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ISRAEL IN SEARCH OF LASTING PEACE
By Golda Meir

WENTY-FIVE years ago the Jewish state proclaimed

its independence in a part of Palestine. Six months earlier,

the General Assembly of the United Nations had recom-
mended its establishment. This act of historic justice strove to
fulfill the earlier pledge of the Balfour Declaration and the
League of Nations Mandate which gave recognition not only
to an immediate Jewish need but also to the principle of a Jewish
right to national self-expression. Zionism, as an aspiration, is as
old as the Exile. As a political movement it goes back a hundred
years. The vision of a Jewish return to the original homeland is
far older than the solemn international commitments of 25 and
55 years ago. An independent Jewish state arose as the culmina-
tion of a long process of national liberation, which eventually
won formal sanction through the moral sense of the community
of nations.

In the twenty-fifth year of independence, Israel has ample
cause for satisfaction: she has developed from a community of
600,000 at the close of the British Mandate into a technologically
advanced, democratic state of three million. She has fulfilled her
mission of homeland and refuge by absorbing over a million Jews
from every sector of the globe, including half a million refugees
from Arab lands as well as hundreds of thousands of survivors
of the Nazi holocaust; and while engaged in her enormous con-
structive tasks she has managed, though vastly outnumbered, to
repel concerted assaults by the Arab states on her very life. She
has translated a remote dream into solid reality. In all this Israel
has brought to fruition the labor of Jewish pioneers who, since the
turn of the century, gave their lives to transform a barren and
denuded land into fertile fields, flourishing settlements and new
patterns of society. In surveying the burgeoning towns of modern
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Israel, it is easy to forget that the land to which the young
settlers came was rich only in historic memories and religious
associations. It had neither oil nor abundant natural resources.
Its wastes offered no temptation except to Zionist pioneers ani-
mated by the twin ideals of a new Jewish society and a recon-
structed land.

The renewal of Jewish national independence after centuries
of dispersion and persecution is one of the great ethical afirma-
tions of our time. An age-old inequity was at last redressed, not
at the expense of another people, but with full regard for the
rights of others. For we were not alone in securing independence.
In a parallel development, many Arab states were established in
the same period and in the same region but in a far more generous
expanse. In the huge area liberated by the Allies from Turkish
domination we had been accorded a “small notch” which we
sought to develop in peace and codperation with our neighbors.
The failure of that hope has been costly to both Arab and Jew,
and I shall not pretend that the persistent conflict with the Arabs
does not weigh heavily upon us.

Decades of struggle have brought much bloodshed to both.
Nothing can be more horrifying than parents burying their
children, and I know of families who have lost three generations
of their sons in this tragic conflict. We would be happier if we
could use all our energy in the more rewarding tasks of reclaim-
ing the deserts and bare hills which still constitute so much of
Israel. In Israel, as elsewhere, there are problems of economic
deprivation and social maladjustment whose solution would be
hastened by peace. But peace still remains elusive. Though the
Arab peoples suffer grave ills of poverty and disease, their gov-
ernments concentrate mainly on the sterile goal of destroying
Israel’s independence. This fixation torments the Middle East
and obstructs its creative destiny.

II

Yet this grim course was not inevitable. The heart of the Zion-
ist faith was the conviction that Jewish independence could be
achieved in harmony with Arab national aspirations,

From its inception, Zionism, as a political movement, strove
to establish an Arab-Jewish understanding. A great number of
attempts had been made before the famous Weizmann-Faisal
agreement of January 1919 which welcomed the Jews to Pales-
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tine. These were followed by attempts in the 1930s and 1940s. All
had one aim in view: to reach an agreement with our Arab neigh-
bors. As late as 1947-48, we tried, in vain, to avert the course of
events. In November 1947, shortly before the Partition Resolu-
tion was adopted at the United Nations, King Abdullah of Jor-
dan promised me that he would never join the Arab states in a
war against us and that after the U.N. Resolution was adopted
we would meet to work out ways and means of peace and co-
operation between our states. As late as May 10, 1948, just five
days before the British were to leave Palestine, I crossed into
what was already enemy territory—Jordan—and met the King
in Amman. As I drove on the road leading to Amman, I could
see the Mafraq camp and the Iraqi troops and guns massing there.
At that meeting, King Abdullah did not deny the promise given
me in November, but he stated that if we declared ourselves a
state and insisted on unlimited Jewish immigration, he would
have no choice but to join in a war against us. His alternative was
to bring the whole area under his domination and curtail Jewish
immigration. That was 25 years ago. Since the achievement of
our independence and the conclusion of the Armistice Agree-
ments of 1949, we have left no stone unturned in an endless effort
to find avenues of dialogue which might lead to agreement.

Nothing could be more false than the Arab script in which
Zionist “aggressors” appeared on the scene to dispossess local
Palestinians. Since this accusation still constitutes the burden of
the Arab case and provides the rationale for Arab enmity, it
cannot be ignored even though the answers, like the charges, are
familiar. We cannot assume a guilt we do not feel for sufferings
of which we were not the cause.

Let me put it in the simplest terms. When I came to Palestine
in 1921 my pioneer generation was neither morally obtuse nor
uninformed. We knew there were Arabs in Palestine, just as we
knew from our own experience that our labor in malaria-ridden
kibbutzim transformed uninhabitable swamps into habitable soil.
Far from ignoring the local population, we were sustained by the
sincere conviction that our toil created more and better living
space for both Arab and Jew. In this belief we were proven
right. Between 1922 and 1947, the Arab population of Palestine
grew from 670,000 to 1,200,000—a spectacular increase paralleled
in no neighboring Arab territory. Thanks to the agricultural and
industrial development of the country, Palestine changed from a
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lIand of Arab emigration to one of Arab immigration attracted
by the higher standards of living and greater opportunities. The
supposed Zionist dispossession of Arabs is a myth disproven by
every official census.

We were also fully aware of Arab national aspirations in the
Middle East. We assumed that these aspirations would find
ample satisfaction in the various Arab states set up by the Allies
in the vast areas freed from Ottoman domination. By the end of
the British Mandate, 99 percent of that area had been allotted
to the Arabs, one percent to the Jewish homeland. If there was
any inequity in this distribution, surely the Arabs were not its
victims. Hence we hoped, sincerely if perhaps naively, that Jew-
ish and Arab independence would flourish peacefully side by
side to the advantage of the entire Middle East.

Something else should be made clear. Palestinian Arab na-
tionalism was not a visible factor at the time. Until recently,
Arab nationalism constantly opposed the designation of one sec-
tor of the Middle East as Palestine. It regarded this “particular-
ism” as a violation of the concept of a unitary Arab state. The
territory that Jews cherished as historic Palestine the Arabs
viewed merely as Southern Syria. As late as 1956, Ahmed
Shukairy, at that time Syrian representative to the United Na-
tions and later head of the Palestine Liberation Organization,
declared in the Security Council that “it is common knowledge
that Palestine is nothing but Southern Syria.”

At the time of the rebirth of the Jewish state, the argument
was between the Jewish people and the Arab people. Though
the nationalist demands of the latter had been richly fulfilled,
they refused to honor the equivalent legitimacy of Jewish rights.
Their position was that Arabs should be sovereign everywhere,
the Jews nowhere.

Thus it was Arab intransigence that led to the compromise of
the U.N. Partition Resolution by which the area encompassed
by the Balfour Declaration was further cut so that Israel arose
in one-fifth of the territory originally allotted for a Jewish
homeland. (The first truncation had taken place in 1922 when
three-fourths of the original Palestine area was severed for the
establishment of Transjordan.) Nevertheless, for the sake of
independence, peace and the possibility of freely bringing Jew-
ish survivors to Israel’s shores, the Jews accepted this compro-
mise and created Israel in a spirit of joy and hope. Instead of the
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Arabs doing likewise and establishing their state in the area
assigned to them by the U.N. Resolution, seven Arab states at-
tacked new-born Israel. They refused to accept the existence of
the Jewish state and sought to throttle it at birth.

III

This chronology is essential for an understanding of the pres-
ent impasse. There can be no greater mistake in assessing the
current situation in the Middle East than to assume that the con-
flict continues because of a specific political Arab grievance: the
plight of the Arab refugees; the Israeli presence on the West
Bank, or in the Sinai; the reunification of Jerusalem. The record
bears out the error of this view. In 1947-48, when seven Arab
states launched the invasion which resulted in the exodus of 600,-
0oo Arabs, mainly to other parts of Palestine—to the West Bank,
Gaza and Jordan—there had been no dispossessed Arabs and no
Arab refugees. The Arab refugee problem was the result, not
the cause, of the 1948 war. In June 1967, Sinai, Gaza, the West
Bank, the Golan Heights and East Jerusalem were all in Arab
possession. Nevertheless, the Arabs concentrated their troops in
Sinai, established a blockade and announced, in Nasser’s words on
May 27, 1967, that the object of the war was “the destruction of
Israel.” It is therefore absurd to contend that the present terri-
torial configuration is the cause of the Middle East tension.

The heart of the problem is what caused the Six Day War, not
the territories administered by Israel after the war. Simply put,
the root issue is the Arab attitude to Israel’s very existence and
security. Once the Arab countries accept the legitimacy of Israel
as we have always accepted theirs, there is no reason for their
intransigence against negotiating the differences between us. In
this connection, let me state as firmly as I can that Israel’s insis-
tence on negotiations, direct or indirect, is not a maneuver de-
vised to bait our Arab enemies. The vehement refusal of the
Arab leaders to discuss with us the terms of a peace settlement
must raise the question as to whether they are really prepared
to live in peace with us. This is the crux of the conflict.

Israel is sometimes accused of “rigidity” in her stated positions
and is exhorted to be more “flexible.” These charges deserve
careful examination. Since 1967, we have shifted from our
original demand for direct bilateral negotiations—which we
consider the most effective and promising method—to a proce-
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dure similar to that employed at Rhodes in 1948-49, when talks,
both direct and indirect, took place. In 1970, in order to meet
Arab intransigence, we agreed to the procedure of indirect nego-
tiation in the first stage, hoping that this would pave the road to
a peace agreement. An even more fundamental indication of
Israel’s readiness for compromise may be found in our policy
statements. We have said that whereas Israel would not return
to the tragically vulnerable pre-June 1967 armistice lines, we do
not insist that the present ceasefire lines be final. We thus leave
open a very broad area for meaningful negotiation and compro-
mise. The Arab states, on the other hand, continue to reiterate
their demand for Israel’'s “total withdrawal” to the June 4,
1967 lines. By this demand they distort Security Council Resolu-
tion 242 which never called for total withdrawal, or withdrawal
trom all the territories. The language of the Resolution is with-
drawal “from territories,” acknowledging Israel’s right to live
within “secure and recognized boundaries.” All attempts made to
insert in the Resolution the demand for total withdrawal or with-
drawal from “the” territories were rejected by the Security
Council.

We know that the phrase “secure and recognized boundaries”
is not a magic incantation. It is a theme for negotiation. In our
insistence on this point, we are motivated by two realistic con-
siderations based on our experience since 1948. We want boun-
daries whose very character will make aggression less inviting
to any would-be invader, and which could be defended with
fewer casualties if such aggression nevertheless took place. The
enormous advantages in size of population and topography which
our adversaries have always enjoyed have tempted them period-
ically to make assaults upon us. We want to weaken such tempta-
tion to the greatest possible degree.

After three wars for survival in the last 25 years, we cannot
reasonably be expected to disregard our bitter experience. In
1948, 1956 and 1967, we learned how swiftly Egypt could move
her tanks and regiments into Sinai from the south, and how
readily our southern maritime approach could be blockaded
from Sharm-el-Sheikh. To the south stretched the Gaza Strip,
pointing as an aggressive finger into the heart of our territory.
From there, fedayeen regularly infiltrated and carried out sab-
otage and murder, reaching all the way to the outskirts of Tel
Aviv. On the eastern border Jordanian guns, pointing at our
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dwellings, could be seen by our children playing in the streets of
Jerusalem. The city could be bombarded from our very doorstep.
Israel herself could be readily cut at her 12-mile waist between
the old line with Jordan and the sea near Nethanya. In the north,
from the fortified ridge of the Golan Heights, the Syrians shelled
our kibbutzim in the valley at will. To the west lay the Mediter-
ranean into which the Arabs regularly promised to drive us.
Having escaped from such tight encirclement, we feel justified in
our determination not to reénter again a trap composed of vul-
nerable geography. Even in an age of rockets and missiles, we
cannot renounce the added security inherent in more rational
boundaries which would keep the potential adversary at a greater
distance from our homes. When the new European security sys-
tem was established after the Second World War, no one in his
right mind proposed the precise reconstruction of the map which
had spelled vulnerability and disaster for so many nations.

The border changes Israel seeks do not involve loss of territory
vital to Arab interests. The Sinai desert has in the past served no
Egyptian purpose save to provide a ready staging-ground for
attacks on Israel and for the maintenance of blockade. No Egyp-
tians live in Sinai and only a few Bedouin tribes (not Egyptian
citizens) roam its sands. Sharm-el-Sheikh, a desolate, unin-
habited outpost, was used by the Egyptians only to blockade the
Gulf of Agaba. In any case, Israel, under a peace settlement,
would not seek to retain all or most of Sinai. As for the Golan
Heights, it constituted primarily a military fortress directed at
our agricultural settlements in the valley below. The West Bank
presents a more complex problem. I have made it clear several
times that in negotiations with the Kingdom of Jordan we will
naturally present proposals for a territorial agreement.

My general comment holds good: the border changes sought
by Israel will, by reducing the strategic advantage enjoyed by a
would-be aggressor, help to deter war. Conversely, reconstruct-
ing these advantages would facilitate hostile designs against
Israel and renew the prospects of war.

This is not the first time in our history that Israel has been
urged to withdraw from Sinai, Sharm-el-Sheikh and Gaza at the
close of hostilities: In 1956, in response to the massing of Egyp-
tian armor in Sinai, the blockade of the Straits of Tiran, and the
terrorist incursions from Egyptian-held Gaza, Israel acted in
the Sinai. We repelled the Egyptian army, freed the Gaza Strip
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occupied by Egypt in 1948, removed Egvptian gun-emplace-
ments that for six years had blockaded the Gulf of Agaba, and
restored free access for the movement of ships through a water-
way which has the character of a lifeline for Israel.

In response to solemn assurances that the blockade would not
be renewed, terrorist infiltration would not be restored, and the
Egyptian forces would not reénter Gaza, Israel agreed to with-
draw from Sinai, Sharm-el-Sheikh and Gaza. As Foreign
Minister, it was my office in March 1957 to announce to the Gen-
eral Assembly Israel’s compliance with the U.N. Resolution call-
ing for such withdrawal. Previously (January 1957), I had
warned the General Assembly of the consequences of any action
that might result “in the restoration of the blockade, and the
consequent renewal of regional conflict, and international ten-
sion.” And I asked, in words painfully relevant today: ‘“Shall
Egypt be allowed once more to organize murder and. sabotage
in this strip [Gaza]? Shall Egypt be allowed to condemn the
local population to permanent impoverishment and to block
any solution of the refugee problem?”

The world knows what happened. Despite the “assurances”
and the “hopes and expectations” on the strength of which Israel
withdrew, Egyptian troops promptly reoccupied Gaza. Learn-
ing of this betrayal of our good faith as soon as I got back to
Israel, I at once returned to the United States to voice my indig-
nation to Secretary of State Dulles and U.N. Secretary-General
Hammarskjold. I shall never forget Secretary Hammarskjold’s
blunt question: “It’s not worth going to war for again, is it?” In
1967, the remaining elements of the 1957 arrangements were uni-
laterally violated by Egypt.

The repeated failure of international arrangements to safe-
guard our country’s vital interests has taught us a lesson we do
not easily forget. International decisions proved meaningless in
each crisis that we faced: in 1948 when the Arab states violated
the Partition Resolution; in the long years of lawless blockade
and terrorist incursion; and in 1967 when the international com-
munity, which had “assured” our territorial integrity and free-
dom from blockade, proved powerless to stand by its commit-
ments. Hence, we inevitably reflect on this history when urged
to take action which could result in diminishing our capacity for
self-defense and make us dependent on international guarantees.

History repeats itself in the Middle East. After every war
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staged by the Arab states against us, they demand the restoration
of the very borders they set out to destroy. When Egypt insists
now upon total withdrawal of Israeli forces to the pre-June 4,
1967 lines, the simple question arises: If those borders were so
sanctified for Egypt after the war, why were they not honored
by Egypt before the war and why launch war to destroy them in
the first place? The bitter truth is that the Arab leaders have not
changed their attitudes about our very presence in this area. Arab
statesmen, from Nasser to Sadat, have made no secret of their
proposed strategy. Mohamed Hassanein Heikal, the influential
editor of the Egyptian daily, A/-4hram, formulated a notorious
“Theory of Two Stages” in an article on February 23, 1971:

There are only two specific Arab goals at present: elimination of the conse-
quences of the 1967 aggression through Israel’s withdrawal from all the lands
it occupied that year, and elimination of the consequences of the 1948 ag-
gression through the eradication of Israel.

The second goal is not, in fact, specific but abstract, and some of us make
the mistake of starting with the second step instead of the first. On the basis
of the conditions I have mentioned, it is possible to believe in the possibility

of attaining the first goal. As for the second goal, we should learn from the
enemy how to move step by step.?

We find this strategy all too concrete and decline to facilitate
its implementation. Israel is 2 democracy in which various views,
minimalist and maximalist, are freely advocated. We have our
doves and hawks. Most Israelis are neither, but we do refuse the
role of clay pigeon. More than once I have made it clear that we
are ready for negotiations on the issue of borders and that we
have never said that the ceasefire lines have to be the peace
boundaries on all sectors. The borders must be defensible and for
that purpose significant changes in the previous lines are neces-
sary, but we are ready for a territorial compromise.

v

Jerusalem, mourned in Jewish prayers since the fall of the
Temple, was never without a community of pious Jews. Further-
more, Jews constituted a majority of the ancient city from the
mid-nineteenth century until 1948, when the Jordanian Army
seized the eastern half of Jerusalem, including the walled Old
City with its religious shrines sacred to Jews, Muslims and
Christians, and drove out the Jewish inhabitants.

