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The environmental condltions that pertained when NATO was establls
1949 bear little resemblance to the condltions of the 1980's. NATO
hegémonl
the members in economic and pol [ticai és well as mllitary terms. No s
or out cL the alllance approached a position of equal Ity with fhé Us. A

would challenge American hegemony for at least two decades.

An

concert

OF POSTURING AND POWER:
AMERICAN LEADERSHIP AND THE WESTERN ALL IANCE

c alllance having a markedly asymetrical distribution of power

alllance has been deflned as "an exclusive set of states act

hed in
was a

among

tate In

hd none

Ing in

LT a glven time for the purpose of enhancing the military security of

its members _ulg—ﬁ—xi; a specifled or specifiable external enemy" (fedder,

1973).

members

1949, and those changes have been reflected In the politics of the allls

well as

barely

dismemberied, and occupied and only the US had economic resources suffici

provide

In

enl ightened, occaslionally inspired and remarkably lucky. Above all,
reasonablly well=informed. Truman, Marshall, Acheson, Kennan, Bchlen, Ha
and others were men of limited experience and skill as are‘all perso
they exhijpited a pragmatic willingness to learn from their mlstakes and
sufficient repose fo endure the mistakes of cthers. While offen artlcula

ideological terms, their responses to political events were not Ideclog

driven.

ideologi&Ll!y driven perceptions, preconceptions and The Iike. Am

and the composition of the members of NATO have changed markedly

emerging from the devastation of the war, Germany was def

J

a base for rapld recovery. (Fedder, 1980, pp. 6-7.)

the early postwar period, on the whoie, American {eadershi

Gf course, thls is not meant to deny the existence of any eleme

The conditions for mutually enhancing the military securlty pf the

since

nce as

n relation to the designated enemy. In 1949, Britain and FranJe were
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T was
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nts of
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leaders
pol it1ce
Europs.

Con

such enl

whom they felt to be insuffIcIenfly sensitive to the moral bankruptcy

left. Af

tended to be antl-Communist and anti-social ist, suspiclous

I leaders who seemed to be too tolerant of left-wing movem

sidering themselves Informed by the experlences of +he thirtie

o

Ightened leaders as those |isted above were deeply suspliclous of

ter all, they felt, the left In Europe played cynical games wf

of any

nts In

, even
those
of the

th the

communists, deceiving themselves and helpling to dellver thelr counfrlés into

the handg
el evated
I+. The

among

apprecia

Secretar

a great
pol Itica
American

{Bohlen,

Reje

if
Amerfcan
persons
Atlantic
public ac
Similarly
foreign i

not read

-i.

fnecen

s of the fascists. Had the Europeans but understood, they wou

principle over politics and the world would have been better
real thrust of the complalnt exhibited a perversely Inverted

he American observers who

al l=too~frequently lacked af

tion for the Intricacles of poliT[cs and power. Bohlen's commen

y of State Cordell Hull

is quite apt: "l do not think he can be

Secretary of State because he had only a !imlted understand

currents In the worid. He did not understand,

and |ndeed, 1

tradition, rejected the concept of power
973.)

2cting power as a legltimate Intellectual construct is a tradl

style has normally eschewed the wlelding of power as appropri

Lf lesser morallty. Both the United Natlons Charter and the

in world affalrs

P e

d have

bff for

logic

lequate

t upon

called

ing of

rue to

L

tional

sistant American |eadership pattern. Style is substance aéd the

ate o

North

Treaty were Justified to the United States Senate and the Am

5 the antitheses of power polltics which, of course, they ar

» Secretary of War Stimson rejected using mall covers

all) on the eve of World War |! with his dlctum that "Gent!
other peoplets mail."

And Ambassador Warren Austin saw

rican

not.

{(insppcting

en do
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Justification for Arab-Jewish hostillty in Palestine, asserting that 1o settle

thelr differences, "All they have fo do fs act Ilke Christians.'
ChrIs+11ns have not waged war upon Christlians virtually since the ad
Christianity.

Senator H. Alexander Smith's (R.,N.J.) statement but one day af
Truman Doctrine speech (3/13/47) s of Interest: "The United States
face the issue of accepting responsibility of leadership In world aff
of lett|ng the world drift into clvil war and chaos. . . . We must h
world help Ttself back to security and God. . . but It must be one worl

the United Nations and not two spheres of Influence. There must not

balancing of power." (Yergin, 1978, pp. 396-7.)

As if

vent of

ter the
has to
airs or
elp the
d under

be any

The differing approaches to forelgn policy evident in the speec+es and

behavior of Winston Churchill and Franklin Roosevelt symbolized a cpnfrast

that was profoundly slgnificant. "Many Amerlcan leaders condemned Churchill as

needless|ly obsessed with power polltics, too rigidly anti-Sovie

T, too

colonlallst In his attitude to what Is now called the Third World, 3nd too

little aneresfed In bullding the fundamentally new International

order

towards which American idealism has always tended. The British undoubtedly saw

the Ameriicans as nalve, morallstic, and evading responsibllity forﬁlelping

secure the global equilibrium. The dlspute was resclved according to

erican

preferences —— in my view, to the deiriment of postwar security." ( Klssinger,

1982, ppl 571-2.)

