nc1ud1ng a]] members save for France, Ice-

land and Luxembourg) ‘and the now seven-nat1on Nuc]ear P]ann1ng Group

i




nm

NPG's¢c0nsu1tative ambiguity‘results from its role in shahihg
1nformat1on wh11e ot shar1ng in the,mak1ng of ‘nuclear dec1s1ons
Consu]tat1on in such 1nstances is commun1cat1ve, not dec1s1ve—-the
outcomes of such aet1V1t1es may be reflected in dec1s1ons or“they :

_may be_ignored; despite Cleveland's contention that such consulta-
- tion becomes-inextricab1y paht of the Unitedvstates':decision process:
... we are now giving our European allies so much 1nformat1on and
- creating so many occas1ons for them to come forward w1th their 1deas,
their- papers, and their proposals that it is hard for them to feel,
let alone complain out 1oud that they are not part1c1pat1ng in .
nuclear plann1ng 109
»During_NATOfs first decade, the United States rarely consulted _
iher‘a]}ies about strategic actions directed_at regiohs beyonvaATO‘s
territorial jurisdiction, even when sueh~aqtiehsVeffected,NATO>strat-
egy'or.Amertcan'Alliance policy. Once consu]tatiens were'endertaken,.
'EurOpean react1ons were rarely, if ever, internalized 1nto the Ameri-
- can dec1s1on—mak1ng process 10 Attempts at obta1n1ng NATO support
for Amer1can p011cy in such fore1gn areas were equally unava111ng,
Thus, the United States failed to get suppoht for‘Embargpes'upon
traeing with‘Cuba and Meinland China‘or for American po1iey in Viet—,
‘ham. C]eve]and 1mp11es that had the United States consu]ted before
-esca]at1ng 1n V1etnam, dec1s1ons to esca]ate m1ght not have been
~made: "It is. tempting to speculate whether dec1s1ons on other ma t-

ters wh1ch were not subjected to ser1ous 1nternat1ona1 consu]tat1on

--the success1ve esca1at1ons in V1etnam are aga1n the obv1ous examp]e
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--would have been better dec1s1ons if we had had to discuss them
with fore1gners Even w1th a comp]ex and many s1ded dec1s1on—
mak1ng process, it is comparatively’ easy for any government to

kid 1tse1f, it is always much harder to kid fore1gners a Tempt—
ing as 1t'may be, such-speculat1on is 1d1e,v1f not spec1ous;-un—’
: less$ one can: 1dent1fy po1nts of ‘entry 1nto the U S dec1s1on pro- -
'cess for the consequences of such consu]tat1ons

" Alliances are not part1cu1ar1y viabTe 1nstruments for‘generat-
-1ng common 1nterests or for effect1ve1y coord1nat1ng the fore1gn
policies of the members. The NATO experience is not~un1que.‘vthe
League of Arab States, for example, has been singuiarly,unsuccess—
ful in going beyond aesighatihg the cdmmon'enemy; The Arab League
has not succeeded in codrdinafing policies or planning strategies‘
or even_ih preventing overt intra+a111anee hosfi1ities. _The SEATO
policy process has not been instrumental in coordinatin§ allied
aolicies in Southeast Asia despite American attempts at invoking -
‘thehSEATO freaty as a 1éga1 jestificatioh for UnitedVStatesf 1h—'
volvement. And bilateral alliances may'not be appreciab]y mbre ‘1
_successfu] in generat1ng common 1nterests or 1n coord1nat1ng po11- ‘
c1es beyond those for ‘which the alliance was f1rst formed The
Japanese American A111ance, for examp]e was 1gnored»when Presidentf
»N1xon made his dramatic overture to China in 1971 | o
A related quest1on ar1ses as to the eff1cacy of alliances in.

ferms of policy implementation. Norma11y the quest1on is moot since

alliances tend not to make policy. NATO E exper1ence 1nd1cates that
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by and 1arge po11c1es have been 1mp1emented by the a111es The crit-
ical test, however wou]d be the behavior of the.members 1n the event
of a Soviet attack. Would they respond prompt1y andAeffect1ve}y? If
VSO; would the alliance have sufficient eapability to neeist»an attack
'suecessfully?' If the alliance rea11y’represents the interest, her
tn‘common by the aflies ‘or'responding phbmpt]y and.effectively, one
'm1ght be reasonab]y confident that appropr1ate act1on would. be taken
'If on the other hand one or more of the members parti¢ipates 1n “the
alliance because of{s1de-payments and not because of shared Jnterest,
the answer is far 1es$ c]eah-»indeed;bit'maykbe_unpredictabTe,'hence
undependable. Confidence in.such an a111ance'might ne11 be undermined.

~Ina sense, a]]:a]11anCes'are4somewhat UnpredictabTe,’bUt some’
are more unpredictable than_othens. fhe North At]antic'Treaty re-
'7qu1res its membens.to take appropriate actTOn but does notespecify
.'what that act1on might be. Short-of giving NATO author1ty to order
‘troops 1nto combat at a t1me and place and aga1nst an enemy to be A
specified by the organization, such dec1s1ons W1]1;rema1n the re-
.spensibi1jties of the several members. The credibility of the al-
liance therefore_depends upon the willingness bf'th? severa] members
to-ltVe up to their respohsibi]ities.:‘Parenthetfeally,ait has not
been unknown'in history for'nations_to fail to_)iYe up to their al-
11ance commi-tments . N . | | .