According to the 1949 Armistice Agreements signed by Jordan

1 Cairo Radio, February a6, 1971, quoted from BBC Monitoring Service.
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and Israel, free access to the Jewish Holy Places, to the Mount
of Olives and to the university and hospital on Mount Scopus
was agreed to. But instead of honoring this commitment, Jordan
divided the city with walls, barbed wire and gun emplacements.
For the first time since the Roman conquest, Jews were prevented
from praying at their holiest shrine, the Western Wall. During
the 19 years of Jordanian occupation, Jews were barred from
their religious sites in total violation of the Armistice Agree-
ments. Israel’s repeated appeals to the Security Council brought
no redress.

In June 1967, Jordan again began shelling Jerusalem despite
Israel’s message to King Hussein, sent through General Odd
Bull, the U.N. representative, that Israel would not attack if
Jordan kept out of the conflict. Hussein joined the Egyptian as-
sault with the result that Jordan lost her hold on eastern Jerusa-
Iem. Israel reunited the artificially rent city. Our joy in the lib-
eration of Jerusalem was marred by the sight of the sacred
ancient Jewish Quarter and the venerable synagogues destroyed
by Jordan. The Jewish cemetery on the Mount of Olives had
been desecrated and thousands of its tombstones used as paving
stones for Jordanian roads. Since 1967, Jews, Christians and
Muslims have moved freely in and out of all its sectors.

Perhaps this record will explain why we view fears that are
sometimes expressed for the sanctity of Jerusalem under Israeli
rule as disingenuous. In 1948 and in 1967 the Arabs shelled Jeru-
salem with no regard for the safety of churches and holy places,
without rousing the vocal apprehension of the world. In 1967,
Israeli soldiers, to spare Jerusalem, risked their lives in hand-to-
hand fighting, street by narrow street, rather than resort to heavy
armor. Jordanian troops, on the other hand, used church roofs
and even the minarets of their own mosques for gun emplace-
ments. Journalists covering the Six Day War commented on the
reverence with which Israeli soldiers approached Jerusalem.

Since that time, satisfaction has been expressed by Christian
dignitaries at the care which Israel has bestowed on the Holy
Places of Christendom. We have also shown strict regard for
Muslim sanctuaries, though, while rebuilding our ruined syna-
gogues and devastated Jewish Quarter, we have had cause to
regret that the Arabs failed to display an equivalent respect for
what we hold dear.

Israel has publicly announced her policy that Christian and
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Muslim Holy Places be administered by the respective heads of
these religions. To this end, Israel wishes to enter into special
agreements with the heads of the various denominations for the
detailed implementation of this policy. Jerusalem shall remain
united and the capital of Israel. Its Arab inhabitants will, of
course, continue to enjoy full freedom and equality.

I don’t find it necessary to refute Arab propaganda about
Israel’s alleged ill-treatment of the local population of the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip. Such charges are readily disproven
by the daily life of the areas, the success of the “open bridges”
policy, and the testimony of impartial observers. The manifest
material advantages of the Arab inhabitants of the West Bank
and Gaza are undisputed. I know that a marked rise in the stan-
dard of living, free opportunities for work at the Israeli wage-
rate (which is twice as high as Jordan’s), and the introduction
of modern health and technological services are welcome bene-
fits, but they do not in themselves solve sensitive political and
national issues.

Let me therefore return to the overriding question of peace.
In his recent article in Foreign Affairs? President Sadat, among
other accusations, several times charges that Israel seeks to
“dominate” the Middle East. It is hard for me to believe that an
Arab statesman seriously believes this evil phantasy. But Vol-
taire’s epigram—as long as men believe absurdities they will
commit atrocities—reminds us of the bloody persecutions and
wars that have stained the course of human history because men
believed absurdities about others. The carnage of the Nazi epoch
is only the most terrifying example of the depth to which people
sink through the acceptance of imbecilic myths. For this reason I
stress the obvious.

We are a small people of some three million among a hundred
million Arabs, as our adversaries never tire of reminding us. A
glance at the map shows Israel as a mere pinpoint amid huge
Arab territories. To suggest that Israel, no matter how able or
energetic, seeks to “dominate” this vast expanse is of the stuff of
the “Elders of Zion” forgery, according to which the tiny perse-
cuted Jewish minority conspired to rule the world.

Let me review our record in the Middle East. Though the
Balfour Declaration promised a Jewish homeland in the area of
historic Palestine—an area extending from the Mediterranean

2 Anwar el-Sadat, “Where Egypt Stands,” Foreign Affairs, October 1972.
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to the borders of present-day Irag—we accepted the severance of
three-fourths of that territory for the establishment of the Hashe-
mite Kingdom east of the Jordan. We later accepted the further
shrinkage of the original pledge through the U.N. Partition
Resolution. Still later, in the tense last week of May 1967, when
the Arab onslaught was imminent, Prime Minister Eshkol
turned to the Arab states with a final plea for peace: “I would
like to say again to the Arab countries, particularly Egypt and
Syria, that we harbor no aggressive designs. We have no possible
interest in violating either their security, their territory or their
legitimate rights.” The Arabs responded by proclaiming that
the hour of Israel’s annihilation had struck.

We did not seek to “expand” but neither did we dismiss Arab
threats of a holocaust as “rhetoric.” We are too aware of the
disparity of forces and resources available to Arab states for us
to discount promises the Arabs twice before tried to fulfill. Hav-
ing been driven to defend ourselves, we secured the bridgeheads
from which our enemies sought to destroy us, but successful
self-defense is hardly evidence of a desire for “domination.” Sur-
vival is not aggression.

In his article, President Sadat dwells on the impropriety of
keeping “the fruits of victory.” I do not care to speculate on what
would have been the fate of Israel had the Arabs enjoyed those
fruits. Nor am I aware of any modern country that waged a suc-
cessful war of self-defense whose peace treaty failed to correct
the vulnerable and dangerous positions which had made it an in-
viting target for aggression. The adjustment of the border be-
tween Poland and East Germany provides a contemporary in-
stance of significant border changes involving large areas of
populated territory with the aim of offering increased security.

Israel is convinced that Poland was justified in insisting upon
this territorial adjustment, and Chancellor Brandt deserves
credit for the courage he displayed in carrying out the change.
The presentation of the Nobel Prize to Willy Brandt is evidence
that this is the sentiment of world opinion generally. Anyone
familiar with our region cannot reasonably suggest that our right
to insist upon border changes is less than that of Poland.

v

Total peace would be a more constructive slogan than total
withdrawal. Since it may not be possible to reach total peace in

T -
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a single step, Israel is willing to negotiate the immediate settle-
ment of specific issues, notably that affecting the reopening of the
Suez Canal. We have made the following proposal in regard to
the Suez Canal: “With a view to facilitating the attainment of
durable peace between Israel and the U.A.R., Israel is prepared
to consider entering into a Special Agreement with the U.A.R.
for the opening of the Suez Canal to international navigation, the
observance of a ceasefire without limitation of time and nonre-
sumption of fighting, and the stationing of the Israel Defense
Forces [IDF] at some distance east of the Suez Canal.”

Among particulars spelled out in this proposal, the suggested
agreement calls for the release of all prisoners of war within 15
days of its signing. It also states that the line to which the IDF
would withdraw east of the Canal would not be considered final;
subsequently the IDF would withdraw to the boundary deter-
mined by a peace settlement.

In offering, before a final peace, to forgo the strategic advan-
tage of the water barrier provided by the Suez Canal, Israel took
a calculated risk as a step toward the relaxation of tension. Such
a decisive concession is hardly evidence of an intractable disposi-
tion. Of the countries involved, Israel has the least to gain from
the Canal; Egypt the most. Yet Egypt rejected the proposal.
Egypt demands an Israeli commitment to withdraw to the June
4, 1967, lines, prior to any process of negotiation. The precondi-
tion is related not only to negotiating an overall settlement, but
to a partial Suez Canal agreement. Egypt wishes to end the ne-
gotiations even before they begin. Thus, the rigidity of this posi-
tion precludes progress toward peace.

Finally, there is the issue of the Arab refugees. I do not pro-
pose to reargue in detail the origins of this problem. That the
exodus was instigated by the Arab leadership is readily demon-
strated through Arab sources. To cite just one: “The Arab gov-
ernments told us, ‘Go out so that we can get in.” So we got out,
but they did not get in.”® That the numbers of the authentic
refugees have been grossly inflated through duplicate registra-
tions and the accretion of Arabs from Syria, Jordan and Lebanon
to the relief rolls has been revealed by every check of the
UNRWA records. Nor do I seek to minimize the wretchedness
and abnormality of unproductive existence in the camps. But
who bears the responsibility for this situation?

2 Statement of an Arab refugee, quoted in 4/-Difaz (Amman), September 6, 1954.
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The deliberate exploitation of the refugees for political ends
began in 1948 and continues unabated to this day. The Arab gov-
ernments have repeatedly rejected numerous lavish proposals
for the solution of the Arab refugee problem. They make no
secret of their motivation. One quotation will suffice: “Any dis-
cussion aimed at a solution of the Palestine problem which will
not be based on ensuring the refugees’ right to annihilate Israel
will be regarded as a desecration of the Arab people and an act
of treason.” A policy of calculated incitement in the camps,
whose dissolution the Arab leadership refuse to permit, has kept
the pot boiling. As the role of second-generation refugees begins
to wear thin, there has appeared the image of the Palestinian
terrorist sworn to “dismantle” Israel.

Israel has an indigenous minority of nearly half a million
Arabs, constituting approximately 15 percent of the population.
Israeli Arabs are equal citizens whose welfare and integration
are our natural concern. But we cannot accept the repatriation
of those who originally joined our enemies and in the interven-
ing years have become a hostile army proposing to submerge
Israel. And obviously we have no common language with Pales-
tinian irredentists, whose cry is the “liquidation” of Israel, or
assassing who pretend to the name of “revolutionaries.”

During the few years since the Six Day War, the position of
the refugees in the areas administered by Israel has undergone
substantial improvement—in employment, in education, in
health and in living standards. This human progress indicates
what might have been achieved during the 20 years prior to 1967
had Arab governments behaved humanely toward the refugees
—their own kith and kin—rather than exploit them as a political
weapon against Israel.

So long as the ceasefire remains intact, we shall continue to do
all we can to relieve the refugees of the misery of the camps and
restore to them their human dignity. A complete solution of the
refugee problem, however, will come about only when the Arab
states assume their full responsibility within the vast geography
that is at their disposal.

Is the conflict then irreconcilable? Let me answer plainly: I
do not consider Israel’s right to existence a theme for discussion.
As long as all Arab designs are predicated on the immediate or
eventual destruction of Israel, no progress toward peace is pos-

4 Resolution adepted at Refugee Conference, Syria, July 1957,
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sible. At the same time, we believe that the differences between
us and the Arabs are soluble, and that because of the genuine
needs of the peoples of the Middle East reason will finally pre-
vail. International funds, toward which Israel is prepared to con-
tribute her share (we have offered compensation for Arab prop-
erty in Israel), are available for the resettlement of Arab ref-
ugees still living in camps. Between the Mediterranean and Irag
—the original area of Mandatory Palestine—there is room for
both a Jewish and an Arab state. The name of the Arab state and
its internal constitution and order are its responsibility and con-
cern.

I still hope that, in a world that has just seen the close of the
Vietnamese conflict through negotiation and a movement toward
coexistence among the great powers, the many sovereign Arab
states will come to terms with the idea of Jewish national inde-
pendence and with the reality of Israel, the one small land in
which that independence can flourish. Genuine peace requires
more than a signature to an agreement. That signature is a begin-
ning; it is the passage to a bridge of understanding and of co-
operation between nations across which will move people, ideas
and goods. My vision of peace is regional exchange and codpera-
tion. And who can deny that there is much to be done for the good
of this area? We do not make this a condition for signing a peace
agreement. We register it as an expression of the quality of rela-
tions we would wish to see develop between ourselves and our
neighbors in peace.



THE OIL CRISIS:
THIS TIME THE WOLF IS HERE

By James E. Akins

IL experts, economists and government officials who have
attempted in recent years to predict future demand and
prices for oil have had only marginally better success than

those who foretell the advent of earthquakes or the second com-
ing of the Messiah. The recent records of those who have told us
we were running out of petroleum and gas are an example. Oil
shortages were predicted in the 1920s, again in the late thirties,
and after the Second World War. None occurred, and supply
forecasters went to the other extreme: past predictions of short-
ages had been wrong, they reasoned, therefore all such future
predictions must be wrong and we could count on an ample sup-
ply of oil for as long as we would need it.

It was the popular, almost universal theory of the 1960s—still
vigorously defended today by a few of its early proponents—
that this abundant supply of oil, whose cost of production was
very low, and which was found in all corners of the earth, would
soon be sold at its “proper” economic price—apparently $1.00
per barrel or less—and for some time it was confidently predicted
that this price would prevail in the Persian Gulf by 1970.

As late as February 1970, President Nixon’s Task Force on
Oil Imports assumed that world price rises would be modest and
that the United States could remain essentially self-sufficient in
oil. It projected a demand in the United States in 1980 of around
18.5 million barrels per day of oil; of this only five million bar-
rels per day would need to be imported, and most of this could
come from the Western Hemisphere. The Task Force did not
favor a complete freeing of imports, but thought that the quota
system for imports was inefficient and should be replaced by
tariffs (a recommendation eventually rejected by the President).
Most important, recognizing the danger of importing large
quantities of oil from outside the Western Hemisphere, the Task
Force recommended that imports from the Eastern Hemisphere
should be limited to ten percent of total national oil consump-
tion. If this level should be approached—and the Task Force
thought it would not be before the mid-198os—then barriers
should be raised. In fact, as soon as the level of Eastern Hemi-
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sphere imports reached five percent of total consumption, “the
volumetric limits on imports from the Western Hemisphere
should be expanded proportionately to forestall such excess im-
ports,” i.e. Canadian and Venezuelan oil could largely take the
place of Middle East oil above five percent of U.S. consumption.

These projections were spectacularly wrong. Total imports
this very year, 1973, will be well over six million barrels per
day—substantially above the level the Task Force predicted for
1980. Imports from the Eastern Hemisphere constituted 15 per-
cent of consumption in 1972, and are expected to rise in 1973 to
20 percent of a total consumption that will already be around 17
million barrels.

The errors of the Task Force were not those of isolated ac-
ademics, as its critics were (and still are) wont to charge. The
staff based its projections on information provided by the major
oil companies, by the National Petroleum Council and by the
Department of the Interior. There were two main reasons for
their errors. Perhaps both should have been avoided, but as al-
ways, hindsight is clear and uncluttered. The first error was an
uncritical acceptance of oil company and well owners’ estimates
of the capacity of their own domestic producing wells. These
were almost always exaggerated. The second was the ignoring,
or at least the deémphasis, of the decline in natural gas supplies
and its effect on oil demand. We were, by 1970, already consum-
ing far more gas than we were finding, and demand for gas con-
tinued to grow unabated, while domestic gas production leveled
off (1973 production will actually be below that of 1972). The
unsatisfied demand for gas was, of course, a real demand for
energy. It could be covered only by oil—in fact, only by im-
ported oil.

During 1970 the effect of drawing down natural gas reserves
became fully apparent, at least to the State Department, which
converted the shortfall to oil equivalents and added it to pro-
jected oil demand. The resulting estimate was that by 1980 the
United States would consume 24 million barrels of oil a day,
that domestic production would cover only half of this, and that
two-thirds or more of the imports (or about 35 percent of total
consumption) would, of necessity, come from the Eastern Hemi-
sphere.

These figures were not immediately accepted as a new insight;
they were, in fact, attacked as alarmist or provocative when first
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made public. And the Department’s sins were compounded by
its making public, during 1970, an estimate that oil prices in the
Persian Gulf (then somewhat less than $2.00 per barrel) would
rise by 1980 to a level equal to the cost of alternate sources of en-
ergy, i.e. to $4.50 in the Persian Gulf or an even $5.00 landed
in the U.S. Gulf of Mexico.* These figures were used in testi-
mony in the House and Senate and in various public speeches,
both because they were honestly believed to be reasonable judg-
ments and because it seemed essential to alert the Congress and
the public to the impending dimensions of the problem. They
were (and still are by some) considered even more provocative
than the supply-demand projections.

It is not my main purpose to defend these and other actions by
the Department of State. They can be best judged in a context
badly needed for its own sake, that of the best possible assessment
of the basic facts of the world oil situation as it affects the United
States. Have the startling changes in prediction and experience
in the last three years been an aberration? Have the Department
and others been crying wolf unnecessarily, or is the “oil crisis” a
reality? If it is, what can the United States and other countries
do to live bearably with it?

II

The place to start is with world oil reserves, those that are
“proven” or sure, those that appear “probable” of early discovery
and development at reasonable cost, and those that might be
called ‘“secondary”—conceivable or involving special cost or
technology.

Figures on proven reserves of oil would be more useful if the
companies involved did not generally understate them, usually
for tax purposes, and if governments did not use them for polit-
ical purposes. Those governments with large reserves tend to
understate them in order to reduce the envy of their neighbors;
those with smaller reserves and large populations tend to greet
every new discovery as the cure for all present and future eco-
nomic ills. Nonetheless, there are a few figures which it is prob-
ably safe to accept.

Proven reserves in the non-Communist world today amount

1 In terms of currency value, all price and tax figures used in this article are in “current
dollars,” i.e. dollars at their value in the given year. Dollar values after 1972 are pro-
jected at an assumed inflation rate of 3.5 percent per year,
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roughly to 500 billion barrels.* On present trends, world demand
(exclusive of the Soviet Union and China) will rise by 1980 to
85 million barrels per day—compared to an actual 39 million
barrels per day in 1970.* Consumption between now and 1980
would then total 200 billion barrels, and even if no more oil were
found—a most unlikely eventuality—the remaining 300 billion
barrels would be ten years’ supply at the 1980 consumption level,
about the ratio of reserves to production that has historically
applied to U.S. domestic oil.