The| recurring American disdaln for the role of power Is cuyrious,

pervasive, relatlvely consistent|y stated and almost always costly to American

pol Tcy conceptlions and Implementation. When American political |eaders deny

the power content of their policies, they confound foreign observers and

distress |analysts because the denials are always false even whiie they

inform
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Amerfcarn policy. Such dentals cannot simply be written off as posturing since,

as shal |

be Indicated below, posturing can yleld very dysfunctional resul+ts.

Yet the| denfal of the approprlateness and relevance of power by erican

teaders \typlfies the American experience. Klssinger's observations are

apt:

Americans to wield thelr monopolistic might to arrange a settlement in

In American discussions of foreign policy . . . the phra

quite

e
"ballance of power"™ was hardly ever written or spoken without |a

pejorative adjective In front of I+ -- the "outmoded" balance of

powpr, the "discredited" balance of power. When Woodrow W!|son +o?k

America into the First World War, i+ was In the expectation that .

he postwar settlement would be governed by 2 "new and mo
wholesome diplomacy" transcending the wheeling and dealing, secre
and| undemocratic practices that . . . produced the Great Wa
FrankiIn Roosevelt, on his return from the Crimean Conference
1945 told the Congress of his hope that the postwar era would 'spe
thelend of the system of unilateral action, the excluslve alllance
the| spheres of Influence, the balances of power, and all the ofh
expedients that have been tried for centurles -- and have alwa
falled.!' (Klsslnger, 1982, p. 573.)

wae —3e

e

Churchlll evidenced great discomfort at the apparent unwll!lngness|of the

Europe

to his Ilking. In a speech dellvered In Llandudno In 1948, Churchill bemoaned

the fallure to take advantage of the Anglo~American atomic monopoly td

the

courise events were taking In Europe. Russlan obstructionism

shape

h the

meetings | of the Council of Foreign Ministers +took place wlthout the

app! ication of adequate response by the Americans. Churchil| asserted:

The |question Is asked: What will happen when they get the atomlc

bomb themselves and have accumulated a large store? You can jud

for |yourselves what would happen then by what s happening now. I[f

these things are done in the green wood, what wil! be done in th
dry? * * ¥ No one in hls senses can belleve that we have
l'imiitless perfod of tIme before us. We ought to bring matters to
heaq and make a2 final sett|ement., * * * The Western Naftions will b
far more iikely to reach a lasting settlement, without blcodshed, i
they formulate their just demands while they have the atomic powe
and | before the Russian Communisis’ have got [T too. (Churchlli
1948.)

Churichll1's Importunings dId not resonate In the halls of the power

indeed, they fell on largely deaf ears. British Foreign Minister Ernest

f
-
i
ful ~-
Bevin




had wri
"sort
disiliu

Confers

John Hlckerson, Director of the Offlce of European Affalrs In the

tten fo Secretery of State George C. Marshall urging the format
of spirltual federation" of Western democracies after

Eloned about Soviet foreign policy following the abortive

ch of a

being

London

nce of Forelign Ministers. Bevin's Idea was picked up and run {with by

State

Department, who suggested creating a military alllance " f It were |clearly

IInked up with the UN." (Petersen, 1982, p. 96.)
George Kennan, then chalrman of the Pollcy Planning Councl!| In th

department, argued against entering Into a military pact, saying +

mili+ar

political, economic and spiritual unfon -- not vice versa . . . ."

concludes from his research Into the recently opened correspondence, th

*
be

of
an

The| Amer[can averslion to wielding power overtly and self-confiden

at:

e State

IIA

union shouid not be the sfafflng point. It shouid flow ffom the

fcult to uphold the view that the United States was pulls

* Flrst, the scope of the American alllance decision should npt
exaggerated. Through [Its poll+tical, economic and m!litary
Involvement In Europe and its Increasingly antagonistic reiationshfp
with the Soviet Union, the United "States was already deep
committed to the defense of Western Europe. * * * Secondly, it |[s
dif

i

dra%ged or lured 1Into the Aflantic Pact by (over-) nervoﬁs
Europeans, * % * The North Atlantlc Treaty was rather the creation
an Initial coalition based on percelved common [nterests between
important and eventually dominant group In the State Department

and| the British government. . . . (Petersen, 1982, p. 110.)

at:

Y

Tly

Pptersen

is

accompanled frequently by a reluctance to plan ahead. When Secretary Marshal |

delfvered his commencement address to the assembled graduates of H

Universl

ady
Eur

reqﬁes+ed the 'frank views' of the ambassadors in Issues so basic 4
to reveal the siill tentative natures of Washlngton's +hinking abou
European recovery. As |ate as 30 June, Marshall Informed the Britis

Amb
mhi

o

iy In June, 1947, ro "plan" yet existed to promote European recd

Indeed, a week after the Harvard speech, Marshall solicitd
ce from US ambassadors In western Europe as "to what extent
opean program is pol[tlcally and technically feasible.™ Marshal

gssador that hls Harvard remarks represented something between
nt" and a "suggestion" ratheér than a plan. Indeed, six weeks

larvard
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divorced
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fact of
- framewor
every co
Except
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conflict