Growing restiveness towards American un11atera11sm comb1ned

,'with Qoncern,about the shift to f1ex1b1e resppnsejgenerated a crisis

of confidence in United States"credibiTity‘in the_early 1960'5.
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The problem was not soamuch’the credibility of the American commit-.
,mént as of the Ameficanfresponse; 'Wou]d the United States éonsu1£
with the European allies inrdefining the situatioﬁ'in'the_event of
a Sovietjchallenge?. Wou]d the*Unftéd States choose.to tryAto‘lihit
a respoﬁse;tq conyentioné] forces in West Germany? If so, the price
of &efending‘Wésfefn EurOpevmight‘bé:the 1aying.wasfe of Germany |
Q-hardly pa1afab1e to the Germans. -Would unilateral American chal-
Tenges to the Russians, such as in the~éﬁban'mi$sile crisis, involve
NATO in conflicts.beyond the scope of the North At1antic.Theaty?
_AMOrevrecent1y,vthe war in Vietnam has raised questions not
alone concerning United States' uniTatera]ism but of thefjudghent
'~of Américan officials who may be charged with defining commitments
'and:eXerbising leadership. SpecfficallyAthe question’érisés as to
;the!effécts of overcommitmeht and to modes of détermfhing priorities
'among4possib1y_cqmpeting‘COmmitménts. One of the possible side-
effects of thé Vigtnam‘war may_yet;be a reductiéh of options resuit-
jing in_1im1ting the f1eXibi]ity of an American responSe:to a Sovief '

challenge.

Iv- ;

One’is tempted to conclude that the NATO conSu]tation process
is éfféctive sfnce there is so much consultative activity. Yet weﬁ
-lknow that'aTl-acﬁivity is not>equa11y~pukposefu1‘or“ingffﬁmental;

" The critical question is to what end is all this activity leading?

~ Activity for the sake of activity may'help keep'some pebp]e gainfully
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employed; but it may haye 1itt1e.mqre socially redeemtng‘value.
Cleﬁelandfs‘nqtion that the NATO po]icy'prdcess shapes national

po]icy does not appear grounded in NATO history:or'hraCtice.

Despite much reeent'rhetericg the.prineipal actors in inter-
~national re]ations are hatton states who value thetr hationa] in-
" dependence higher than cooperation'and_higher'thah thterdependencef'
If it makes sense at time X to enter into an a]liante'With state B
agaihst adversary D, such‘an alliance may be‘enteredvin to. As soon
as’that’a11iance does not make sense, it is ended, whether or not
the treaty or var1ous ancillary scructures remain: Attempts at
resuscitation will be unavailing un]ess the bas1c 1og1c surv1ved
_ As was noted above, governments do not share 1nformat1on well
Jintranat1ona11y much Tess 1nternat1ona]1y ~»Membersh1p-1n.a111ances
does not change this fact regard1ess of levels of 1nst1tut1ona11za-
:-t1on and structure : Th1s holds for NATO as well as for other. al-
1iances desp1te the fact that NATO has generated more cooperat1on
and shar1ng than have other alliances. |

But it is important to bear‘in.mind that that Tevei of sharing
is hithih a context of much more Timi ted cooperattdni Oh.the basic
' queétion ef.NATO's strategic policy, little if any significant co-
dperation is evideneed before the fact. 'NATO strategy remains'U.S;
strategy and NATO cont1nues to adapt to the vagaries of U S policy;

the reverse does not occur.




As thingsqétand now and for the‘foreseeab}é future, the USSR :
ahd,the Peop]es' Répubiic.of China may»be far more influential in
'shaping'US strategic policy than Ameri;a's.European~a111es. The
,Niion-Kissinger approach f&.world politics is rooted in the_notfon '
that they who hold the power bear the respdnsibiTity fpr4mqintain¢:
ing international order. The foci of‘pbWer rest upon MoScpw, Peking
and Washington, not upon London;.Bonn, Paris and Brussels. Or
‘Tokyo, forrthatlmatfer. | o |
- The administration's Titany includes Western'Eufbpe and Japan'
» ibut actions be1ievthe wovdé;,else “Nixon Shock" Wou]d_hévé been
"Nixon Tﬁét;" - For Western Europe to becdme a primary actor in‘this
new global coaiitfon, it will have to7dehonstratg gréatef.power
than may- 1ikely accompany diverse nationa]‘pb]iciés;_especia11y
as they ar§~tied to U.S. strategy. Were a united Europe to arise
from'the_present community (whether expanded further or not), the
new entity wou'ld have-sdfficient power to éharé the burdens of
‘responsibility. Until fhen, Europe is consigned alSecondgry role
' whi]e'enjoying the benefits of vicarious responsibjlitnyharing,v

_Even then, consultation would be after the fact. Only the
creation of.a supranationa1VpOTiticoFmiiiﬁgry organ with jpris-
diction. over the U.S. strategic policy prdce§§ would suffice to
o generate cqnsu1tatidn'inrbIanning. And fhére ié nb basjs for

specuTation'mUEh_1e$svfor_p]anning‘for‘such an’eventdality}:
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