Those who feel no concern about oil availability cite this
comparison. And indeed it is agreed on all sides that there is
no question of a physical shortage of fuel in the world, up to
1980 or 1985, at costs of production comparable to today’s. But
to sustain the view that physical supply and cost are decisive, one
must assume that the world’s oil is distributed, if not uniformly,
at least so that adequate amounts will always be available to all
users, in all circumstances and at reasonable prices. This is an
assumption that has never been well founded. To begin with, at
least 300 billion of these proven goo billion barrels are in the
Arab countries of the Middle East and North Africa.

Far more important is that the world’s probable reserves, those
which must still be found to make up for the consumption of the
coming decades, will also be in the Middle East on any presently
realistic prediction. This is not for want of effort by the major
oil companies to find new sources of supply. In fact, 95 percent
of their exploration activities (as opposed to development of
discoveries already proven) are now outside the Middle East.
Bluntly, the companies have little incentive to explore in the
Middle East, for they already have all the reserves they can use
before the dates presently set for the expiration of their conces-
sions. Instead they are active on a large scale in Indonesia, in
Australia, in the Canadian and American Arctic, in the North
Sea—wherever there are sedimentary basins. The results have
not been encouraging.

2 Calculations here and throughout this article omit the U.S.8.R. and China, which ap-
pear likely to be roughly self-sufficient at least in this time-frame. Other Communist coun-
tries will probably be importing most if not all of their oil from non-Communist sources
by the end of this decade.

8 This estimate of 1980 world demand is that of the Department of State. Its principal
components are: United States, 24 million barrels per day; Western Europe, 28 million;
Japan, 14 million; others, 19 million. Compare the 1971 estimates of Walter J. Levy, “Oil

Power,” Foreign Affairs, July 1971. Mr. Levy estimated world demand at 67 million bar-
rels per day in 1980, with the United States taking 21, Western Europe 23, and Japan r1o0.
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In the first flush of activity in Indonesia, the State Depart-
ment projected, in its internal working papers, a production of
five million barrels per day in 1980 in that country. When oil was
found in Prudhoe Bay, in the Arctic, one famed economist stated
that the world’s oil center had shifted permanently from the Per-
sian Gulf to the north coast of the North American continent.
Another economist, in a meeting of oil experts and oil company
executives, said in 1970 that the North Sea discoveries would
free Europe forever from dependence on the Middle East. All
of this was wishful thinking. It would certainly make us more
comfortable if true, but alas, all these “facts’” have had to be re-
vised. Indonesia, we now hope, will produce two or three million
barrels per day by 1980; Alaska, if we are lucky (and if the
courts approve the pipeline), will only enable the United States
to keep national production levels at those of 1972 (12 million
barrels per day). And the North Sea, important as it is, will pro-
duce no more than 15 percent of Europe’s requirements in 1980;
phrased differently, if North Sea production then reaches three
million barrels per day this amount will cover two years of Eu-
rope’s intervening growth in demand—Ileaving Europe still de-
pendent on the Middle East not only for its basic demand but
for future growth.

The world’s oil reserve picture is even more startling when
looked at in detail, for the oil is not distributed uniformly even
through the Arab world. Jordan, Lebanon, Tunisia, Morocco
and Yemen have virtually none; Egypt has little, Algeria and
Libya somewhat more; but the giant reserves are concentrated in
the countries of the Persian Gulf: the Federation of Arab Amir-
ates, Kuwait, Iran, Iraq and, by far the most important, Saudi
Arabia. The proven reserves of Saudi Arabia are frequently
listed as 150 billion barrels, but this is almost certainly too low.
One company with extensive experience in that country believes
that the present proven reserves are over twice that figure. And
the probable reserves could double the figure again.

True, the above picture takes no account of the enormous
quantities of shale or coal in the United States, the tar sands of
Canada or the heavy oils of Venezuela. The proven and probable
reserve figures used above are only those which can be recovered
easily by present technology and at costs near today’s world
prices. Let us come back later to what might be called the “sec-
ondary reserves” of shale and heavy oils.
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That most of the world’s proven oil reserves are in Arab hands
1s now known to the dullest observer. That the probable reserves
are concentrated even more heavily in the Middle East must also
be the judgment of anyone who is willing to look at the evidence.
And that relations between the United States and the Arab coun-
tries are not generally cordial should be clear to any newspaper
reader. Even King Faisal of Saudi Arabia, who has said repeat-
edly that he wishes to be a friend of the United States and who
believes that communism is a mortal danger to the Arabs, insists
to every visitor that U.S. policy in the Middle East, which he
characterizes as pro-Israeli, will ultimately drive all Arabs into
the Communist camp, and that this policy will bring disaster on
all America’s remaining Arab friends, as earlier Anglo-Amer-
ican policies did to Nuri Said of Iraq. Others in the Middle
East frame their predictions in a different but almost equally
menacing vein, in terms of a growth of radical anti-Americanism,
manifesting itself in behavior that may at times be irrational.

King Faisal has also said repeatedly that the Arabs should not,
and that he himself would not, allow oil to be used as a political
weapon. But on this issue it seems all too likely that his is an iso-
lated voice. In 1972, other Arabs in responsible or influential po-
sitions made no less than 15 different threats to use oil as a weapon
against their “enemies.” Almost all of them singled out the
United States as the prime enemy.

These threats have been well publicized ; the common response
among Americans has been: “They need us as much as we need
them”; or “They can’t drink the 0il”; or “Boycotts never work.”
But before we accept these facile responses, let us examine the
facts more carefully. First of all, let us dispose of the straw man
of a total cut-off of all oil supplies, which some Arab govern-
ments, at least, could not survive. Apart from threats made during
the negotiations of December 1970, no Arab has ever taken such
a position, and Arab representatives took it at that time, in con-
cert with other governments, for economic bargaining purposes,
not for political reasons.

Rather, the usual Arab political threat is to deny oil to the
Arabs’ enemies, while supplies would continue to their friends.
In such a case, the producing countries would still have a con-
siderable income under almost any assumption—unless we could
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assume complete Western and Japanese solidarity, including a
complete blocking of Arab bank accounts and an effective block-
ing of deliveries of essential supplies to the Arabs by the Com-
munist countries—in other words, something close to a war em-
bargo. We must recognize that most of the threats are directed
against Americans alone. Many of our allies and all others would
be allowed to import Arab oil.

In the 1967 Six Day War a boycott was imposed against the
United States on the basis of the false accusation that it had par-
ticipated with Israeli planes in the attack on Cairo. The charge
was quickly disproven, although the boycott lasted for over a
month. It was then lifted through the efforts of Saudi Arabia,
and its effects never became bothersome. We were then import-
ing considerably less than a half-million barrels per day of oil
from the Arab countries, and this was easily made up from other
sources.

Today the situation would be wholly different, and tomorrow
worse still. By 1980 the United States could be importing as much
as eight million barrels of oil a day from the Middle East; some
oil companies think it will be close to 11 million. Suppose that
for some reason, political or economic, a boycott is then imposed
—which, if the Middle East problem is not solved by that time,
cannot be called a frivolous or unlikely hypothesis. The question
we must face now, before we allow ourselves to get into such a
position, is what would be our response? The choices would be
difficult and limited : we could try to break the boycott through
military means, i.e. war; we could accede to the wishes of the oil
suppliers; or we could accept what would surely be severe dam-
age to our economy, possibly amounting to collapse. Europe
and Japan might conceivably face, or be asked by us to face, the
same problems at the same time. Would their responses be in line
with ours?

Moreover, a collective Arab boycott is not the only conceiv-
able political threat. Until now the world has enjoyed the luxury
of considerable surplus production capacity, relative to total de-
mand. Now that has changed. The United States now has no
spare capacity and within the next few years, assuming other
producer governments and companies do not invest in huge added
capacity, the production of any one of seven countries—Saudi
Arabia, Iran, Iraq, the Federation of Arab Amirates, Kuwait,
Libya or Venezuela—will be larger than the combined spare ca-
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pacity of the rest of the world. In other words, the loss of the
production of any one of these countries could cause a temporary
but significant world oil shortage ; the loss of any two could cause
a crisis and quite possibly a panic among the consumers.

No, the threat to use oil as a political weapon must be taken
seriously. The vulnerability of the advanced countries is too
great and too plainly evident—and is about to extend to the
United States.

)\

So much for political nightmares. Closer to immediate reality,
indeed already upon us, is the question of the economic leverage
of the oil-producing countries, go percent of whose reserves are
now represented in the 11-nation Organization of Petroleum Ex-
porting Countries (OPEC).* Even if there should be no overtly
political interference with the flow of oil, the OPEC group now
has formidable economic power and has shown itself willing to
use it to the full. Will OPEC hold together, to raise prices and
conceivably to limit output? Or will it break apart, as producer
cartels have historically done where the product is substantially
the same from one member and place to another?

The answers require, first, a review of the history of OPEC,
In 1958 and 1959, the international oil companies reduced their
posted prices and tax payments because of a world surplus of oil.
In reaction, Venezuela, Iran and Saudi Arabia took the lead in
forming OPEC in 1960 with the avowed purpose of restoring the
1958 price level. They did not succeed, as the world surplus of
oil continued and the OPEC countries were unable to agree on
a formula for prorationing to limit output. Venezuela, then the
largest producer, thought that historical levels of production
should be used as the base, Iran favored national population, and
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait thought production should be on the
basis of proven reserves. Disunity seemed to prevail, and the new
organization was belittled by many.

OPEC was not a joke, however. Its pressures did contribute
to the fact that the companies never again reduced posted prices,
and it was able to achieve new methods of calculating taxes and
royalties which added slightly to the revenues of producer gov-

4 OPEC currently comprises four non-Arab states—Iran, Venezuela, Indonesia and
Nigeria—and seven Arab states: Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Iraq, Abu Dhabi, Qatar, Libya,

and Algeria,
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ernments. Its third and perhaps most important success is not
generally known. In the early 1960s, most OPEC countries
needed more income and pressed their concessionary companies
to produce more oil—even at the expense of production in other
OPEC countries. The companies responded in each case that they
could not increase production unless the government gave tax
rebates. So far as I know, the temptation to undercut its partners
was not accepted by any major OPEC country—and I doubt by
any minor one. In other words, the organization maintained its
solidarity in a period of a buyers’ market, and at a time when
member-countries, save Venezuela, regarded their reserves as
infinite and were generally eager for unrestricted growth in pro-
duction.

Then, in mid-1967, came the closing of the Suez Canal in the
Six Day War. The ensuing oil “shortage” was of course one
caused by transport, but the effects were the same as an actual
shortage of crude oil. Rapid steps were taken to increase tanker
capacity, and the consumer noticed only slightly higher oil prices.
But the increase in tanker rates put Libya in a special position
by reason of its location. Production there was stepped up rapidly
to meet European demand. Libya, in the short run, seemed the
ideal answer to all the world’s oil problems.

The “short run” was shorter than most had assumed. King
Idris was overthrown in September 1969 by Colonel Qaddafi, a
fanatic anti-Communist, but also a zealous pro-Arab, who con-
sidered Israel and the United States, which he characterized as
the sole supporter of Israel, as even greater dangers to Arabism
than was communism.

Early in 1970 Qaddafi and his colleagues moved to cut back
oil production (then at almost four million barrels a day) for
conservation reasons. New and extreme strains were also placed
on the tanker market by the closing of the pipeline from Iragq,
in a dispute over transit fees, and by the cutting of the Trans-
Arabian line. Although most of the losses were made up, reserve
stocks in Europe were drawn down. In this situation, the Libyan
government demanded, in the spring of 1970, a large increase in
tax payments on its oil. After an arduous round of discussions the
international companies operating in Libya yielded one by one.

It seemed at the time, and still does, that they had little choice.
Libya had $2 billion in currency reserves; its demands were not
unreasonable; its officials could not be corrupted or convinced;
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and most important, Libyan oil could not be made up elsewhere.
The Libyans, it should be noted, did not threaten to cut off oil
deliveries to the consumer countries; their only threat was not
to allow the companies to have the oil unless they paid the higher
taxes.

Europeans, at this time, were almost unaware of what was hap-
pening and would have been totally unprepared if oil had been
cut off. During the negotiations, a top official of a major oil
company seriously urged the American government to dare the
Libyans to nationalize; if they did, the Europeans would then be
told they would have to tighten their belts, while Libya, accord-
ing to this theory, would be forced to yield soon because it could
not dispose of its oil. When it was noted that Libya’s currency re-
serves could keep the government at current expenditure and
import levels for four years, the company official stated his as-
sumption that all of this would be blocked by all the European
and American central banks. It was an assumption hardly likely
to be realized.

But the main reason for not following this course was the fact
that the loss of all oil from Libya alone would have meant the
drawing down of more than half of the European oil reserves
within a year. It seemed unlikely, indeed inconceivable, that
France, Germany, Spain or Italy would have allowed that to
happen; especially as the goal would apparently have been only
to protect the Anglo-Saxon oil monopoly, which they had long
sought to break. To have tried to explain to them that they would
themselves suffer in the long run, would have been less than fu-
tile. We in the State Department had no doubt whatever at that
time, and for those particular reasons, that the Europeans would
have made their own deals with the Libyans; that they would
have paid the higher taxes Libya demanded and that the Anglo-
Saxon oil companies’ sojourn in Libya would have ended. As for
the possibility of using force (actually suggested since by a hand-
ful of imperialists mangqués), suffice it that it was never for a
moment considered.

I dwell on the 1970 Libyan demands and their success, pri-
marily because they demonstrated, like a flash of lightning in a
summer sky, what the new situation was; to be sure, it was Eu-
rope that was extraordinarily vulnerable and extraordinarily ob-
livious, the United States as a consumer was not yet affected, and
the fact that the companies caught in the middle were American
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and British made for misunderstanding and some bad feeling in
the European consuming countries. But these points were inci-
dental to the fundamental fact, which was that a threat to with-
hold oil could now be effectively employed to produce higher
prices. Hindsight suggestions as to how that threat might have
been countered, either by the companies or by the American or
other governments, seem to me quite unrealistic, and the charge
that the State Department by inaction was to blame for creating
a new monster is, in simple terms, nonsense. The Libyans were
competent men in a strong position; they played their hand
straight, and found it a winning one.

So, in the course of 1970, Persian Gulf taxes were raised to-
ward the new Libyan level, and at the end of 1970 Libya made
it a complete spiral by a second wave of demands to “balance”
the new Persian Gulf prices. In the course of this eventful year,
the Department of State necessarily became deeply involved,
consulting constantly with the companies and holding frequent
meetings with the Libyans in particular, though never as partic-
ipants or negotiators. Better informed itself, the Department was
soon able to keep European governments abreast of OPEC ac-
tions, and in due course to help persuade the companies that they
should do so directly—so that since 1971 relations between the
companies and the European consuming countries have generally
been smooth. We have not heard in the last two years any echo
of what was said by one European minister in 1967: “American
companies brutally conquered our market; if they do not keep
us supplied at all times, they will be expelled.”

Toward the end of 1970, the producers consolidated new tax
demands through OPEC, and began to act as a single group and
more stridently. Every OPEC member, with the exception of
Indonesia, either made public statements or (more convincingly)
told the companies privately that if their demands were not met,
all oil production would be stopped and the companies would
then have to face the wrath of the consuming countries. An
OPEC resolution in December laid down a 15-day time limit
for acceptance and called for “concerted and simultaneous ac-
tion by all member countries” if the negotiations failed. Meeting
with the companies on January 11, 1971, the Libyan Deputy
Prime Minister left no doubt that what was meant was a cut-off
of all oil production. The same message was conveyed directly
and through official channels to the American and British gov-
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ernments by two rulers of friendly countries.

The demand for increased revenues, while alarming, had been
an economic matter which would not traditionally have engaged
the American government. The threats to cut off oil, however,
brought the Department of State inevitably into an active and
public role. First, Justice Department action was obtained to
permit the companies to form a common negotiating front—not
be picked off one by one as had happened in Libya. And, in mid-
January, following a meeting with the chief executives of the oil
companies, Under Secretary John Irwin was dispatched to pre-
sent American official concerns to the Shah of Iran, the King of
Saudi Arabia, and the Ruler of Kuwait. In these talks, Secretary
Irwin explained that the United States took very seriously threats
to cut off oil deliveries to America or her allies, and that any
country which took such action would find its relations with the
United States severely and adversely affected. In reply, all three
monarchs assured him that the “threats” had been misunder-
stood, that they were directed solely against the companies, and
that the oil would be made available to consumers even if the
negotiations with the companies broke down. Later threats by the
producing countries were in this sense—a form of pressure on
the companies, but not a threat of total nondelivery.®

In addition, Secretary Irwin requested an extension of the
deadline for negotiations and an assurance that agreements
reached with the companies would be honored for their full
terms. Both requests were agreed to. The negotiations then con-
tinued, and the settlement reached at Tehran in February 1971
provided for tax increases equal to about half the initial OPEC
demands: these increases meant a rise of 45 cents per barrel in
the Gulf price and of 8o cents in Libya, with a schedule for
further increases through 1975s.

There was jubilation in OPEC. The triumph and the demon-

5 The OPEC position was codified in Resolution XXII. r3x (1971); the American
view on threats to cut off deliveries has been reiterated on many occasions since, most
recently by the author in September 1972. It has been suggested that American repre-
sentatives virtually invited the threat of cut-off and thus built up OPEC’s bargaining
position, specifically through statements at a meeting of OECD in Paris on January 2o,
1971. (See M. A. Adelman, The World Petroleum Market, Baltimore: John Hopkins
University Press, 1972, pp. 254~5; also the same author’s “Is the Oil Shortage Real?,”
Foreign Policy, Winter 1972-73, pp. 80-81.) By January 20, however, as the above chro-
nology shows, the threats had already been made; thereafter, on American representations,
they were modified. As for the thought that the OPEC countries needed to be told how

damaging a withholding could be, this seems to me to belong to a bygone view of the
capacity of leaders in less-developed countries,
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stration of power seemed complete. But there was also, in the
circumstances, some satisfaction in the industrialized countries
represented in the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD). None had been in any position to hold
out against the threat of even a brief suspension, for despite dis-
cussions since the Libyan episode, the level of reserves in Europe
was still low. The underlying bargaining position of the
European consumers was weak, and they knew it full well. Thus,
there was genuine relief that the agreement appeared to promise
assured prices for a substantial period, and that the consumer,
because of lower tanker rates and increased company efficiency,
would still be paying less for his petroleum in constant dollars
than he had in 1958, In fact, after the OPEC settlement, prices
to the retail consumer in Europe, including taxes levied in the
consumer countries, went up only three to five percent, while one
country, Italy, actually offset the increase by reducing her excise
taxes by the same amount.