Russlans

Conferen:

record demonstrates conclusively that Congress would not have funded a

of econor

The
over the
IT++le w

much mor

control by Stalin over the East European states that was grossly exagge

Klsslnger

post

an assumed Sovlet superiority In manpower and conventional weapon
by rellance on our nuciear arsenal. * * * Byt from the perspectiv

of
to

devs

=

er the Harvard speech George Kennan reflected In a briefing pap

Secretary Marshall that "we have no plan." (Cromwell, 1982,
.}

Icipating problems that would continue to bedevil American
ements years [ater, Kennan argued that the Marshall Initiative
from US-Sovlet Ideological confrontation in order to secure E

Ton. He reasoned that the avoldance of an ldeologlcal war was "

present European polltics." "The moment we piace our demands

k of a Russian-American confllct we paralyze the will of prac]

untry on the European continent." (Quoted by Cromwel!, 1982, p

or the inaugural perfod of the Marshall Pfan, Americans tended :
bpean relations through the prism of Sovliet-American 1dec
» And even that exception does not survive close examinatlg

~could have aborted the Marshall Plan had they participated

Ce on European Economlc Cooperatlon which formulated the pl

nic assistance to the USSR In 1947.

L.
fundamental premise for the Amerlican pollcy that was to be dev

next decade was based upon assumptions of a reality that cor
2 powerful than was the case and attributed a degree of mond

's retrospective comment Is qulte on the mark:

Our current dilemmas are the result of the declislon of all ou
-war leaders to base securlty on technology -~ to compensate fd

1

er
P.

pol tecy

must be
uropean

a vital

In the

ticailly

237).

FOo view

ogical
n. The
In the
n. The

rogram

el oped

formed

th the reallty Itself. US pollcy officlals assessed the USSR ag being

I1thic

rated.

r
r
S

2

generation, it Is possible to argue that the West was too ready
attribute a milltary edge to an adversary only recentlly
stated by war and 20 mllllon casualties; that the NATO natlon




underestimated the significance of their own industrial potentila
and forgot -- conveniently -- that. In fact NATO's manpower |l
gréafer than that of the East. (Klssinger, 1982, p. 195.)

As | Kissinger suggests, there was I|Ittle realism to be found |I

|
s

n the

posturing or rhetoric of American pollcy makers regarding the assessment of

Soviet strength at the end of World War 1l. Of the victorious powers nohe were

more exhausted and dimInished in relative power than the Russians aTd none

less exhlausted than the Americans. While the British were far weaker +h

an the

Russians, in absolute terms, they emerged from the war far stronger relatively

speaking| than the USSR, especlally when one acknowledges the cont

inuing

alllance| with the US. France does not figure In a reallstic calculir as a

victorious power since her role among the victors was graclously exte

the US jand the UK despite the Vichy past. Stalln's rejection of

d=d by

French

participation In a post-war role rested upon an assessment of French wTakness

and inappropriateness evlidenced by the stunnlng rapidity: of the

French

collapse| before the German I[nvasion and the alllance of Vichy Francg with

Germany jnd Japan. (We must recall the need for an Anglo-American Invas

and camp

polnts IL French Indochlna.) Beyond t+he contempt with which Stalln di

ign agalinst French North Africa and Japanese use of bases and ];aging

Ton of

issed

the FrenTh, Stalin did not understand the US-UK declslon to grant a rple to

France In the occupation of Germany. Responding to their Insistend

g, he

acqulescad In the assignments of a portion of the Anglo-American two-thijrds of

occupled |Germany to French occupation. Elevating France to such an "uneLrned"

position |seemed both confusing and Inexp!icable to Stalln.
Stallin's consol idation of power and control over the East European
was effected more tentatively and cautiously than was needed glven W

policy or perceptions. Coalitlon governments were Imposed In each d

states
estern

f the

states |iperated and occupied by the Red Army In 1944-45 even though there was




no h

Inty of active challenge, beyond protest, by the United States

"When

Scvlet Froops moved Into the countries of Eastern Europe in 1944, thd Soviet

government began to maneuver Jocal Communists Into positions of power,

ostensibly In the name of creating !'friendly! and !'democratic' regimes."

(Danl

Roose

els, 1960, p. 136.) In his ietter of December 27, 1944 +to Pres

tdent

velt, Stalin advised of the | Tkel Thood that a Commun| st

dominated Provisional Polish Government would be installed In Poland rather

than

power
parti
oppos
convo
caplt
they

state

"Democracy of a New Type," in Danlels, 1960, p. 152.)

asked

the Pol ish Government In exlle In London:

| have to say frankly that if the Pollish Committee of National
Liberation will +transform itself 1Into a Provisional Pollsh
Govbrnmenf then * * % the Soviet Govermment wlll not have apy
serlious ground for postponement of the question of recognition. |t
Is necessary to bear in mind that In strengthening of a pro-Alllgd

and democratic Poland the Sovlet Unlon Is Interested more than ahy

other power not only because the Soviet Union 1s bearing the majn
bruFT of the baitle for the |iberation of Poland but also because
Poland is a border state with the Sovlet Unlon and the problem of
Polpnd Is Inseparable from the problem of security of the Soviet
Unipn. To thls we have to add that the successes of the Red Army |n
Poland in the fight against the Germans are to a degree dependent on
the| presence of a peaceful and trustworthy rear in Poland, and the
Pol fsh National Committee fully takes into account this circumstange
while the emigre government and Its underground agents by the(r
terroristic actions are creating a threat of civil war In the reﬁr
of the Red Army and counteract the success of the jatter . . . . ([n
Da:lels, 1960, p. 137.)