There was satisfaction, too, with the American role and with
the fact that the major consuming countries had been consulted
at all stages. The Italians, however, raised for the first time the
suggestion that the consuming countries might in future have to
play a greater and more direct role in negotiations; this position
has since gained adherents in OECD.

Here it should be noted that, if the industrialized consumers
were fairly well pleased with the outcome, it was quite otherwise
with the underdeveloped consuming countries, which had
counted on declining real fuel prices to sustain their economic
growth, This group at once expressed alarm, and at least one key
country, India, was unable to absorb the increase and was forced
to cut back petroleum purchases proportionately. This possibility
had been foreseen in the negotiations, and the question of a lower
or differential tax for sales to underdeveloped nations had been
broached with various OPEC countries, specifically Iran, Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait and Venezuela. The idea was rejected, on the
technical ground that it might lead to circumvention and resale,
more broadly on the plea that the producing countries themselves
were underdeveloped. If Europe, America or Japan were con-
cerned about the welfare of India or Colombia or Tanzania, it
was argued, they had the means to assist them. The issue has lain
dormant since; it is sometimes still raised by Asian, African and
Latin American states—without response.
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In spite of the upheavals in the oil world of the last two years,
the Tehran OPEC agreements have been both successful and
stable. I say that with tongue only partially in cheek. The main
agreements were on taxes and on the posted prices of oil. These
have not been changed. The OPEC countries insist that the
agreements only covered these matters. When currency values
were changed by the Smithsonian accord of 1971, the Tehran
agreements were interpreted, under a supplemental Geneva
agreement of 1972, to provide for a proportionate increase in
payments to the producers. The same kind of increase will pre-
sumably result from the recent 1973 U.S. devaluation.

Yet OPEC dissatisfaction was not long in manifesting itself.
Various members, in the next half year, started looking at the
figures more harshly. They could see large and growing incomes
for their governments and were generally pleased. But they could
also see that their income per barrel was still low—especially
when compared with the excise taxes which Europe levies on its
fuel. Much more important, indeed of overwhelming importance
to the changing world oil picture, was that the OPEC countries,
for the first time, began to recognize and discuss openly the fact
that their reserves were exhaustible and should be conserved.

At the Arab Oil Congress in Algiers in May-June 1972, OPEC
was castigated for having been too soft, for having yielded too
easily and readily to company and consumer government pres-
sures. The OPEC “triumph” thus lasted in the eyes of many Arab
observers a scant 15 months. And the idea began to take root that
it was important to maximize present revenues but without
exhausting what was now perceived to be a wasting asset.

In this mood, the OPEC countries turned their attention in
mid-1972 to the question of participation, i.e. a defined percent-
age share in the producing operations and assets of the interna-
tional companies. At once there was a sharp difference of view
on whether this issue had been laid aside, at least until 1976, by
the Tehran agreements. The producer governments took the posi-
tion that participation was an old demand in no sense relinquished
at Tehran, and indeed that the companies had been told explicitly
that it would be raised as soon as the price issue had been settled.
The company position was that participation had not been dis-
cussed and that the Tehran agreements guaranteed the existing
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concessions in their present form for the full five-year period.
Possibly the case was one of an ambiguity that neither side had
wished to clarify. Undoubtedly there had been mention of par-
ticipation, but each side preferred to leave the meeting undis-
turbed by possible conflicting interpretations.

From a careful study of the Tehran agreements, the State De-
partment concluded that the company position was correct. The
OPEC argument, that there was an inherent right to renegotiate
the concessions whenever circumstances changed, seemed to us
contrary to both Western and Islamic jurisprudence.® Accord-
ingly, our ambassadors made representations in Iran, Saudi
Arabia and Kuwait, but were met by reiteration that participa-
tion was an issue totally outside the Tehran agreements, and that
the companies “knew” before those agreements were signed that
participation would be next on the agenda of talks.

Participation was also discussed in the OECD, but it was of
limited interest, being viewed as an issue between the Anglo-
Saxon oil companies and the producing governments. Perhaps
the companies were being partially nationalized, but the OPEC
countries had given renewed assurances that prices would remain
the same. At best, therefore, participation would mean nothing
to the consumer countries. At worst, it would mean only a few
cents a barrel increased cost.

At any rate, the companies did enter long negotiations on par-
ticipation. In these the United States played one major role,
forcefully noting that it would have to consider compensation
based on “book value” as confiscation. In the discussions, it was
pointed out that many of the OPEC countries themselves would
soon be investing large sums abroad; any principle that meant
in practice no compensation might later apply to their own in-
vestments. Ultimately, the issue was resolved by a new compen-
sation formula, based on many complex factors. Face was thus
saved on all sides.

The agreements reached in Riyadh by the end of 1972 pro-
vided for the producing governments to acquire percentage shares
starting at 25 percent and working up gradually to 51 percent,

8 It may be pointed out here that a surprisingly large number of oil company officials
were already examining the possibility of offering a new relationship to the oil producers.
The day of traditional concessions, they saw, had clearly ended and a dramatic new
offer to the producers might guarantee another generation of tranquility, as ARAMCO’s
offer of the s0-50 profit split in the early 1950s had done. This view did not prevail, and
participation was only discussed when OPEC demanded that it be discussed.
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or an assumption of control, by 1982. The companies were far
from pleased, although the arrangements did give them and the
consuming countries a basis for continuing. Within three years,
the producing governments will be permitted to take their full
25 percent of the oil, and it seems likely that if existing market
conditions continue the governments will be able to dispose of
their rising percentages, including the 51 percent to which they
will be entitled in 1982. The effect, of course, will be to further
increase the return to the producing governments, at least to the
extent of the present margin of profit of the companies’ own
production operations.

At this writing, there are several developments which could
reopen the Riyadh agreements. One is the Iranian demand for
total ownership and management of its oil resources now, i.e. for
a conversion of the companies into long-term buyers of Iranian
oil. Another would be the “success” of the Iraqi nationalization
of Kirkuk fields—and by this I mean little or no compensation for
the fields and unrestricted freedom in selling the oil; the third
would be the yielding of the companies in Libya to government
demands for 50 percent participation now. It cannot be said that
any one of these would surely result in the reopening of the
Riyadh agreements in their present form. But resisting change
at this point will not be easy or even desirable.

Regardless of what happens to the current agreements, the
companies will continue to play a major role in transporting, re-
fining and distributing oil. And they very likely will also play the
major role in oil production for the next ten years. Predictions
for longer than ten years in the energy field are daring, but the
companies probably have even a much longer life than that. It
seems doubtful that the national oil companies of the present
OPEC will look for oil in third countries; this action will be left
to the Western companies.

In sum, the international companies will probably go on play-
ing an active role in finding, developing and marketing oil for as
long as it is used as a fuel or as a raw material. But in this role the
companies may increasingly find themselves minority partners
of both producer and consumer governments—and they must
reconcile themselves to the probability that their role in nego-
tiating with the OPEC countries will in the future be more cir-
cumscribed than it has been until now.

The idea was first expressed, I believe, by the Italians, that
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the oil companies should be turned into “regulated utilities”;
that consumer governments must have the right to set the prices
the companies pay for crude and the prices they can charge for
products; and that consumer governments will then allow the
companies a fair return on their investment. This has long horri-
fied most of the top company management, and I have no doubt
that it would be an undesirable method of finding and develop-
ing oil. But there is no doubt that this concept too is finding more
adherents in the consuming countries. How the companies react
to these pressures, and what they offer as alternatives, will to a
large extent determine their future form and their future activ-
ities.
VI

As can be seen, OPEC has moved hard and fast in the last
three years. One result has been to reduce the position of the com-
panies and to make bargaining more and more a political matter
between governments. In economic terms, moreover, the series of
agreements create a new price situation which is defined through
1975 only, and thereafter subject to renewed demands and
changes.

What, then, is the likely picture of Middle East and North
African production and revenue, taking into account reasonable
projections of demand in Europe, Japan, and other consuming
areas, plus the added share of American consumption that can-
not be met through domestic U.S. production?

The Tehran and subsequent OPEC agreements raised the
average 1970 tax of around $.8o per barrel in a single jump to
around $1.25 per barrel in 1971, with provisions for further
annual increases to around $1.80 in 1975. There was no notice-
able inhibiting effect on consumption : while some less-developed
countries reduced their imports, the imports of the industrialized
nations, notably the United States, grew more rapidly than ex-
pected. Already in this current year 1973, the United States will
be importing something over three million barrels per day from
the Eastern Hemisphere. The total gross cost of all U.S. oil im-
ports will exceed $8 billion, although in our balance-of-payments
accounts more than half of this will be offset by company remit-
tances and increased exports generated through the purchases.

For 1975, a reasonable estimate of the situation, based on the
tax rates flowing from the Tehran agreements and without taking
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into account any further increases, would be as follows:

ESTIMATED PRODUCTION AND REVENUE, 1975
(Stated in thousands of barrels per day; billions of dollars annually)

Middle East Production Revenue®
Iran 7,300 4.7
Saudi Arabia 8,500 5.4
Kuwait 3,500 2.2
Irag 1,900 1.2
Abu Dhabi 2,300 1.5
Other Persian Gulf 1,800 1.0
Subtotal 25,300 16.0
North Africa
Libya 2,200 2.0
Algeria 1,200 1.1
Subtotal 3,400 3.1
Total 28,700 19.1

After 1976, of course, any estimate of taxes and prices becomes
considerably more speculative. The 1970 State Department pro-
jection that prices would rise by 1980 to $5.00 per barrel may now
be on the low side: sources within OPEC are publicly discuss-
ing an increase of $1.50 in taxes in 1976 alone, with “substantial”
increases thereafter. If one takes, however, a $5.00 American
production cost as decisive for the delivered import price, and
deducts company profits and cost of production and transport,
the revenue to the producing countries would come to approxi-
mately $3.50 per barrel in the Persian Gulf and $4.25 per barrel
in North Africa. At these levels, it is generally estimated that
consumption would still rise roughly in the same way as had been
projected prior to the latest round of price increases; this
amounts to saying that a price of $5.00 for delivered crude oil
is still below the level that would cause any significant contrac-
tion in the use of oil in Europe, Japan or the United States. The
startling fact is that world consumption within the next 12 years
is now expected to exceed total world consumption of oil
throughout history up to the present time.

On the basis of demand trends and the $3.50/$4.25 rates
of return per barrel, the picture for 1980 would be as follows:

T These figures are based on the taxes and royalties in effect prior to the dollar deval-
uation of February 1973. If the 1972 Geneva agreements on currency revaiuation apply,
the income figures should be increased about 8.5 percent.
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ESTIMATED PRODUCTION AND REVENUE, 1980
(Stated in thousands of barrels per day; billions of dollars annually)

Middle East Production Revenue
Iran 10,000 12.8
Saudi Arabia 20,000 25.6
Kuwait 4,000 5.0
Iraq 5,000 6.4
Abu Dhabi 4,000 5.0
Other Persian Gulf 2,000 3.2
Subtotal 45,000 58.0
North Africa
Libya 2,000 3.1
Algeria 1,500 2.3
Subtotal 3,500 5.4
Total 48,500 63.4

It must be noted that the estimated production figures are
higher than others cited elsewhere in this article. Iran, for ex-
ample, has said its production will level off at eight million bar-
rels per day; Kuwait has said its will be kept at three million.
Iraq will have difficulty in realizing five million unless the West-
ern climate changes, and the others will strain to meet six million.
Yet the world with its present habits will need this quantity of
oil unless there is a war or a major recession. The only alternative
to a shortfall before 1980 will be Saudi Arabia, and its projected
production of 20 million barrels per day (set by Minister of Pe-
troleum Ahmad Zaki Yamani as a goal) already seems improb-
ably high.

If production levels fall significantly short of these numbers,
there could be a real supply crisis in the world, and competition
among the consumers could drive prices even higher. In this and
other respects, the projection for 1980 is of course subject to a
substantial margin of error. But it does seem likely that the gen-
eral picture is an accurate projection of current trends, with all
that it implies for costs to consuming countries and revenues to
the Middle East and North African producers.

VII

With the possible exception of Croesus, the world will never
have seen anything quite like the wealth which is flowing and
will continue to flow into the Persian Gulf. There have been and
still are countries which are richer than any country in OPEC,
but there is none which is so small, so inherently weak and which
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has gained so much for so little activity of its own.

The cumulative OPEC income is even more startling than the
annual figures. Let us ignore the income of Iran—for it will have
no trouble absorbing funds in its vast development projects—
and concentrate on the Arab countries. Their cumulative income
from 1973 through 1980 will probably be over $210 billion. Even
assuming a 20 percent compounded growth in expenditures (and
it should be pointed out that all of the main Arab producers ex-
cept Algeria are not spending all of their present income; in
some cases, they are spending less than half), their cumulative
expenditures for this period would be well under $100 billion.
Capital accumulations therefore could be the balance—over $100
billion by 1980. At eight percent, just the income from this enor-
mous sum would be $8 billion—larger than the current expendi-
tures of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and the Federation of Arab
Amirates combined.

What will be done with this money will be a matter of crucial
importance to the world. The first place for its use must certainly
be in their own countries; the second must be the Arab world,
which will not, as a whole, be capital-rich. At the Algiers Arab
Oil Congress in mid-1972, the proposal was made that the Arabs
should solve their “problem” in an inter-Arab agreement
whereby the main producer nations would limit their income
from oil to the 1972 tax structure. That is, as oil production went
up, the increased payments at the 1972 rates would go to the pro-
ducer governments, but all or at least part of any increases in pay-
ments per barrel over 1972 levels would go into an inter-Arab
development bank for projects in the entire Arab world. This
additional money would be, in a sense, unearned. Moreover, such
action would be in perfect consonance with Islamic law practice,
which demands twice as much zakat from income derived from
lands fed by God-given rain as from lands irrigated by man.

It was interesting to note the enthusiasm with which this sug-
gestion was accepted by the oil have-nots. It was much more
gratifying to see the interest shown by some Kuwaitis, Iraqis
and Libyans. Although it should be pointed out that interest
shown by individuals is a long way from governmental accept-
ance of an idea, it must also be noted that both Kuwait and Saudi
Arabia are already providing very substantial loans and gifts to
other Arab countries.

Yet the sums we are talking about probably could not all be
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absorbed in the next eight, ten or 20 years in the Arab world;
at least for part of that time they could be more usefully in-
vested in the developed world. And one of the main tasks of
the producers will be to find adequate investment opportunities
for their funds. This matter was discussed in the spring and sum-
mer of 1972 with Arab officials, who seemed interested in invest-
ing in the United States. In a Middle East Institute speech of
September 29, 1972, I suggested that the enormous capital re-
quirements of the oil and energy industry could be met only by
large new infusions from the main capital-rich consuming coun-
tries (Germany and Japan), and from the producer countries
themselves. I also suggested that Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Iran
might consider investing in the United States in other energy
fields and even in non-energy-related industries. Sheikh Zaki
Yamani of Saudi Arabia replied the following day that he
strongly agreed with the suggestion of Arab investment in the
“downstream” oil sector (refining, distribution, etc.), but did not
believe Saudi Arabia would be interested in other types of in-
vestments.

In a recent meeting in Kuwait it was suggested that Arabs
accumulate their money and simply float it from country to
country, depending on how each country reacts to Arab prob-
lems. The difficulties of such an action are surely underrated, but
the fact that it was considered and debated must give us some
pause. Frankly, however, it is a problem I am convinced we will
never face. I do not believe the Arabs will ever accumulate any-
thing remotely approximating the figure of $100 billion. Either
they will spend the money at home or in the Arab world or they
will find adequate investments for it abroad. If they do not, or
cannot, they will very likely conclude that the oil had best stay
in the ground—and this would cause a problem for the developed
world far greater than the floating billions.

If finding a use for the money is of great importance to the
Arabs, it is of even greater importance to us. There are many
trained and sophisticated Arabs; there are Arab engineers who
can run oil fields and there are Arab economists who can calcu-
late the value of investments. There are also, unfortunately,
Arabs who are venal, who are susceptible to flattery, who could
quite easily be taken in by charlatans, and the sky over Riyadh
today is black with vultures with great new get-richer-quicker
plans under their wings. Whether an Arab is a Harvard Business
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School graduate or an illiterate bedouin he strongly dislikes be-
ing cheated. If one grandiose project is sold to Saudi Arabia
which fails to produce the ingots or pipes or widgets it is de-
signed for; or if it produces them at costs far above the imported
cost; or if the Saudi government buys into one shaky American
concern which then fails, I seriously doubt that the reaction
would be: “We've been had. Too bad. Let’s try harder next
time.” It much more likely will be: “We're still not trained
enough to deal with the Westerners. The oil can always be sold—
as a raw material if not as a fuel. Let’s not increase production
further.” Or worse: “Let’s restrict production.”

VIII

So far we have looked at the world oil reserve situation; at
length at the recent history of bargaining by the producer coun-
tries through OPEC; at projections for the future; and at the
situation of the producer countries in the light of all factors. It
is time now to return to the question asked early in this article:
Can OPEC hold together? The answer seems to me, if not cer-
tain, clear enough so that it would surely be foolhardy to bet on
a contrary outcome for the next several years at least.

Repeated suggestions that OPEC would not notice its strength,
if only the consumers did not refer to it, represent perhaps the
single most pernicious fallacy in our past thinking on world oil.
It assumes an unsophistication and ascribes an ignorance to the
major producer countries, particularly the Arabs, but also Iran,
Venezuela and the others which, for better or worse, has not
existed in recent years—if it ever did. OPEC economists are
fully as capable of making supply-demand calculations as are
Western economists. And they reach the same conclusions.