Fr

1945-1947, Communlst parties were placed In positlons of principal

!

in regimes which also Included conservative, agrarian capltalist

es. | This despite the presence of the Red Army and the absence lof any

Ing| military force. Communist party theoreticians wrote embarnassed,

luted justifications for the "new" type of state created. "They gre not

allst states In the ordinary sense of the word. Nelther, howeveL, are

Soclal ist states. * * * % They may, with the malntenance of the present

apparatus, gradually pass over to Soctallsm . . . ."™ (Eugene Varga.

But why, It mLsT be

» should the fransition be so gradual? Certainly, not because of llack of




comm [ tme
Image.

equal ly
Albanlal

occupat

party co

Th

ambival

intervention determined to prevent Soviet deslgns.

simplest
anxiety
regimes
governme
and the

during 1

end of the war.

Fou
terms;
control,
Througho
Stalin |
control,

Now

was know

we must ¢

mistakes

statement as the {ollcwing to pass wlithout comment:

The argument advanced to Roosevel+ regarding Poland could be

yat

nt by Stalln to the goal of shaping the states in the region In hls

appl ied

well to Hungary, Romania, Bulgarla, Czechoslovakla, Yugosiavia and

Particularly, the states

| lberated by +the Red Army from Nazi

on were susceptible to Immedlate subjugation by monollthic Communlst

ntrol under the protection of the Soviet military.

most credlible explanations for Stalln's cautlon and hesitation are

nce on the part of the Russlans and the risk of provoking an American

In all likelthotd, the

and most appeal Ing explanation is some combination of ambivaldnce and

about Amerfcan intentions. The unification of <the East Huropgan

(replaéing the coalitlon governments wlth all Communist party| member

nts) and subsequent purging of deviationists (ilke Gomuika in Peland)

"purifying" Stalinization of the diverse regimes was accomplished

947-1949; a process that was not completed untl] four years affter the

to five years in the sweep of time may be but a biip in historical

it provided Stalin with ample opportunity +to consolldate his

identify and remove competing elltes and crush deviat|jonists

ut those areas under Red Army occupation. It cannot be assumld that

acked the skill” and determination required for such Impositiion of

some four decades after the end of the Second World War, given what

n at the time and what Is becoming available as archives are gpened,
icknow ledge the realitles of the period If we are not simply to|repeat

and misperceptions of the past. We can no longer permit the fype of




At the

: outset of the cold war, Soviet moves In Iran
(Azerbaljan), Poland, Berlin, Greece and Czechosl|ovakia refuted
hoéeful expectations of a new International order based on U.[S.
collaboration with the U.S.S.R. and Great Britain; in 1947 Britain's
abandonment of Its strateglic role In Greece began the stijll
expanding process, unforeseen at the time, of America's global rdie

of |containment. (Osgood, 1981, p. 466.)

Nofe of the discrete moves mentloned by Osgood supports his
extrapoliations. In 1946, +the Soviet Union removed troops stationed in
Azerbaijlan pursuant to agreement with the US and the UK +o prevénf the
pro-Nazi| Shah from providing matertal support to the Axis powers [and to
protect AllTed supply Iines to the Soviet Union. American and British mlilitary
personnel were stationed elsewhere in lran for the same purpose. The femoval
of Soviet forces from lran in 1946, however reluctantly, Is evidence of
Stalln's| caution not of his aggressive expansionism. US demands for the
removal of the tfroops were productive, demonstrating Stalin's respdct for
superior| American power. It is doubtful that Stalin was impressed by the moral
superiecrity of the US position.

As we noted above, the sltuation In Poiand does not accord with Osgood's
stfatement. With the Red Army occupying Poland at the end of +the wan, only

Invasion
opportun

that, *h

by Amerlican forces, war with the USSR,

e best the West could have achieved was affecting the composii

the Communist dominated government

shape internal events In Poland and In East Europe generally was mis

fell

Eurcopean

falied *o

erroneou

West. Efforts could have been made to put "national" communists into

vigtim to our own self-fulfilling prophecy

in Warsaw. The possible opportun

]
by writing off +h

regimes as having already been crushed by monolithic Communl

recognize that Communism was not monollthic and we 4

=

SN.

coculd have provided the

ty for installing the Polish govermnment in exile In London. STorf of

on of

ity tfo

d. We
East

We

ssumed

ly that the coal ition governments were shams designed to misigad the

office



rather fhan hard-core Stailinists.
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combatly

occupation pollcy often was

-17=

and others |ike him to power [n 1946. They did assume power |

the beginning of a wave of |iberallzation of the eastern regime

cusness concerning the occupation of Germany and Berlln.