OPEC cannot usefully be compared to other producer cartels.
It controls a product which is irreplaceable in the short run, and
1s vitally necessary to the economies of every technologically
advanced country. The main oil producers are not competing
with each other for larger shares of the consumer market—as
would be the case in other producer cartels. Probably the most
important reason for OPEC solidarity is that the key countries,
notably Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and Libya, do not need more
income; they are unsure of how they could use it if they had it,
and they fear the international consequences of acquiring too
much wealth,
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Almost as important is the recognition of all OPEC countries
that their reserves are finite and must be conserved. These proven
reserves are indeed very large. Yet, for example, Kuwait’s 66 bil-
lion barrels today seem much less impressive to Kuwaitis them-
selves than they did a decade ago. Hence, Kuwait recently
stopped expansion and plans to keep production at three million
barrels per day. At this level, Kuwait will have oil for a couple
of generations—but even this is a short period for a nation; and
Kuwait’s prospects of finding more oil are very small. Iran has
stated that it will limit production to eight million barrels per
day before the end of this decade; production will be held there
for eight or ten years and then will decline. Increases in Iranian
income from oil will only come from increases in taxes per barrel,
and it counts on this. North Africa’s reserves are not large enough
to play a dominant role in world oil in 1980; and the rest of the
world will produce whatever it can. This leaves for consideration
two countries: Iraq, whose government does not encourage for-
eign investment and seems unable, on its own, to produce sub-
stantially greater quantities of oil; and Saudi Arabia, by far the
most important.

In the last analysis, whether Saudi Arabia or any other OPEC
country with large reserves would act to disrupt the market is a
question of the behavior of men in control of national govern-
ments, affected by political factors as much as by theoretical
economics. Thus, it is frequently noted by observers outside the
area that from an economic standpoint an increase in present in-
come should be vastly more useful than the discounted value of
income deferred for ro0-20 years—and that with other energy
sources in prospect oil may not even command high prices in such
future periods. To Arab countries, such arguments are simply not
persuasive. In the personal experience of their leaders, past in-
come has been wasted and even current income is not invested
profitably. Moreover, just about every top official in OPEC, start-
ing with Perez Alfonso in Venezuela 20 years ago and including
Zaki Yamani of Saudi Arabia today, is convinced that his coun-
try can sell its oil profitably in ten or 100 years as a raw material
(primarily for petrochemicals) if not as a fuel.

The predictions of Western economists that competition in
OPEC for larger shares of the market will soon bring down
prices are read not only in the West but in OPEC countries.
They merely increase the already firm determination to avoid
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such a development. The producers may want to “maximize”
their income but they also recognize that, until there are alterna-
tives to oil as a fuel, this can be done most easily by raising prices.
No OPEC country, no matter how great its wealth, is interest-
ed in “breaking” world oil prices.

It is difficult to see how these elements of self-interest would be
changed or how any of the OPEC countries would act differently
if they should now move quickly toward complete nationalization
of the producing operations and assets of the Western companies.
Bargaining directly with the consuming countries, the producing
countries would still be just as disinclined as now to drive prices
down; and needing no additional income, would not feel under
pressure to increase their market shares.

The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, without doubt, could destroy
OPEC. It could produce oil in much greater quantities than it
does today; it could drive the price of oil down to the mythical
$1.00 a barrel, and every OPEC country would be ruined. But
Saudi Arabia would also ruin itself in the process. Using the
economists’ expression, Saudi Arabia would not “maximize” its
income; it would only “maximize” its production, and even
its enormous reserves would soon be exhausted. It is difficult to
see what folly could possess Saudi Arabia to take such action;
any consumer government that assumed that Saudi Arabia would
(or could) do this without an internal revolution would be guilty
of an even greater folly.

The “collapse” of OPEC would indeed seem a serious possi-
bility on either of two conditions—if there were discoveries of
vast new reserves in areas which could be kept outside OPEC,
or if there were an unexpected breakthrough in the development
of new energy sources. Both are unlikely to occur; and neither
could, even if it occurred tomorrow, operate rapidly enough so
that it would necessarily drive down oil prices in the next decade.
The world cannot simply wait for or expect such a deus ex
machina to solve its energy problems.

IX

This article up to now has dwelt almost exclusively on the
strengths of the oil producers. The consumers are not without
power of their own—or they would not be if they were united.
So far they have not been, and they have as yet shown little in-
clination toward collective action in spite of repeated urgings
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by the United States. In the fall 1969 meetings of the OECD oil
committee, before the first OPEC crisis, the Department of State
first raised with the EEC the possibility of 2 common approach
to the energy problems we would all soon be facing. Assistant
Secretary of State Philip Trezise, in the OECD meeting in Paris
in May 1970, urged that energy problems be considered in a
multilateral context, but got little positive response. The general
attitude was that the United States was becoming vaguely hys-
terical as its import needs grew; the United States, they thought,
worried too much about losing Arab oil. This was something
they, the Europeans and Japanese, did not need to think about.
Israel was a millstone around the neck of the United States; this
was the U.S. choice; the Europeans and Japanese could make
their accommodations with the Arabs. Restrictions on oil deliv-
eries would apply only to the United States; its allies would have
much less to worry about. Not every OECD member took this
view; the U.S. position was always supported strongly by the
United Kingdom, the Netherlands and a few others; but gen-
erally American fear of a cut-off of oil supplies was not widely
shared.

In the course of the last two years attitudes have changed. Italy
has gone through a rather traumatic experience in Libya; 5o
percent of her oil company was nationalized before production
began. And the French experience in Iraq went sour. France
had taken a markedly pro-Arab position in the Arab-Israeli dis-
pute; she had reached oil accords with Iraq which were the most
favorable to the producing government of any agreement there-
tofore signed, and many Frenchmen looked forward to a new
French oil empire in the Middle East. But the agreements with
the French national company, ERAP, did not measure up to
the new OPEC agreements and the Iraqis demanded renegotia-
tion. This very likely will be achieved, and oil certainly will be
produced by France in Iraq; but the French have found that the
doctrine of changing circumstances is also applied to outspoken
friends of the Arabs.

In the fall of 1971, the United States raised more formally with
the Europeans and the Japanese the possibility of a joint
approach to the energy problem; apart from a general expres-
sion of support for the companies in their dealings, no ideas were
forthcoming. The subject of codperation was raised again in the
spring of 1972 with the same lack of response. Finally, in October
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1972, in both Brussels and Paris, the Europeans and Japanese
were told that the United States would need some indication, at
least in principle, of their intentions. Did they prefer a purely
autarkic approach, or did they think we should try (as the United
States strongly preferred) to tackle our energy problems jointly?
The European Community, speaking together for the first time
replied that it too favored a codperative approach. The Japanese
reply was ambiguous but seemed to be inclined toward coépera-
tion.

The United States has discussed at various times a two-
pronged approach to consumer coéperation. The first would be
cofperation among the major consumers to find new sources of
hydrocarbons and to develop new forms of energy. This could
be as simple as expanded exchanges of information, or could go
as far as a supranational authority with power to direct research
and allocate funds. We have not put any specific plan on the
table but have indicated our willingness to discuss all possible
approaches. The second and more difficult part would be the
formation of an international authority to avoid cutthroat com-
petition for available energy in times of shortage. Such competi-
tion could drive prices far higher than we can presently imagine.
The producers, in such a case, would need still less production to
maintain their incomes and could restrict production even
further.

Such competition for oil, of course, has already begun. Vari-
ous companies are trying to conclude long-term purchase con-
tracts for oil with various OPEC countries. At least three gov-
ernments have made overtures to Saudi Arabia with offers of
attractive long-term contracts, since the Yamani offer of a special
relationship to the United States made in his Middle East Insti-
tute speech of September 1972. Japan has recently concluded a
deal with Abu Dhabi which went beyond the OPEC agree-
ments; and small American companies are now offering the pro-
ducers long-term contracts with equity participation in their
firms. With OPEC production limitations in the future, or even
with normal slow growth, with only Saudi Arabia and perhaps
Iraq capable of substantial expansion, bidding for supplies could
soon get out of hand, and the projected price of $5.00 per barrel
in 1980, or even a price of $7.00, could seem conservative.

There was strong agreement in the OECD that a consumer
organization (which all agreed should be formed) should not
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be considered a challenge to OPEC; it would not be designed
to drive prices down and certainly not to ruin the producers; it
would only be designed to protect the consumers. It could even
be used to bring the OPEC producers into closer ties with the
consumers. Producer country investments in Europe (and pos-
sibly Japan) as well as in the United States should be encour-
aged. In September 1972 I stated the American position in these
terms:

If consumers band together to search for new energy forms or to ration avail-
able energy in periods of shortages, this should cause no surprise or offense.
If consumers encourage companies to resist further price increases, this should
also cause no surprise, Many consumers already believe that the companies
have not been adequately vigorous in resisting producer demands, as they
could and usually did pass on to the consumer any tax increases. The pro-
ducer governments have banded together in a well functioning organization.
Their immediate adversaries are only the companies—an unequal contest.

Lastly, there is the possibility of some additional measures to
build up reserve stocks for bargaining purposes. These are indeed
badly needed for their own sake, in Europe and also in the
United States. They could have some importance in future deal-
ings with the OPEC countries, although it must be realized now
that the enormous financial resources of the OPEC countries
give them a considerable advantage in any endurance contest.

X

Consumer solidarity will be necessary if the present trend to-
ward bidding up prices is to be halted. It will be indispensable
if political or economic blackmail is to be successfully countered.
There are various interpretations of what this means and how
far the consumers could go or would want to go in a confronta-
tion with the oil producers, particularly if the issue were exclu-
sively one of oil prices.

In the long run, though, the only satisfactory position for the
United States (and to a lesser extent for its main allies) must
be the development of alternative energy sources. The United
States is particularly blessed with large reserves of coal which
can be converted to hydrocarbons, and of shale oil. The United
States shares with all nations the possibility of developing geo-
thermal energy, solar energy, and energy from nuclear fission
and fusion. But the lead time is long for the development of all
of them and some are still purely hypothetical.

Suggestions a few years ago for a vast program of development
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of new energy sources received no support in the Congress or
from the public. Yet, had the United States a few years ago been
willing to accept the realities which became evident in 1967 or
even in 1970, it might have started sooner on the development
of Western Hemisphere hydrocarbons and domestic energy
sources.

The potential is there. Venezuela probably has close to a tril-
lion barrels of heavy oil in place, with at least ten percent re-
coverable by present technology; the United States has large re-
serves of oil tied up in shale, and coal which could be turned into
hydrocarbons in almost unlimited quantities. And there are prob-
ably over 300 billion barrels of recoverable oil in the Athabascan
tar sands.

Let us not exaggerate all this, however. The shale, the heavy
Venezuelan oil, and the tar sands all require capital investment
on the scale of $5—$7 billion for each million barrels per day of
capacity. Above all the lead time is long—perhaps 15 years, cer-
tainly eight—before significant production could be achieved
from any of these sources.

On the diplomatic front, we have for years discussed an agree-
ment with Canada which will permit free entry of Canadian oil
into the United States. This has lost much meaning by now, for
Canada is currently sending us all her surplus oil and has im-
posed export controls. But we still may reach agreement. We
have also discussed a treaty with Venezuela which would permit
the development of her heavy oils. We have proposed free entry
of these oils into the United States in return for investment guar-
antees to the companies developing these oils.

Within the United States itself, a wide sweep of actions can
be taken to increase domestic energy production and to use en-
ergy more efliciently. Finally, there is the question of controlling
the rise in oil demand, through reasonable conservation actions.
Such measures as the spread of effective mass-transit systems
could do much to limit our present profligate use of energy for
a host of marginal purposes.

No one action will solve our energy problem, much less that of
the entire world. But taken together these steps—collaboration
with other nations, the development of alternative energy sources,
and controlling our consumption reasonably—could allow us to
reduce our imports significantly below those projected in this
article. This must surely be our immediate goal.
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To look simply at the world’s oil reserves and conclude that
they are sufficient to meet the world’s needs can no longer be
acceptable. We could allow ourselves such fatuities as long as
we had large spare oil production capacity, and while our over-
seas imports were small. We can do so no longer. Our security
and balance-of-payments problems are large and growing.
Whether we focus on today, or 1980, or 1985, it is abundantly
clear that we must move on a variety of fronts if we are to avoid a
situation which could lead to or even force us into highly danger-
ous action.

Having argued throughout this article that the oil crisis is a
reality that compels urgent action, let me end on a note of hope.
The current energy problem will not be a long one in human
terms. By the end of the century oil will probably lose its pre-
dominance as a fuel. The measures we have the capacity to take
to protect ourselves by conserving energy and developing alterna-
tive sources of energy should enable us, our allies, and the pro-
ducer nations as well, to get through the next 2§ years reasonably
smoothly. They might even bring us smiling into the bright new
world of nuclear fusion when all energy problems will be solved.
This final note would ring less hollow if we did not remember the
firm conviction of the late 1940s that the last fossil fuel electricity
generating plant would have been built by 1970; and that in this
new golden age, the home use of electricity would not even be
measured. It would be so cheap, we were told, that the manpower
cost of reading meters would be greater than the cost of the
energy which the homeowners conceivably could consume. But
perhaps in 2000. . . .



THE DEPTH OF ARAB RADICALISM
By Arnold Hottinger

HE Arabs are unhappy with their present condition and

want to change it. This is a very general statement, but it

expresses the basic fact about the Arab position in the
Middle East and in the world today. What exactly are they un-
happy about? This is quite difficult to answer. They have specific
grievances such as the occupation of Arab territories by Israel
since 1967. Underneath, other reasons for Arab discontent can
be detected, such as the existence of Israel per se; “colonialist,”
“Zionist” and “imperialist” pressure and alleged exploitation;
internal injustices and divisions which place imposing obstacles
in the path of progress toward the ideal of Arab unity; social in-
justices and lack of progress in reducing them; and economic
and social underdevelopment (frequently called by the Arabs
themselves takhalluf, i.e. “retardation”).

Grave as they are, all these difficulties and complaints are
probably in themselves insufficient to convey the full measure of
Arab angoisse. Jacques Berque in a remarkable article published
in 1958, in the Revue des Etudes Islamiques, spoke of Arab in-
quiétude in modern times. He used the Arabic term galag to de-
scribe it; it means anguish, shakiness, looseness, quelque chose qui
n’adhére plus a son contour. He found that just at the moment
when the national demand for independence appeared to have
been achieved, a whole host of problems suddenly intruded “with
the force of a revelation”: economic pressures, social realities,
the class struggle. But finally, Berque said, the question the Arab
intellectuals pose to themselves is about “their own essence.”

Since 1958—the year of unity between Egypt and Syria, and
the year of the revolution against the monarchy and Nuri Said in
Iraq—it has become apparent that Arab political “anguish” can
lead to an exacerbated kind of radicalism which contains the
seeds of its own deterioration. The danger of a circular process
has revealed itself: radical discontent with the political situation
as it is can lead to a fixation on goals incapable of attainment.
And the ensuing frustration due to unfulfilled aims can lead in
turn to the establishment of even more “revolutionary” goals,
even less susceptible of attainment.

The Arabs themselves have seen, and still see in large measure,
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the national demand for independence as the principal goal. It
used to be a deeply rooted conviction that the Arabs would be
in a radically different position if only all the Arab territories
were independent. As nearly all of them achieved independence
during the last decades, it became apparent that “economic inde-
pendence” was also necessary before the Arabs could see them-
selves as the masters of their fate; on the other hand, their na-
tionalist drive focused obsessively on the unsettled question of
Palestine. There is, in their view, an Arab country of Palestine
occupied by “Zionism”; it geographically divides the Arab
world, and this fact fosters the somewhat simplistic illusion that,
if the barrier were removed, Arab unity could be attained with
more ease than at present. Or, according to the more “scientific”
theory, Israel serves as a strategic foothold for an “imperialism”
which is endeavoring to impose its rule on the Arab world and to
achieve this by keeping it weak and divided.

Such theories partially conceal the underlying, more emotional
factor: as long as Israel exists and proves her strength, the neigh-
boring Arabs feel challenged by this fact and hence insecure.
The state of the Jews on their territory has become a symbol of
foreign intrusion and domination; its danger is felt as a fact so
evident that it requires no further scrutiny. To most Arabs it ap-
pears axiomatic that, if it were only possible to remove the Jewish
state from their midst, a depressing weight on Arab vitality
would be removed, affecting the whole Arab world. They would
become more efficient, more modern; their right to live in their
own world, as Arabs, would be vindicated and secured; they
would be saved for the future.

In the same axiomatic fashion, the reverse thesis is stated even
more frequently. “If the Arab world is not capable,” Qaddafi of
Libya said recently, “of fighting alone against Israel, then Israel
will kill all Arabs to the last man.” That such sentiments can be
accepted unquestioningly in places as far away as Kuwait, Bagh-
dad or Rabat is an indication of the symbolic quality which
“Israel” or “Zionism” has acquired in Arab eyes. To the more
distant Arabs it has become a name and a symbol for the chal-
lenge they feel confronted with and know they have to overcome
if they want to survive as a nation. Like any symbol, it represents
—and thus partly hides—a reality which cannot be seen and rec-
ognized in a more abstract, conceptual, rationally defined and
articulated fashion.
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A minority of intellectuals have begun to analyze and express
the Arab plight through the ideological instruments of Marxist
theory. They are not—or not yetr—typical of Arab thought in
general, but their way of looking at things is galmng in impor-
tance. It is not, however, particularly easy to explain in a Marxist
framework the needs and desires of the Arabs or their variations
of pre-industrial society. The Russians took that point into con-
sideration around 1964, when they invented the theory of the
“direct road to socialism” largely for the use of their Arab
friends. This way was said to be open to those nations of the
Third World which took a resolutely pro-Soviet stand in foreign
affairs, accepted Soviet aid and introduced certain “progressive”
measures at home. But to date, that “road” has not proved too
successful ; most Arab regimes do not seriously intend to follow
it, for they suspect that it might lead to dependence on Russia.
The recent expulsion of Russian military advisers from Egypt
has shown this quite clearly.