Coordlnating occupation pollcies for diverse states is a comp
t process even when overriding goals are clear and favored
Coordinating occupatlon pollcies with a government as susp

e and contentious as Stalin's regime was all the more difflcult

The way might have been cleared to bring

h 1956,

Se

ITn alsc does not provide evidence for Osgood's thesis. Ample evidence

produced demonstrating the frustrations attendant upon Allfed-Soviet

Indeed,

in confllct with British and Aherlcan

[ ex and
by the
clous,

Bevin

and Marshall despaired of expectations that Allled cooperation was p¢ssible

foilowin

Sta

pronounced as and certainly more productive than Amerlcan opposition.
Czechoslovakia the Czech Communist Party apparently was almost as surpr

the sucifss of the Coup de Prague

Amerlcan

communi s1

Mane
uncompl I ¢
asymmetry
alliance
posslble
Gaulle wh

counterpa

g the col lapse of the London Foreign Ministers' Conference In 1

In's opposition to the Communist Insurrection I[n Greece

(1948) as everyone else except

who had largely written off +the Czech

F—control | ed.

ging alliance policy until the mld-sixtles was

ated: US strateglc pollcy was alliance strategic

malntenance. Serlous chalienges to US |leadership were

ose efforts were primarily dlrected towards his German and

rts.

governme

rele

poilcy

nor welcomed by allled leaders save for the posturing of Gene

47.
Tas as
And in
sed by
f

or the

+ as

Tively

The

of the Atlantic Alllance masked frequently serious probl%ms of

nel ther

ral de

British




Events have caught up the Amerlcan position within the alllance

extent that US pollcy no longer determines alliance poilcy and does nof

inform

Amer 1 car
Posturir
cannot s

Interest

There are three classes of Issues that encompass the range of d

changes
mil Itary
over to
offlcial
discussi
enl ighte
scholars

vul nerab]

from more Interesting questlions ilkely to inform debate. Kennedy's miss

focussed

"rationa

|1led leaders whose interests are nelther Identical nor subordi

g about the imminence of the Soviet threat and appeais for
ubstitute for reversals of disintegrative, competitive and conf

s or tendencles which arise from changed clrcumstances and roles.

that have occurred

=security; (2) energy; and (3) economtc. These issues have been

s and scholars does not reassure one's sense of ease that deb:
on {l{iuminates and

nment.

-12-

Interests. The changes that have occurred are systemic and pri

in the European and International systens:

the point of +riteness; however, reviewing pronouncements by|p

Informs -- I+ may facllitate more panderirn

19
Pubiic offlclals tend to pander +o an insipid publ

' +o the

Iways

nate to

ofound.

unl+ty

[ Tctual

[ screte

(1

worked

ubl ic

ate and

than

lc and

tend to pander to publlc officlals, "Miss!le gaps" and "win?ews of

[1ty" are triumphs of Insipidity conceptuaily distracting s¢

attention upon a symboilc American weakness and provt

e" for a greater bellicosity of exposition, a rapid remlilitar]

ded

thol ars

le gap

a

zatlion

of US foreign pollcy and an adventur!sm unmatched since Theodore Rcosevelt. It

ylelded ¢

pollecy r

soclal engineers who yearned to sit In +he counclls of the mighty manipy

men and
personnel
culminati

‘the roof

rounter-insurgency warfare and nation=bullding as new aims of

esul ting

events In distant places.

A
[)

In large part from the writings of soclal sclentls

I+ ylelded the introduction of US

Into Vietnam In Spring, 1961, Inaugurating a series of

ng in Spriny, 1975, wlth the departure of the l|ast hel icopter

of the US embassy In Salgon.

orelgn
ts cum
lating
combat

events

from



Kennedy's missile gap distracted public attention from the pr

thrust
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of his polley: the development of an assertive, agd

Incipal

ressive

Interventlonist pollcy which would guarantee the primacy of Amerlcan prer for

some Indeterminate future. HIs pollcy concentrated upon non-substantiv

In . that
nonconcr
goals th
"ob ject|

Ken
InUS ¢
Initial]

expansio

mid=s{xt

financing that could not be achleved through economic expansion alondg.

taxation
its impa
partners
tc West
deferral

Wi+h
Union to
alr powe

capabil it

weaponry

ete, Indefinable products that are nelther consumable nor palp

ess expanslionlsm.™ (Schumpeter, 1951)
nedy
efense
y the cost of increésed defense expenditures was borne by the

n of the US economy In the early sixties. Escalation of the war

ct was deferred and shared disproportionately by America's 1

It sought +to enrhance US prestlige, Influence and sua

Inaugurated a program that resulted In exponential In

expend|tures

for conventional and nuclear

capabl|

or Infiation remained with the latter appearing more attractivs

-— we exported much of the short term cost of waging war In Y

Europe and Japan. But the war became protracted and shor

achieved a long term Impact.
the US preoccupled In Vietnam, the way was clear for the

improve i+s military position In dlverse ways. Soviet mlssll|

r were improved significantly,

as were Soviet naval and 4

and, more Importantly, demonstrated interest and capabll ]

e goals

!

ey are proximate to Schumpeter's concepfualliaflbn of Imperia

on --

le. As

ism as

Creases

Ttles.

y rapid

In The

les accompanied the Introduction of Great Soclety programs requlring

Only

> since

rading
fetham

T term

Soviet
as and

irtift

'fes. The USSR achieved a position of essential parlty with thg US In

ty to

intervena rapidly and effectively In distant places around the giobe. ThP USSR

became a

taeth In

global power while the US was losing a war in Vietnam, grindl

Angola, reverberating around the Horn of Africa, impallng lts

ng Its

6| f on




-14-

Watergafe and flinging economlc challenges at Germany and Japan. WHI

le the

achievement of parity was inevitable glven the slze, Interests and

capabil |tles of the USSR the timing appeared o be related to a decl!we in US

fortunes. Coincidence merged with political dIstress, war-wear!nds
developlng economic malaise to create the I]lusion of a declining |A
becoming overwhelmed by a burgeoning Russlan power and presence and af
competition that was percetved as Inconsiderate and ungrateful.

Dififering European and Amerlcan interests continued and even accel

a divergence whose origins are tfraceable to the founding of the alll

5 and
merica

allled

erated

[ance.

Apparent convergence of I[nterests was most often achleved by Imposing an

overlay of agreement upon European allles whose tractabillty stemmed ffom the

coercion Imposed by a hegemonic super-ally on the one hand facing a hep

super-foe in the East.

Agonizing reappralsal and the European Defense Community, Suez, 5

emonic

kybol t

and the |Multi-Lateral Nuclear Force "solution™ were but sarly indIca%ors of

developipg divergence. There Is nothing start|ing about the fact of dive

of [Interest. Convergence Is worth noting and commonallty Is at

rgence

baest

fleeting; Yet most commentators and the developing myth of 30 plus yéars of

fatuous generalizations by public offlcials and scholars project a commo
of interests that Is rarely achlevable even by regtons in a unitary stat

The |continuing problem of the Atlantic Alltance has been the devel
of compatible policies absent common interest. For decades such compati
was relaTlvely easlly achieved because of the enormous disparity of Am
mi] Itary |and economic power and +he relative weakness of the Soviet Unlg
Hungartan rebelllon, disarray In the German Democratic Republic and POI1
the walllng Tn of East Berlin were scarcely menacing to Western Europe.

In the eighties commonallty 1Is less Iikely +to develop becad

nal ity

e.

opment

briity

erican
n. The

nd and

se of




competing

Economically, the US position Is no longer clearly paramount. To ¢

I'ndlcat
respect|

relatlve

West German, Swiss, French and Swedlsh fortunes, for example. Econom

West Eur
European
perceive

Union po

immedlate consequences that did not reinforce allled cooperation.

The
events r
floated

been bul

vely, but fell to 10th place In 1980 with $11,364 per capif

S became more cherishable and required defending from wh
d to be intemperate or misguided US economic policy. While the

sed a latent milltary threat to West Europe. US economic polic

unning from late 1971 to 1973 when the US devalued, demonstiz

15~

stresses

in +the

economic, milltary and polltical

o

b

{
» GNP per capita, the US led in 1960 and 1970 with $2805 and

decline of the US was more than offset by accelerated appreclia

watershed for postwar US economic pollcy Is provided by the set

Iding for some years and had not resuited from pollcies larg

Fa.

pheres.

te ons
$4789,
The

Tlon of

ically,

ope prospered as America declined and the economic stakes for kes+ern

at was

Soviet

es had

les of

ed and

the dollar., The Nixon Adminstration ylelded to a frustration +$a+ had

ely of

thelr making., The US dollar had been signlflcantly over-valued and the Germans

and Japai
The Amer

admInistn

rese particularly were percelved to be prospering at American e

fcan economic hegemony had been turned on It+s head yieiding

ratlion first pleading for,

tpense.

a US

then cajoling and ultimately demandlng

corrective actlon that has not yet taken piace. The Bretton Woods edonomlc

system was scrapped In large part and no replacement is yet In sight. Edonomic

pol lcy

nec-merca

The

accompanl

by a tem

resulftfs

ong the allles 1is marked by resurgent economic

ntillsm and protectlontsm.

envelopling

disarray In

International
ed by discordant energy policles whose pressures are currently
porary oil=glut. The present excess of energy supply over

n part from the global recession and from American conser

nation

al {sm,

economlc reiaflo%s ls

abated
demand

vation




efforts
seeking
poi ey,
since ol

part to

value |

o)
slgnlflcf

exchange
December
bringlng
at Congr
promote ¢
The

the West

sophistication manifested by +the Nixon-Kissinger

matched
pursue e

American

and 1nad

which wa

dlstress | concerning US

emanatin
Mayaguez
tobeam
a palsied
The

tendency

In the economic arena and contributed to allled determinat
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encouraged by high energy costs. But energy costs did not simp|
some natural level - they Increased in |arge part In responsd
The rapid deciine In the doilarfs vajue from 1971 +o 1973 was a
| s priced In dollars. In October, 1973, OPEC Increased oll pr
"punish" the West for supporting !srael but also In order to r

t by the declining dollar. Further, the US urged Iran to pre

ntly greater [ncreases

In order to provide iran with more 1

to purchase weapons and to promote conservation In the US.
1973, meeting OPEC added approximately $7.00 to i+s price per

the posted price to $12.65. Kissinger was reported to have des

onservation,

nexus of economic and energy policies had enormous consequend
and provided no particular advantage for the US. The pol

administration wa

leadership was wanting; Insensi

latent suspiclions of American
quacy were aroused, only to be compounded by dismay at Wah

nelther understood nor appreciated in Europe. Compoundlng Eu

leadershlp were the confusing alarms and s

from Washlngton regarding Angola, Somaila, the War Powers Ac

Incident and other indicaters of American dlsarray. The US ap

ighty giant whose muscles responded Independentl|y of nerve cent

brain.