Most Arab intellectuals and regimes prefer to work out their
own ideology by mixing nationalism with socialism, each in its
own way. The classic mixture has been provided by the Ba’th
Party. It proclaimed the need for socialism in order to free the
Arab masses and, at the same time, to put them under the leader-
ship of the Party. Since the drive toward Arab unity was thought
to be inherent in the desires of the masses, and the fulfillment of
this desire was considered to have been prevented by the exploit-
ing classes, socialism in all Arab countries would automatically
lead to unity. At the same time, progress toward unity would in
itself lead to the fall of the exploiting and separatist groups and
thus automatically foster socialism. Although the theory has not
been verified by political practice so far, it is difficult to disprove,
as it is based essentially on an act of faith in the “Arab masses”
—always under the leadership of the Ba’th Party.

Nasserism is also a mixture of socialism and pan-Arab nation-
alism. But it focuses less strictly on the interdependence of the
two. In the past it relied more on the appeal of nationalism than
on that of socialism in order to gain sympathizers. Recently the
movement has split into preponderantly nationalist and prepon-
derantly Socialist groupings in Egypt as well as in the other Arab
countries.

The success of nationalism as an ideology and the considerable
appeal of nationalism combined with socialism—particularly to
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intellectuals and army officers—corroborate the important influ-
ence on Arab political thought of what is felt as the dangerous
pressure of alien imperialism. And of course the reasons for this
become clear if one looks at the historical record.

II

The Arabs had lived to the end of the eighteenth century in
a society of their own, profoundly marked, strictly defined and
circumscribed by Islam. It was somewhat stagnant in the last few
centuries but still harmonious, granting to everyone his place. On
the whole, the Muslims had accepted their community as given
by God—at least in its laws and its ideal configuration; in theory,
if not always in practice, it appeared to them as the best possible
one. This state of self-centered partial stagnation was rudely dis-
turbed by the armed intrusion of Europe, beginning with the
Russian and Austrian pressure on Turkey and the Napoleonic
expedition to Egypt. The intrusion ended with a nearly complete
occupation of all Arab lands by Christian Europeans.

In the course of the long and complex encounter with Europe,
it became clear that Arab armies capable of defending the Arab
countries against outside pressure could only be built up if the
Arabs, and generally all Muslim societies, began a process of
change and development. This was the case at the time of Napo-
leon when he defeated the Mamelukes at the Pyramids, and it
still is the case today. Virtually all observers agree that the de-
feat in the Six Day War was really due to the fact that one so-
ciety was retarded as compared with the other. Moreover, it was
a lack of development not only in regard to military techniques,
science and technology, and general basic instruction or econom-
ics, but also in the more complex political structures such as those
responsible for the selection and training of military and po-
litical leaders.

I have just written: “Virtually all observers agree.” This has
to be modified—do the Arabs themselves share this view? Yes
and no. They know and speak in general terms of the retardation
of their society. Egypt’s President Sadat himself calls for a new
society to be built on “science and faith.” But it is hard to envis-
age the full range of circumstances and facts, ideas and tech-
niques, mentalities and usages which ought to be different. When
it comes to organizing change, only a certain amount can be done
at a given time. How much is generally dependent on the quality
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of the leadership. Since this is not always the very best, and pro-
visions to obtain high-quality leadership are rather haphazard,
real change is generally slow. And since “modernized” societies
themselves tend to change and develop in an accelerated way,
there is always the danger that the real gap might grow instead
of decrease.

There is a kind of semi-awareness of these complex questions
in the Arab world, a little more conscious among intellectuals
than among the people, but largely subliminal in both groups.
Such a situation of suppressed awareness is one most likely to
foster the spread of vague fears, suspicions, uneasiness, anxiety;
i.e. the feeling of being menaced and oppressed by alien forces
over which one has no real control. Parallel to those ill-defined
feelings, aggression will grow. There is always a tendency to com-
pensate for inner insecurity by emphasizing the virtues, glories
and essence of the society one belongs to and is engaged to defend.

The historical confrontation with Western modernity and its
aggressive ways has also had its religious aspects. It began, after
all, as a fight of Christian against Muslim. When it became a
confrontation of European (and later Western, including the
United States) against Arab, many of its old roots remained, es-
pecially for the simple people who continued to live in the con-
text of traditional Islam. Even today they do not differentiate
sharply between their Arabism and their Islam, and consequently
they tend to draw no sharp dividing lines between the (religious)
Jewishness or Christianity and the (culturally) alien quality of
their antagonists. Overcoming their challenge thus becomes not
only a necessity for the survival of the national community but
also a kind of religious duty. During the first days of the Six Day
War, when a victory was still anticipated by the Arab side, a say-
ing spread in Beirut: “Today is Saturday and tomorrow is Sun-
day!” The local Christians, nearly all Arabs, took it very seri-
ously indeed. It meant, as they would explain to foreigners:
“Now it is the turn of the Jews, tomorrow that of the Christians!”
There are always calls of Jihad mixed with the calls for war
against Israel.

All these experiences and reactions ought to be apparent in
the whole Islamic world if our way of explaining them is correct.
In fact they can be seen there, but they are much more violent
and outspoken in the Arab territories. Why? The Arabs will an-
swer: Because the Turks, the Persians and the Pakistanis do not
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have an Israel to exacerbate their feelings. The Pakistanis have
India in a similar function, but for Turkey and Iran thcre is
much truth in the observation. In addition, however, the other
Muslim nations have achieved or preserved a much more clear-
cut national identity than the complex Arab configuration of
states, all belonging to one Arab nation. They also have founding
fathers of their modern states—Atatiirk, Reza Shah, Jinnah—
who impressed their wills on their nations as a whole.

The Arabs have, in some cases, founding fathers of single
states: Ibn Saud; Zaghlul; Riyad as-Sulh; Bourguiba; Muham-
mad V; Sheikh ‘Abdullah. In other states there are only “abor-
tive” father figures who were overthrown and disowned by pos-
terity. Nasser appears in a special class of his own: not successful
with regard to his pan-Arab aims and policies, but recognized as
their greatest leader since Muhammad Ali by the Egyptians
and by groups of Arabs all over the Arab world, even though
dismissed by other groups of the extreme Right and Left. The
Arabs, however, have no heroes accepted throughout their world
comparable to the founding figures of modern Turkey, Iran and
Pakistan.

These other Muslim nations have their own problems, but on
the whole they are less acute. Each one is different. In Turkey
the towering figure of Atatiirk has given the state its ideals and
permanency, but the charisma seems to have worn thin these
last years, at least with the students, if not yet with the military.
In Iran it is a combination of the old tradition of Shah-dom with
the modernizing and nationalist drive of the one-time soldier
Reza Shah—aided in recent years by oil revenues which have so
far permitted a certain economic success and a still-precarious |
stability. Pakistan has had the most problematic history, perhaps
because the nation was set up essentially on an Islamic basis that
proved to be inadequate for a modern state. The permanent pre-
occupation with the enemy India and the specific question of
Kashmir could be said to have had a distracting effect from the
real tasks of building the nation, similar to that of the Arab pre-
occupation with the enemy Israel.

111

The problem of unity, however, is peculiar to the Arab world.
There is always the double pull of two loyalties, one toward the
state and one toward the (pan-Arab) nation. It is significant that
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Arab opinion has reacted against this irritating duality by blam-
ing “imperialism” for it. Frequently it is said to have imposed
the “artificial” dividing lines between the Arab states and to work
desperately in order to preserve them. This is one of the many in-
stances in which “imperialism”—previously “colonialism”—be-
comes the external surrogate for Arab shortcomings, for it is ba-
sically the Arabs themselves, as they recognize in other moments
and moods, who have not so far managed to find ways to bring
together their countries.

This said, one must of course admit that a country like Jordan
could not have existed without foreign financial help for the
maintenance of the army. It used to be British, was for a short
time (1957) inter-Arab, then became American and has re-
mained so to the present time. Naturally, the Arabs are free
either to blame themselves for not having managed the Jordanian
1ssue more efficiently or else to blame “imperialism” for stepping
in and providing aid vital to the Jordanian throne. As long as
they primarily blame the outsider the issue will remain obscured
in their own vision; they will be declaiming against a more or
less mythical “imperialism” instead of analyzing the actual fac-
tors which led to a certain undeniable dependence of Jordan on
the non-Arab outside world.

In similar fashion, the most recent power struggle between the
fedayeen and the Jordanian army (1970 and 1971) ought to be
analyzed in factual, not mythological, terms if any real lesson is
to be drawn from it—and not a mystique leading to further un-
realistic and consequently disastrous political plans.

The political career of Nasser shows clearly that the unity
question can be used as an issue to distract Arab states from the
failings of their regimes. Consciously or instinctively, Nasser
used the unity issue in the latter part of his regime, as a kind of
“circus” when the “bread” failed or grew scarce. The march
through Sinai of the Egyptian army in May 1967 and its pre-
tended readiness for war represented the final and most risky
version of those “circuses.” If it had succeeded in frightening the
Israelis into acceptance, it would have carried Nasser’s glory sky-
high in the eyes of the Arabs.

Generally speaking, any nationalist policy can be shifted into
the “unity track” when there are difficulties in the particular
country. The temptation is constantly present to turn away from
humdrum domestic tasks and politics into the much more glam-
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orous field of pan-Arab politics and surprise coups. So far, these
have provided a good deal of diversion, excitement and short-
lived enthusiasm, but no tangible permanent result. And there is
always the danger that such sensational and sometimes pre-

arranged happenings will distract from confronting the real
problems.

v

What are these real problems? Obviously, different regimes
will give different answers. Equally, the officially announced
priorities are not necessarily the issues which are given priority
in fact. A striking example is the priority of the “battle” pro-
claimed in Egypt nearly every day for several years now; but no
battle has taken place to date. In the last resort, probably all
Arabs know that the real problems are those of development.
Bourguiba said this rather directly to Qaddafi when it came to
a public confrontation between them in Tunis in December 1972.
Qaddafi had maintained in a public rally that only Arab unity
could give “the power, the strength and the means” to the Arabs
to defeat “Israel and imperialism.” Bourguiba arrived suddenly
and replied : “Unity of two underdeveloped states cannot lead to
strength.” He spoke of the technical insufficiency of the Arab
countries, his own included, and criticized empty talk about
grandiose plans: “We have better things to do, above all to reach
the ranks of the developed countries. . . . While we lose our time
in vain reunions, the developed countries progress further every
day.”

Those “better things” are by no means easy to achieve. It is not
only a question of education and organization; underlying these
there is a whole new way of life to be worked out. Not even the
Tunisians, close to Europe and intimately connected with the
Mediterranean as they have always been, want to become Euro-
peans, If this were felt to be a precondition for reaching “the
ranks of the developed countries,” they would probably never
want to get there. Development has to be achieved without loss
of their own deeply ingrained personality, without loss of “Arab-
ism,” in harmony with the old and great cultural tradition of
each of the Arab peoples and of the Arabs in general.

Moreover, the passage cannot be accomplished calmly and in
unison—with gradual changes in intellectual outlook, the sponta-
neous growth and spread of new ideas, and generational evolu-
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tion. No, there is always something forced about it. One is driven
to act by material, economic and military necessities, by the very
need for national survival—although it should be a part of realis-
tic politics to provide a certain shelter against those pressures, in
order to provide elbowroom for the complex process of mental
and economic evolution. Instead of generating change from the
inside, one is often forced to take much of it over from the out-
side, by imitating an outside world which is felt—not without
reason—to be alien and menacing. In short, one must learn from
that world, even imitate it, in order to defend oneself against it,
with the ultimate aim of remaining oneself.

There may be doubt today whether this kind of process is pos-
sible at all. Optimists think that all European, American or, for
that matter, Russian or Chinese institutions, ideas and techniques,
once they have been taken over by the Arabs, become subtly Arab
and begin to function in an inimitably Arab way.'! Pessimists
might object that the Arab aspects of, say, Arab banking or en-
gineering or soldiering or diplomacy are Arab only residually,
insofar as they are run “Arab fashion,” i.e. with neither max-
imum efliciency nor rationality. In other words, their Arab as-
pect is no more than the coloration, or tinge, that Arab society
inevitably bestows on any thought, institution or technique which
it adopts—and this tinge will gradually disappear as more ra-
tionalized and efficient Arab societies develop.

There is a specifically French way of being contemporary,
modern and efficient which distinguishes itself considerably from
the American, the Italian or Russian fashion of being the same.
Why should there not be an Arab way? The only answer to this
can be: although it ought to exist, this has yet to be accomplished.
In the last analysis, it is a creative task that can only be achieved
by the Arabs themselves. Beginnings have been made, rather am-
bitious ones in Egypt and Algeria. The Egyptian experiment has
clearly run into trouble; for the results of the Algerian “bet” (le
pari algérien) we still have to wait. There are less ambitious at-
tempts going on in Lebanon, Tunisia and Kuwait. In other coun-
tries, controversies and struggles about who is to direct the ex-
periment and what has to be done appear as yet to be using up
most of the available time and energy.

Probably it is easier for a European nation or one deriving its
civilization from Europe to retain its own essence and to become

1 Jacques Berque’s Les Arabes de Hier & Demain is devoted to this thesis.
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“modern” at the same time. This is principally because the Eu-
ropean nations have been jointly “inventing” modernity, and thus
making gradual adjustments ever since the Middle Ages, toward
increasing the rational and scientific ingredients of their culture.
For a non-European civilization, the task of incorporating such
elements has been imposed suddenly from the outside ; but Japan
1s there to show that a successful incorporation has been possible
in at least one case.

A major question here is the compatibility of Islam itself with
the “modern” outlook. Attempts to harmonize the two were made
at the beginning of this century (in the Arab world principally
by Egypt's Muhammad Abduh, 1849-1905), and these were
partly successful. But after Abduh all such efforts appear to have
been surprisingly superficial. The essential problem remains:
how much can traditional religion and Islamic law be disre-
garded for the sake of rationality, modernity and scientific
thought without the religion of Islam losing its essence? The at-
tempts to gloss over verbally the very real divergences between
the traditional religious and the modern scientific outlook do not
resolve the difficulty but rather obscure it. Very few are the Arab
intellectuals, however, who face the problem squarely. If they
do, society is still quite liable to take revenge, as happened re-
cently in the trial of Sadiq Jalal al-Azm, a Marxist philosopher
who did try t “attack” Islam frontally by denouncing its influ-
ence and mood as contrary to the cultivation of a “scientific men-
tality.” The problem is central; it will have to be faced squarely
and dealt with creatively before an essential change in Arab
thought and mentality, outlook and life-style can become possible.

‘7

From all this it becomes clear that the Arabs today are faced
with much more than a political question. Their problems reach
far deeper into the realms of philosophy on the one hand, and
economic and social life on the other; they can be called “exis-
tential” problems of their whole culture.

There is a tendency which has been growing in the past two
decades to attack those problems solely by political means, even
to insist that they can only be treated in this way. The illusion
exists that things “would sort themselves out” if only political
and military solutions to problems such as Arab unity and Israeli
military superiority could be found. This tendency has perhaps
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been fostered by the political outlook of Islam, for Islam is a
“political” religion, seeking to establish the God-given order of
things in this world. This very fact might conceivably draw at-
tention in Islamic societies toward politics as the principal means
of achieving a “new order,” despite Islam’s failure to do so dur-
ing many centuries.

If politics is taken in a very wide sense, such attention to it
might be justified. But, in that case, it ought to embrace the whole
collective life of the community. The danger consists in taking
politics in a narrow and dogmatic sense, e.g. concentrating atten-
tion exclusively on “the battle against Israel” or “resistance
against imperialism” or achieving unity, while neglecting the
deeper causes of present difficulties and the really much more
urgent tasks of coping with them.

There is the theory of the “two hands.” The Arabs have to
fight with one, it is said, while they build with the other. But so
far, results have been disappointing. There has been no fighting
and no real building either, mostly just muddling along. The
two-hands policy is only a continuation and intensification of the
previous policy of Nasser, which attempted to build a new
Egypt and to bring about Arab unity at the same time. This has
come to grief. But there has been no change in direction, rather
exasperation and dogged persistence in the previous line. “It must
work because it has not worked so far” appears to be the standard
reaction.

This reaction is praised by the official propaganda as a “man-
ifestation of the will of the people,” or even of “the revolutionary
will of the people.” It is frequently seen as a guarantee of the al-
legedly inevitable final victory. But this may be just another
mystique. There is no factual reason why persistence in a policy
which has so far proved unsuccessful should lead anywhere but
to further disaster and frustration.

The task of responsible politicians would be to harness the
“revolutionary will of the people” to those constructive tasks
which are necessary to transform Arab societies. Only the Arabs
themselves can do this. No outsider can impose a solution on
them. But to the outsider it would seem that there are two prin-
cipal ways by which a solution could be approached. One would
be by peaceful means and at a comparatively low human cost;
it would probably in the end be speedier than the second. It
would have to consist of permitting Arab societies at least a
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minimum amount of freedom of thought, expression and action,
which would allow individuals to discuss, analyze, diagnose and
experiment with their own problems and to evolve methods of
solving them. The creativity of the Arabs would have to be fos-
tered by allowing them sufficient freedom to build productive so-
cieties of their own in the economic field as well as in their scien-
tific, artistic, political, philosophic and religious life.

The second way, of course, would be “revolutionary.” It would
consist of the destruction, as far as possible, of all the existing
patterns of society, with new ones to be created, somewhere in
the far future. The process would inevitably be undertaken at
high human cost and probably lead through a long period with
much suffering. It would be hoped that it might ultimately bring
efficiency and modernity.

VI

Which way is likely to be taken? As of now, one would have
to say that the revolutionary way is the more likely.

For one thing, the peaceful evolutionary way smacks of liber-
alism, and “liberalism” is considered bankrupt by the Arab ideol-
ogues of the Left. It generally has a bad name because it is asso-
ciated with the inner squabbles, inefficiency and corruption of the
first independence period. It is not fashionable. It is even con-
sidered asocial, because there was indeed a kind of liberalism in
those early years which worked in the interest of the rich and
against the poor.

But most of all it is the failure to resolve the “war” against
Israel that militates against the gradual way. There would have
to be some kind of settlement with Israel before it could be
undertaken.

On this issue, developments in the past year have given rise in
moderate Arab circles to a small amount of hope, centered on the
United States. Moderate intellectuals and statesmen in places
like Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon and Tunisia ask whether there may
not now be a new opportunity for America to use her influence
with Israel. They refer to the removal of Russian technicians
from Egypt and wonder whether President Nixon in his second
term may be more free to act in terms of his place in history and
less in terms of (as they see it) immediate popularity. They dis-
cern a general world pattern of eased tensions into which peace in
the Middle East would fit, and they are aware of growing recog-
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nition that not only Japan and Europe but also the United States
will become in the next decade increasingly dependent on the oil
reserves of the Persian Gulf. With enormous financial transac-
tions between that part of the Arab world and the United States,
these moderates see Arab goodwill becoming more important to
Americans; true, it is as vital for the Arabs to sell their oil as for
the West to have it, but, on balance, they believe the Arabs will
find themselves in a sellers’ market, which they can manipulate
to a considerable degree according to their political preferences.
If the present tensions and frustrations remain and build up, such
manipulation could result in considerable (financial) punishment
for the United States and other declared friends of Israel. Thus,
these Arabs reason, the oil situation has become a strong addi-
tional incentive for Washington to act.

At the same time, the Arabs who hope for a political solution
with American help are adamant that it must include the full
implementation of the 1967 U.N. Resolution. This they read to
require Israeli withdrawal from all the territories taken by her
armies at that time—"“the territories” rather than simply “terri-
tories”—and also the postulated “just solution of the refugee
problem.” Since the Israelis are just as adamant that they will
not give back all these territories, it would seem that a settlement
is not in view.

If this continues to be the case, then the second or revolutionary
way becomes nearly inevitable. Today, these moderate Arabs re-
gard their own radicals with considerable anguish. University
professors, themselves Arab nationalists, tell of their students be-
coming more and more dogmatic and locking themselves up in
their own thinking—in class terms and Manichean slogans of im-
perialism and anti-imperialism. One hears frequently: “Each
term it becomes more difficult even to talk to them”— and “them”
is truly the next generation of Arab leaders. Under these circum-
stances the question of whether a solution to the Israeli confron-
tation can be achieved could easily become a decisive junction on
the road to the future.

What would a revolutionary path look like? The vicious circle
described earlier in this article—of high hopes, frustration, and
more radical aims leading to new frustrations—would probably
be its beginning, and might continue for a long time. The answer
to each new defeat would be more radicalism, more hatred of
Israel and her Western friends, more desperate attempts to find
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“one’s own” way, radically different from the European or Amer-
ican experiences and their path toward modernity.

The oil question would very probably become a major issue
among the Arabs themselves in the early stages of such a possible
“revolutionary” path. It can be assumed that the oil-rich desert
states would attempt to maintain commercial relations with their
chief market countries in the West, among them, in an increasing
way, the United States. But the highly populated and compar-
atively sophisticated states of the “front line” toward Israel
would turn the issue of the use of Arab oil—“just for money,
making the rich even richer; or for the sake of an Arab revolu-
tion against Israel and the West?”—into one of their main pro-
paganda platforms directed against the conservative oil produc-
ers. They would certainly attempt to overthrow those regimes by
subversion, and in the long run they would probably be success-
ful. After that they would attempt to evolve an oil policy de-
signed to punish the friends of Israel and to benefit the friends
of the Arabs, who in that case would almost certainly include
most or all of the Communist world.

Progressively, the consequences to the Arabs themselves would
be even more serious. They would become decisively involved in
“Marxist-Leninist” ways of conceptualization and organization.
Their model of modernity, which today is still a preponderantly
Western one, would be switched over to Communist patterns.
Communist in this context would probably not mean Russian;
rather Chinese. This is because the Russians have already marked
out the limits in their aid to the Arabs, and consequently have
been rejected, at least as military partners, by the Egyptians last
summer. The “Chinese way”’—for Arab radicals equivalent to
the “Vietnamese way”—is not identified with any given regime.
It remains open for the revolutionaries and radicals who criticize
bitterly all existing regimes and are looking out for something
radically new.

Confused as the thinking and slogans of Arab radicals cur-
rently are, there is little doubt that they will eventually come to
power in many Arab states if the present deadlock continues long
enough. If their slogans should be converted into policies, this
could in the short run lead rather to chaos in the Arab states than
to any acute danger for Israel. But in the long run a new Arab
society might crystallize from the process. And it might well
resemble present-day China more than any other society now
known to us.



THE CASE FOR STRATEGIC
DISENGAGEMENT

By Earl C. Ravenal

HARACTERISTIC of American foreign pohcy since
World War IT has been the quest for a certain minimum
of world order and a practical maximum of American

control. Successive schemes for the regulation of power—collec-
tive security, bipolar confrontation, and now perhaps the balance
of power—have differed in their objects and style. But interven-
tionism—structuring the external political-military environment
and determining the behavior of other nations, whether in col-
laboration, conflict or contention with them—has been the main
underlying dimension of our policy. There has been no serious
substantive challenge to this premise since the eve of our entry
into World War II. The last “great debate,” in 1951, over the
dispatch of American troops to Europe, was about implementa-
tion and constitutional procedure.

How the world might look now had the United States not exer-
cised itself for these 30 years, and how it might look 30 years
from now if we were to cease exercising ourselves, are open to
conjecture. More certain are the failures of deterrence and the
costs of war and readiness. Thesc speculations and reflections are
materials for a larger debate about the critical objects and opera-
tional style of our foreign policy.

It is time for such a debate. We are at a turning point in our
conception of the shape of the international system and our per-
ception of the necessities and responsibilities it imposes on our
foreign policy. This is more than the feeling that any year of
crisis is a turning point, and more than the hope that after the
tunnel of a long and obscure war we must be emerging into a new
valley. Rather, longer historical perspective and larger cate-
gories of analysis indicate that the second of the major structural
systems that followed World War II—bipolar confrontation—
has been played out, and a new, but severely limited, set of alter-
native international systems is pending as both object and deter-
minant of American foreign policy.

The alternatives are: (1) A limited constellation of powerful
nations or blocs, all fully engaged and all with a stake in preserv-
ing the system, even at the cost of occasional forcible exercises;
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differing politically and contending economically, but observing
certain “mutual restraints” or rules of engagement—in short, a
balance of power. And (2) a more extensive and less-ordered
dispersion of nation-states, great, large and medium in size and
“weight,” with relative power a less-critical factor in assessing
and constructing relationships; agnostic about maintaining the
shape and tone of the system as a whole, and not bound to restrain
other—especially distant—nations for the sake of their own se-
curity or the integrity of the system. The latter system has no
conventional verbal handle. We might call it “general unalign-
ment,” or “a pluralism of unaligned states.” It is the baseline
condition, the limiting case, of the international system—actually
a quasi-anarchy, the situation that is reached if the major nations
stop striving to impose external order. This system——or perhaps
non-system—is the only present alternative to the balance of
power (objective conditions not favoring the imposition of uni-
versal domination, the achievement of collective security, or the
restoration of alliance leadership and bipolar confrontation);
and it may well be its historical successor.

This analysis might seem abstract and impractical, were it not
for the fact that the present Administration itself is sensitive to
these large-scale alternatives and convinced of the importance
of establishing a version of the balance of power. Moreover, this
Administration seems to be aware of the restricted palette of
present foreign policy choice, which it characterizes prej-
udicially as “engagement” (the rhetorical concomitant of the
balance of power) or “isolationism” (the presumed counterpart
of international anarchy). But to describe the choice in such flat
terms is to efface the moral dimension of a foreign policy. For
example, the balance of power—seen as a policy rather than a
system—should be defined not simply by its main dimension of
interventionism (or its euphemism, “engagement”), but also by
another dimension: that of amoralism.

Similarly, the alternative policy orientation of nonintervention
should be defined two-dimensionally: it can be either amoral or
moral. Amoral noninterventionism s “isolationism.” It connotes
Fortress America, narrow prejudice and active xenophobia. It
is hard to subscribe to this isolationism; but it may be fair to
abstain from its further condemnation, if only because this con-
demnation has become a mindless litany, and because the diamet-
rically opposite course of national action—moralistic interven-
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tionism—has often led beyond the point of general damage to the
brink of universal disaster.

The other, moral, style of noninterventionism is not isolation-
ism at all. Rather, it reflects (a) a strict and consistent principle
of nonintervention in the political-military order, and (b) a con-
cern for constructive contact with the world. Such a foreign
policy orientation might be called “strategic disengagement.”

Thus, the balance of power, as system or policy, is neither an
inevitable development nor a unique response. The “other”
major international system, general unalignment, is a possible
world—even a probable world, in time. And the “other” major
foreign policy orientation, strategic disengagement, is a viable
mode of behavior for the United States, indeed an appropriate
mode if the international system continues to evolve toward a
more diffused condition.

Unfortunately, the rhetoric of disengagement, unless it is pre-
sented meretriciously as a “new internationalism,” is not appeal-
ing. Particularly in a season of peace and reconciliation, it
may seem ungenerous to project skepticism about the future of
world order, and to prescribe the curtailment of international
ambition and the pursuit of national immunity. And it is bound
to be diminishing for Americans—who are used to hearing that
their identity depends on a special responsibility for world order
—to be told that they ought to give up their honorable pretensions
and to live modestly, like other nations.

But international politics is full of ironies, and not the least
of them is that the desire to do good often leads to objective harm.
Private virtues are often public vices; national virtues are often
international vices. Even the most attractive motives, caring and
helping, can be a source of danger and destruction. Conversely,
even the private vice of indifference to disorder might, in this
imperfect world of fragmented sovereignties, translate into the
public virtues of preserving internal integrity and respecting
external reality. If we can recognize these ironies of interna-
tional politics, why should we resist their codification in a co-
herent scheme of national conduct?

II

Strategic disengagement is both a policy and the end-state of a
policy. It can be defined, first, by exclusion—by differentiating it
from other positions that are critical or limitationist. It is not the
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“old isolationism”; it has no xenophobic animus and does not
entail autarky. It is not “neoisolationism” or “new isolationism” ;
these doctrines seem too eclectic in their criteria—sometimes
evasively circumstantial, sometimes unabashedly geographical
(merely a cover for a Europe-first policy), and sometimes
vaguely sentimental. It is not the “new internationalism’; this
misleading verbal straddle usually ends in moralistic interven-
tionism, relying half-seriously on the resurrection of a potent
United Nations. It is not “benign neglect”—simply because it is
neither necessarily benign nor deliberately negligent. It is not
just “never again,” a narrowly based and intellectually confused
reaction to the trauma of Vietnam, which could have only
limited instrumental lessons for weapons, tactics, strategy or
military organization. It is not a “spheres-of-influence” doctrine,
either naive or “mature”;* it implies no collusion in others’
spheres and claims none of its own.

Neither is it a “national-interest” policy; this perennial realist
calculus lends itself as much to the extension as to the limitation
of objects of intervention, and can lead, in a sort of perversion,
to inconsistent, case-by-case, cost-benefit decisions, on the least-
principled grounds. Nor has it much to do with arbitrary criteria,
such as the limitation of troops abroad;® this is a technical indi-
cator that may express tactical decision or budgetary restriction,
not absence of commitment. And it should go without saying that
it is not the equivalent of the Nixon Doctrine, which is a pro-
gram of force substitution, not substantive disengagement.

Strategic disengagement should also not be implicated with
the so-called ‘“‘isolationist personality”’—a pathological condition
combining limited intellect and defective character that is much
analyzed in meticulous but misdirected social science. Even if
such social-psychologizing correctly identified the clinical syn-
drome, it would still not settle the policy debate. For one thing,
the “behavior” of nations is not equivalent to the aggregate be-
havior of their citizens, or even the modal behavior of their
leaders; the policies of nations are not crude analogues of the
intentions of individuals, but are the structured responses of sys-
tems to complex goals and complex constraints. And further-
more, whatever else foreign policy may be, it is also strategic, in
the sense that it is deliberate, objective and rational choice, and

1 See Ronald Steel, “A Spheres of Influence Policy,” Foreign Policy, Winter 197:-72.
2 See Michael Roskin, “What ‘New Isolationism’?” Foreign Policy, Spring 1972.
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is determined—and must be judged—more by its consequences
than its impulses.

And finally, strategic disengagement is not to be equated with
“appeasement.” The salient aspect of Munich—apart from the
fact that the United States did not even participate—is that the
powers that did conceive that short-lived solution ¢tmposed it on
Czechoslovakia in an extension of active diplomatic meddling—
the very opposite of disengagement. Similarly, the recent pro-
posal of unilateral withdrawal from Indochina—now buried by
the actual Vietnam settlement—was falsely characterized by its
opponents: they likened it to “conniving at the overthrow of our
South Vietnamese ally” in order to negotiate our exit from the
war. The latter was a highly conditional alternative, which
would have constituted appeasement. In absolute contrast, uni-
lateral withdrawal was a completely unconditional position—
though it would have had extensive implications.

A second way to define strategic disengagement is by its conno-
tations. Its keynote is large-scale adjustment to the international
system, rather than detailed control of it. It is a prescription for
an orderly withdrawal from our political-military commitments
to other nations and from our military positions overseas, in a
deliberate and measured fashion, with the timetable determined
by our unilateral judgment but responsive to opportune circum-
stances and to the sensibilities of our allies and the conduct of our
adversaries. Above all, it would be paced, not precipitate. To
reach the end-state of the disengaged posture might take one or
even two decades of initiatives and diplomacy.

Strategic disengagement comprises two syndromes: The first
centers on the dissolution of alliances and includes rehabilitation
of the civilized concept of peutrality, respect for international
law (even if often its observance is asymmetrical and its sanctions
only symbolic), and relations with any effective government re-
gardless of its complexion. The second centers on a strict but
limited definition of national security and includes acceptance of
revolutionary change in the world, acquiescence even in the forc-
ible rearrangement of other countries, and adoption of second-
chance military strategies.

A third definition of strategic disengagement is by its geo-
graphical extension—where we would draw our security perim-
eter on the map. But this should be only illustratively sketched,
rather than rigidly drawn. The reason for this reservation has to
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do with the meaning of “policy.” Policy is not a set of instant
declaratory propositions; rather, it is the total, but future, orienta-
tion of a system to contingencies, including some now unknown
in their most relevant features. Thus we can talk competently
about general policy orientations, but only tentatively about spe-
cific policy objects.

However, a quick, and thus more than otherwise provocative,
tour of the world would yield these ultimate implications. Asia
might be the earliest theater for the implementation of disen-
gagement. The United States would withdraw to a2 mid-Pacific
position and observe—but not necessarily count on or promote—
the probable emergence of an East Asian regional configuration
of China, Japan and Russia. We would seek no positions in the
Indian Ocean; in South Asia a lesser regional array might
emerge, consisting of India, supported by Russia and countered
by China and the rump of Pakistan.

In the Middle East, the United States would not attempt to
impose a settlement on the contending local states. We would
enjoy as long as possible the flow of oil on reasonable commercial
terms, and would yield with decent grace and little brandishing
of force if seriously challenged by local irresponsibility or out-
side intervention.

In Western Europe, America would witness the continuing
devolution of military power and fragmentation of political will,
without making intricate efforts to control the Alliance or its de-
ployment of forces—aspects that are obviously related. In fact,
we would initiate the thinning out of our troops and continue
a measured and irreversible redeployment to the continental
United States, removing most of the redeployed units from our
active structure and dispensing with most of the airlift and sea-
lift and sea-control forces that are justified solely for reinforce-
ment and resupply in an extended ground war in Europe.

III

Why do it? Why adopt a policy of strategic disengagement?
In doing anything, one either initiates, hoping to achieve some
gain or improvement, or responds, adjusting to a situation. Stra-
tegic disengagement has elements of both, but more of the latter.
1t is an anticipatory adjustment—a long, major adaptation to an
evolutionary process in the international system and a basic social
situation in the United States.
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Nevertheless, there are some benefits, though these are not so
much reasons for doing it as reasons for being glad to have done
it. First, this posture does have tangible consequences for de-
fense preparations—force structures, weapons systems and
budgets. Though cost saving might not be the main determinant
of this policy, it is not a contemptible by-product. In fact, the only
way honestly to achieve meaningful defense budget cuts—of the
magnitude mentioned in the 1972 presidential campaign, for
example, on the order of $35 billion a year—is to execute a far-
reaching program of strategic disengagement. The Asian portion
alone, which could be accomplished in the earlier years, could
save as much as $14 billion a year from the baseline allocations
for this region under the Nixon Doctrine.®

Another positive reason for strategic disengagement is to avoid
the possible moral “costs” of conflict. These costs are not negli-
gible and carry their own constraints in the form of international
diplomatic reactions and domestic social pressures, which might
limit our ability to persevere in a conflict. Moral costs can attach
either to indecisive conflicts protracted by self-limitation or, con-
versely, to decisive measures to end conflict.

But the principal reason for strategic disengagement is to
make an adjustment that will have sufficient coherence to weather
a future of perplexing variations in the pressure of circumstances
and the incidence of accidental events.

What, then, is this expected future to which we are adjusting?
We can identify six critical conditions in the future international
system: The first is the high probability of troubles, such as em-
bargoes, expropriations, coups, revolutions, externally supported
subversions, thrusts by impatient irredentist states, and calculated
probes of defense perimeters. These will be neither resolved nor
constructively equilibrated by some benign balance-of-power
mechanism. All of these situations could have consequences that
would be unfavorable to U.S. interests. But they would threaten
the central security of the United States only to the extent that we
“adopted” them in ways that made them security issues, through

8 Instead of the Administration’s planned Asia-oriented force of five to six land divisions
and 15 to 17 tactical air wing equivalents, including eight navy wings on nine attack car-
riers, a disengaged posture would require only minimal reinsurance against some unim-
aginable Pacific catastrophe: perhaps two land divisions and six tactical air wings, in-
cluding two navy wings on three attack carriers, of which only one would normally
operate forward. After a half-decade of adjustment to this, there would be no U.S. troops
west of Guam. And no military assistance would be going to any East Asian client state.
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such instruments as alliances, guarantees, collective security
arrangements, and unilateral commitments by declaration or
implicit orientation. In that case, any of these situations could
begin an escalatory antiphony of deterrent threats, challenges
and credibility-maintaining countermoves.