At

y rise
to US
factor
ces in

ecover

ss for

ocrefgn
Its
barrel

paired

ess' ablllty to adopt an energy pollcy ralsing prices adequbTe to

as for

Itical
s not

on to

conomic and energy pollcies Independent of the US. Confide&ce in

v ity

ergate
Fopean
ignals
f, the

peared

ers In

confusion attrlibuted to Washington stems largely from an Am

ito treat symbol as reallty and reallty symbollcally. Abjuring t

rlican

E

e use
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of the word "detente" in his reeiection campaign, Presldent Ford sign
change |of pollcy that was not forthcoming. But he undermined the pol

concept| because of hls unwilllngness to discuss the Issue. He catereg

aled a
itlcal

to the

ieast Informed, poorest educated elements In the electorate ‘betrgying a

caval ler disregard for the substantive Issue. The Ignorant were not

to be

informed, merely pandered to In what proved to be an unavaillng qu£s+ for

reelection, Dismlssing detente has enormous consequences particularly |for the

Federal [Republfc of Germany for whom detente is not symboiic but a pdi

Itlcal

necessity. M. . . detente Is Indispensable for the European because any type

of milifary conflagration would physically eliminate Europe. * * *Detpnte as

a means (of reducing mllItary tension In Central Europs Is therefores vifral for

the Federal RepublIc of Germany."™ (Czempiel, 1982, p. 18.)
POﬁfulaTIng detente as a symbol of policy permits the symbol
treated |as hostage tfo US-Soviet competition and confilct. In +thls

confrontation Is posited as +the vehicle for competing and conf

+0 be
usage,

Ietual

relations |tkely to yleld advantages for the US or the USSR In a zTro-swm

contest.| Thus Presiden+ Carter offered the Russians a cholce between detente

and confrontation in June, 1978.

debate whether the pollcies of detente should continue or whether
new| pol icy of confrontation should be contemplated. In his Anrapol

speech on 7 June 1978, Presldent Carter could combine bot

possibllfties and offer the Soviet Union a cholce. But even such

debate and such a choice was already damaging to the kInd of detent

whi¢h had now become. a constituent of German security. (Windsor]
1981, p. 10.)

As Windsor and Czemplel attest, detente for the Germans particulan
West Eurppeans generally is a necessary conditlon permitting the keep

competitfon and confllct beiween +the superpowers +o manageable |

Internally and externally, the United States coulid afford T

o

a

s

h.

a

e

H4

ly and
Ing of
evels.,

"Confrontation" conjures up Images of Europe becoming a theater of operjations

for possible |imited war testing the resolve of the superpowers. Kissi

nger's
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Brussels (1979) warning of the tenuous nature of the US nuclear u brella,

Carter's waffling on enhanced radiation weapons, BI bombers, Pershing

il and

crulse missiies and his polar reactions to dlverse Sovlet pollcles hellghtened

anxleties among Europeans more than did Soviet adventures In Afrig¢a, the

Middle East and Afghanlstan. The American euphoria attendant upon the ls

igning

of the SALT Il +freaty contrasts boldly to the despalr and dismay generated by

the Afghanistan invasion -~ to Carter the greatest threat to peace slince

World

War [Il.| And he proclaimed detente dead, boycotted the Moscow Olymplcs,

embargoed grain sales to the USSR and hls Natlonal Security Adviser poked for

pictures at the Khyber Pass. Symbollc posturing substituted for conseqpential

pol Icy leading to charges of Incoherence and confuslon.

tv.

Carfer's Inability to place Afghanistan In some real istic perspective was

symptomatic of a condition that had been developing in the US for somé

In discussing Amerlcan pubilc opinion on foreign policy, Gabriel Almond

The|reaction of the general population to forelgn policy Issues hés

been described as one of mood. This is to say that foreign pollq

facTual content. Such superfliclal psychic states are bound to b
unstable since they are not anchored in a set of expliclt value af
means calculations or tfradltional compulslions. (Aimond, 1960,
69.)

Almond addressed the difficulty posed for US leaders in securlng q

LY
att{tudes among most Amerlcans lack Intellectual structure and
e
d

time.

sald:

upport

for forelgn policles from a voiatile, fickle public. He did not antlcipdte the

problems | posed by leaders seeking to get to the front ranks of the
Incessant sampiing of public¢ opinion to determine how prospective choica
fplay in|Peorila" bear Ilttle If any relationship to the constralints of
and resanslbllify, traditional or conventional methods of addressing
and events or to the problem of contextual conformance.

That the lack of intellectual structure and factual content nod

crowd,
s will
power

[ ssues

red by




Almond |aplles to recent American leadershlp, not merely the public, Is

evidenced by the following excerpt from President Carter's Interylew by

ABC-TV's Frank Reynolds about Brezhnev's reply to Carter's protest not

Soviet llnvasion of Afghanistan:

on the

Q. Have you changed your perception of the Russians in the

time that you've been here? You started out, "it seemed to a grept

many people, believing that If you expressed your -good wlll a
demonstrated it that they would reclprocate.

A. My oplinion of the Russlans has changed most drastically [In
theg last week than even the previous two and a half years before
that. I|1's only now dawning on the world the magnitude of the actlibn

+haﬁ the Soviets wundertook In I[nvading Afghanistan., This Is

circumstance that | think is now causing even former close friends
and, allles of the Soviet Unlon to re-examlne thelr opinion of what
the| Soviets might have In mind. (New York TImes, Jan. 1, 1980, p.

4.)

Chaphcellor Schmidt had chronic difficulty dealing with the
administrationts seeming Indifference to time-honored modes of I[nteract
Henry Briandon reported, commenting upon Carter's neutron bomb cance
.decision following Schmidt's public commltment of support: "Wha

profound|ly upset Schmidt is what Is perceived here (Bonn) as a bas

mlsgulde$ change In US foreign policy toward the western alliles;
Carter's| reluctance to assume responsiblllty for the stationi
medlum-range nuclear balllstic missiles in Europe." (Brandon, 1979, p
Carter's |response to Schmidt's Al istalr Buchan lecture (QOctober, 1977)

say that|1f the Europeans want such a speclal deterrent, they should

d
a

Carter
on. As
lation
t has
¢ and
namely
ng  of
L A7.)

Fas to

assume

full responsibllity for it+. This amounted fo caval ier disregard for the set -

of events and negottations which led to the German renunciation of a nuclear

role as a condition of German remll[tarization. American |eadership was

cal led

Into question and found wanting as belng essentially irrelevant to the| sweep

of events.
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Administ
structur,

elevated

in Vietn

signific

which th
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tie reassurance has been provided to the Europeans slince the

ration's [nauguration in January, 1981. The level of intell

e and factual confent can scarcely have been sald +o hav
by such references as to Ho Chi Minh's refusal to agree to el
am or to the discovery that Russian |eaders may dissembie. F4

ant are statements as to the |lkelThood of a nuclear war [n Eu

e US might not particlpate, windows of vulnerabllity and decl

Reagan

ectual

e been
sctions
r more
rope In

Lraf!on

of a clear edge to the Russlans in nuclear weapons. Careful analysli casts

serious
rooted 1

to eval

suspicio

congruen
real [ty
Western

The
profound

| Inkage,

world po

Sal vador

doubts upon such notions of superlorlty suggesting that they
n ldeological rather than analytical concepts. While It s yet

uate the Reagan preliminary observations

foreign pollcy,

Tt with the pollcy. When this occurs,
ralsing questions of the relevance of Amerlcan |eadership f
Al llance.

emergence of the concept "global ism" ralses questions +hat may
ly the American role in Europe. Globallsm, the generational sud
posits a glcbal conflict with the USSR as the overriding real

litlcs., Questions of theater nuciear forces, Polish inviclab)

7n revoluttion and Afghanistan suppression merge with situatiq

NS

maybe
early

yleld

ns that the policy may be lideologically driven, that the rhetgric Is
symbols take precedencg over

b the

af fect

cessor

Ity of
illty,

in

Angola, Namlbla, the West Bank, and so forth to the end that they oveLwhelm

analysis
Isoiatin

proximat

are bhette

Supe

denies

with a blurrling of vision. Globalism deprlves the opportun

confllcts to contaln their Impact and permit the deJelopme

e solutions., Globaiism requires the generalizatlion of conflicty

r dealt with specifically if at all.

rimposing superpower competition Into the civil war In El Sa

legitimacy to local factions and dlsputes, Justifles ex

ty of
nt of

-3

that

| vador

ternal
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mischief-making and frustrates attempts to contain, control and ul

resolve

securlty can only be achieved by detente whlich requires that confl

managed, controlled, Isolated and, hopefuily quarantined.

. American predilections to view regional conflicts in globa

projects US-USSR confrontation In unlikely and Inappropriate plat

confuses allles with non-allles and even with states juxtaposed agalnst

states, | such as the Warsaw Pact's Poland. And I+ focusses attent!:

symbol I¢ problems while practical problems cry out for attention and sc

EconomlIc relafions among the princlpal frading partners which are mal

Western allles must be regulated by a normative system such as Bretton

Problems of energy avallabillty, access and price must be addressed ser

not left subject to mindless demands that Europeans refuse to import

gas. And the exponential increase of nuciear weapons statloned In and

upon Europe must be addressed.

The| disdaln for power expressed in the elections of Reagan and

among others, ylelds exaggerated pretense of higher, |oftler ldeals iri

over crass politics. It confuses an electorate bombarded by such frequ

false im

ages that I+ cannot distlnguish

ignorance from wlsdom and te

timately

the conflict., And 1t jeopardizes key allies such as Germany whose

lets be

terms

tes  and

al | led

on - upon

fution,
nly the
Woods.
lously,
Sovlet

trat ned

Carter,
imphing
ent and

nds fo

value them equally. And 1t results In a foreign pol Icy-making process

the Fore

the Presi

sandbagglng of the American SALT | negotiating team subverted the very

process he headed. What can we call

practitio

of the efifect upon pollicles and people?

dent and hls ministers. Kissinger's neutering of Secretary Rogg

a process whereby such a sk

herein

gn Service often becomes Irrelevant If not hostile to the widhes of

rs and
policy

illfui

ner subverts himseif in order to curry favor with his boss regardless
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Perthaps it Is the ultimate achlievement of an advertlising culture that
ylelds populace unable to distinguish between [deological claptnap and
fnstrumental policy. Or are America's embattled, bloodied Marines really

noncombatant bystanders in Lebanon?
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