The second tendency is increasing interdependence—but this
has a different implication from the one which proponents of
interdependence recognize. Interdependence, in these terms, is a
set of functional linkages of nations: resources—raw materials,
energy and food; access routes—commercial and strategic; eco-
nomic activities—trade, monetary and investment, and their pat-
terns and organizations; populations—with their movements and
impacts; and the physical environment. These areas harbor prob-
lems that could be aggravated to the point where they became
threats to the security of nations, demanding, not suggesting,
solutions.

The third element of the future international system is the
probable absence of an ultimate adjustment mechanism in the
form of a supranational institution that can authoritatively dis-
pense justice and grant relief, especially in those extreme cases
that threaten to unhinge the system—though in lesser cases of
international disorder, mediation and peacekeeping might be
effective, and in other functional areas some organized codpera-
tion will exist. Even the tacit “rules” of the balance of power will
break down precisely when they are most needed. These rules are
not positive restraints, or even reliable predictions of the be-
havior of nations in the pursuit of their interests, but, rather, mere
system-maintenance conditions—descriptions of ideal conduct
that derive from the very definition of a balance of power.

The fourth factor is an interim conclusion of the first three—
that stabilization, the long-range action of states to bring about
conditions in the external system that enhance their security, will
take the form of unilateral intervention rather than collaborative
world order.

The fifth future condition is the unmanageable diffusion of
power beyond some ideal geometry of powerful but responsible
states. Instead, this process is likely to proceed to a kaleidoscopic
interaction of multiple political entities. By any measure of
power—military (nuclear or conventional, actual or potential),
economic (total wealth or commercial weight) or political (the
will to autonomy and achievement)—there may be 15 or 20
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salient states, not necessarily equal and not necessarily armed
with nuclear weapons, but potent to the point of enjoying the
possibility of independent action. This would be a “Gaullist
world.”

The diffusion of power will have several aspects: One is that
limits will become evident in existing unions, and cracks will ap-
pear in existing military alliances. Europe, for example, may
agglomerate further, but it will not integrate politically. The
Atlantic Alliance also will suffer from a continuing divergence
of interests and allegiances. There will be the traditional cultural
tug of Europe as an entity, and the blandishment of commercial
deals with Eastern Europe, reinforcing the desire of individual
allies for political maneuverability and military autonomy. Allies
will increasingly, despite occasional contributions toward spe-
cific infrastructural items, fail to bear their “fair share” of the
burdens of the Alliance and will demanéd a disproportionate
share—or, bad enough, a proportionate share—of command
authority. And there will be, within the Atlantic Alliance (and
our Asian alliances as well), dissonance over the suitability of
foreign policies, strategies and weapons systems. The result is
that alliances and multinational groupings will become the least-
efficient instruments for bargaining among the principal an-
tagonists in the international system. Individual nations are al-
ready seeking out their adversaries directly, in order to make
general political arrangements and specific deals on economic,
environmental and resource issues.

Another aspect of diffusion is the impracticality of military
power, whether nuclear, conventional or subconventional. Nu-
clear force, used or threatened, could be a trigger to uncontrol-
lable or unpredictable violence, immediately or in the longer run
because of adverse precedents. Conventional military power is
increasingly ineffective in relative terms, because of the rising
cost of its application and the diminishing value of its effects in
politically unfocused, or geographically intractable, or great-
power-stalemated situations. And subconventional force is viti-
ated by its unreliable by-products: it creates embarrassing clients,
diminishes diplomatic maneuverability and invites escalation
once a minimal stake is established.

The sixth condition that will complicate the enforcement of
international order is the lack of consensus in domestic support
—not when our system is free from external pressure, but pre-
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cisely when it most needs steady support. Few societies—espe-
cially one such as the United States—will hold together in for-
eign exercises that are ill-defined or, conversely, dedicated to the
maintenance of a balance of power. Indeed, this Administration
does not cultivate active, fervent public support. Acquiescence
would be entirely suificient, and more appropriate, for a subtle,
flexible balance-of-power policy—as long as it was limited to the
faint demonstration of force. But where escalation is required to
validate an earlier countermeasure that was indecisive, support
would be lacking and the intervention might fail before it had
achieved its effect. The lack of public support might not prevent
intervention, but it might critically inhibit its prosecution.

Let us return for a moment to draw some conclusions abeut in-
terdependence. The typical argument for interdependence recites
the material or spiritual facts that push and throw nations to-
gether and concludes with the “ethical necessity” of binding na-
tions together in world order. It urgently, humanely, reminds us
that we are living in One World. But it fails to recognize a par-
adox that is embedded in the situation:

(1) Interdependence creates the need for more world order—
the authority to restrain and dispose—without creating order it-
self. Indeed, it diminishes the effectiveness of the existing degree
of world order, which might be barely viable only because it is
relatively unstressed. In short, interdependence, which is widely
mistaken for part of the solution, is actually part of the problem.

(2) The diffusion of power—in the form of the persistence
and increasing authority of the nation-state, and the increasing
impotence of constructive coercion—prevents the more perfect
world order required by the conditions of interdependence.

(3) But, paradoxmally, both interdependence and diffusion
are s1mu1taneously increasing in the world. And since diffusion
causes disorder, while interdependence merely requires order,
the prognosis is more disorder in the international system.

Now, if the foreign policy of an individual state could be log-
ically “ideal,” it would either cut down on interdependence in
order to be freer from the uncontrollable effects of the system, or
would reverse the diffusion of power by gaining more control
over the system. But neither of these logically ideal courses is
within the scope of a single nation’s policy. Interdependencies
cannot be avoided at will, since they are primarily created not by
the policy of the nation but by factors that are outside the frame
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of choice at the national level. And, conversely, the attempt to in-
crease or manipulate power—even constructively—would be re-
sisted by jealous and defensive nation-states.

So nations will have to live with greater interdependence, but
in the face of less world order. Thus, a general policy prescrip-
tion, confronting these contradictory tendencies, would have to be
formulated in a “split level.”

The face of the policy would be hopeful and constructive, se-
lectively accommodating interdependence—stressing practical
codperation in specific areas, encouraging the universal obser-
vance of an international law of self-restraint, and joining in the
mediation of disputes and some limited but noncommittal peace-
keeping.

But the residual level of the policy would be skeptical and de-
fensive, hedging and insulating against disorder. Where other
nations could expropriate our investments or interdict our access
to raw materials or energy resources, we would hedge—the only
alternatives being deprivation or gunboat diplomacy. And where
trading patterns might become adverse, we would adjust our ex-
pectations toward import substitution; this does not imply instant
autarky, but gearing the mind and the system to deal with incip-
ient mercantilism by means other than irrelevant bluster. This
policy also favors an international monetary system that depends
on the implicit flexibility of exchange rates, rather than the ne-
cessity of explicit initiatives and bargaining.

In political-military arrangements, we would insulate. Security
frontiers would be retracted to defensible lines that corresponded
generally to national boundaries and related ocean areas. Force
structures and base locations would change accordingly. Military
strategies would not be absolutely frozen, but would be capable
of second-chance reactions, in case major calculations were up-
set by events or impending events. Strategic nuclear sufficiency
would be maintained. But commitments would be gradually dis-
solved. We might hope that affected nations would adopt com-
pensatory measures that were sensible and stable, but there would
be little way to enforce our preferences. And we should not con-
tribute to their compensatory measures to the point where we
were recommitted.

v
Is strategic disengagement feasible for the United States? Part
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of the answer lies in the way the question is posed. It is often
posed in a falsely static form: Can the United States even think
of opting out of the international system, as it ¢s? And in any cir-
cumstances that seem to be a dereliction of responsibility or a
breach of the rules of the system?

Rather, the question should be put in dynamic form: Can the
United States adjust to the system as it would be changed by its
own behavior? For one quality of a great power is that its major
choices define the structure of the international system, not sim-
ply influence its process.

Of course, the malleability of the international system is not
unlimited. By its defection, a great power can defeat any existent
scheme of world order; but it cannot necessarily create new ones
by its own intention and means. Thus, in present circumstances,
single-nation hegemony is obviously an impossibility. And var-
ious forms of collective security, including a condominium of
superpowers, scem beyond attainment. The bipolar order is pass-
ing and defies restoration, though certain of its features persist—
notably, the formal alliances and the habits of zero-sum strategic
thinking. But recalcitrant allies, third forces and crosscutting
institutions are too prevalent. So there remain the practical al-
ternatives of a multipolar balance of power or a pluralism of un-
aligned states.

We are asking, then, whether the United States can live in a
situation of general unalignment which its own conduct would
materially help to establish. This question has its tangible and its
intangible components.

The tangible questions are: Would such a situation be min-
imally supportive of the political and economic life of the state?
Can the nation live with the consequences of its failure to inter-
vene readily with sufficient force to preserve its real interests,
principally its access as a key to further benefits from the external
system? Can it even defend what it must unavoidably defend—
its own existence and integrity—if it allows certain ancillary
strategic assets to go by the board? Can it credibly deter the cen-
tral threats to its existence if it declines to deter lesser threats to
lesser objects? To what extent is it implicitly dependent on the
self-restraint of other nations, or the simple hope that they will
fail in the attainment of their objectives?

The intangible questions are: Could our system adjust to the
probable “loss” of some previously valued objects—no less real,
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though intangible and indirect in their impact on our security—
the slippage of allegiances, the lapse of comfortable relation-
ships, the extension of hostile control? The adjustment to in-
tangible loss may be the most critical condition for the viability
of a policy of strategic disengagement.

A posture of strategic disengagement is favored by several fac-
tors, some peculiar to the American situation and some generic.
The first is a condition which we have mentioned in another con-
text as a reason for disengagement: the increasing diffusion of
usable power among nations. This is not the same as an assertion
of “no threat.” It is to say that the same condition that frustrates
the exercise of American control also frustrates the efforts of
competitive states to profit directly and proportionally from our
withdrawal, and would mitigate the consequences for us even if
they were to succeed.

The second factor has impressed observers as a reason, and a
condition, for disengagement since the time of George Washing-
ton : the peculiar geographic position of the United States (“Our
detached and distant situation invites us to a different course and
enables us to pursue it....”). Even—perhaps especially—in the
nuclear age, geography still confers military advantage and
allows political-military detachment,* as long as it is comple-
mented by a third factor—adequate conventional military forces.

A fourth factor that permits a disengaged political-military
stance is nuclear weapons. This factor has two dimensions. On
the one hand, for the individual nation, nuclear weapons are like
certain other military and situational resources writ large. For
example, a secure nuclear retaliatory capability is, for the United
States in the twentieth century, the equivalent of the protection
of the British fleet in the halcyon era of American isolation, the
nineteenth century.

On the other hand, for the international system, nuclear weap-
ons have extraordinary consequences. The distribution of nuclear

4 A contrary case is made by Albert Wohlstetter (“Illusions of Distance,” Foreign
Affairs, January 1968) on the basis of logistical and technological factors, which over-
come raw distance. But logistics and technology are not the whole point, nor is raw dis-
tance, without the help of other dimensions of geography. Every tactical commander
realizes the obstructive value of an earthwork, or a fifty-yard ditch such as the Suez Canal.
A fortiori, the Pacific Ocean remains a formidable barrier, cheap for transport no doubt,
but forbidding for conventional invasion. (Central nuclear protection, of course, is a sep-
arate problem and a discontinuous calculus.) Barriers force the enemy to stop and mass,
and—perhaps most important—put upon him the onus of unmistakable initiative. We are
reminded again that arguments deriving from a “shrinking world” must always be
qualified.
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force ushers in a distinctive variant of the international system of
general unalignment—a “veto” system, in which the competent
nations pursue independent foreign policies and protect their au-
tonomy with the power to maim an attacker. Even threshold nu-
clear powers, such as Japan, partake indirectly of this quality,
just as analogously in a balance-of-power system nations can
wield power by allying and threatening, though limited war is
the residual arbiter of that system.

In fact, nuclear weapons precipitate a gradual and inexorable
movement toward unalignment—beyond a balance of power—
once they are held by more than one potential major antagonist.
It is wrong to attribute this effect to the general proliferation of
nuclear weapons among third, fourth or fifth states, including
lesser alliance partners. The point of no return occurs when two
“polar” powers have attained them. The rest is an inevitable dis-
integration and an eventual transformation—the logical progres-
sion to a “Gaullist world.”

The French did not create this condition; nor did they merely
react to it. They anticipated it, even before de Gaulle’s return to
power in 1958, and began to draw the correct (though not the
only possible) policy conclusions, however unpalatable these
might have been for the United States. The standard American
characterizations of national nuclear forces as completely useless
because militarily useless, and at best (or at worst) a “trigger”
for the American deterrent, are wide of the mark. A national nu-
clear force might not be much “good” in a strict military calculus
of reciprocal destruction. But this is not the intention of its archi-
tects. Its purpose is political-—not in the trivial sense of an en-
trance ticket to a prestigious “club,” but in the most profound
sense of that term.”

For a medium power, such as France, the utility of nuclear
weapons lies not in any plausible coercive strategy, but only in a
desperate retaliation, defensive in strategic significance even
though “offensive” in military form. Thus the contemplated use
of nuclear weapons by a people will be credible if, and only if,
it is in the “final defense of their supreme self-interest.” And con-
versely, in that extreme context, any other protection—through
generalized ‘“umbrellas,” multilateral nonproliferation treaties
or the calculated interest of alliance partners—will not be cred-

5 This is a cardinal concept of the Gaullist nuclear theorists. See, for example, Michel
Debré, “France’s Global Strategy,” Foreign A ffairs, April 1971.
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ible or, to the ultimately logical nuclear theorist, even necessary.

For the nuclear superpower, the potency of its own weapons,
and their limitations in the face of other nations’ weapons, will
have two effects that reinforce each other. First, it will not need
to acknowledge a seamless web of degrees and cases of deterrence;
it can be content to default on nonvital foreign commitments.
And second, it may be deterred from fulfilling purely external
commitments; regardless of their merit, it will be pressed to de-
fault on them by the risk to its own central security. Thus a veto
system allows, but also demands, tolerance of very wide swings
of accumulated power before any counteraction is indicated
(though it is also difficult to see how any other power would risk
the aggressive moves necessary to accumulate such power).

For these reasons, nuclear weapons, once beyond the posses-
sion of a single polar power, begin to corrode alliances. No ally
can be confident that, in a crisis, it will not be disowned by a
joint or senior nuclear protector. Thus, in a veto system, an al-
liance, to be effective, must approach the status of a political
union or a feudal subordination. However, once it has acquired
its own nuclear force, there is no particular reason for an ally to
pool it within the alliance. The sheer power of the pooled force
will probably be redundant; and yet no ally will take advantage
of this to cut its force and consent to cost-effective joint targeting
if this means delegating to an alien political will—and thus an
implicitly untrustworthy ally—the decision to withhold or fire
against some vital target. Therefore, a nuclear veto system dis-
courages casual and ambiguous commitments and enforces a more
severe choice: to create a political community—through union
or subordination—integral enough to make mutual nuclear de-
fense credible, or to acquiesce in the dissolution of alliances.

v

Disengagement has been proposed before. It is a perennial re-
sponse to the insoluble problems of the international system epi-
tomized by periodic wars. It was adopted after World War I,
debated after World War 11, and advanced in the 1950s as a way
out of the cold war. It is an authentic vision—not necessarily
noble, but often practical and even moral in its tendency to avoid
the senseless, unfairly apportioned and ruinous costs of war.

But somehow the vision is always rejected—sometimes when
proposed, sometimes later when our national response is tested.
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The nation, and even some of the proponents of disengagement,
respond to strategic challenge with reéngagement, intervention
and war. What goes wrong? Possibly this: (1) In prospect, dis-
engagement seems too comprehensive, too extreme; it seems to
involve us in an undifferentiated retreat from the world, a kind
of total—even amoral—isolationism. And (2) in the moment of
truth, when an issue threatens to become strategic, in scale and in
political-military effect, we are not willing to lose—that is, to
risk the consequences of nonintervention.

For the critical question in any proposal of disengagement is
not its techniques and provisions, but rather our strategic concern
for the objects at risk in the proposal. As long as we maintain
this strategic concern, any scheme of disengagement will be vul-
nerable to objection on its own terms: it cannot ensure that we
will not “lose” and our adversaries will not “gain.”

It was really on this point that George Kennan’s scheme of
disengagement in Central Europe in the late 1950s foundered.
He argued for the avoidance of risk and tension, the extension of
incentive and reassurance to the Soviets, the futility of defense
through NATO, and the greater chance of healing the division
of Europe. The problem was that disengagement was represented
as a better tactic to advance the interest of the United States in
the wholeness, health and safety of Europe. And for this it re-
quired a reciprocal move by our adversary, Russia. Thus, its op-
ponents could demonstrate generally that the risks of this initia-
tive were greater than the possible gains—always in terms of
the conceded interest in the condition of Europe—and specifically
that the risk of nonadherence by the Soviets to the reciprocal
terms was too great and was irreducible. So Kennan’s initiative
evoked the critical antagonism of Henry Kissinger® and the pa-
trician disgust of Dean Acheson.” And there is some justice in
their reactions. For it is not a valid disengagement if we simply
withdraw and continue to hope for the best.

How might a fresh proposal effectively differ? Strategic dis-
engagement depends on the ability, in logic and in fact, to main-
tain two distinctions. The first is the separation of strategic in-
terests from other concerns, and the sympathetic pursuit of these
nonstrategic concerns in collaborative international bodies and
in our own unilateral acts; disengagement should not affect com-

6 “Missiles and the Western Alliance,” Foreign Affairs, April 1gs8.
7 “The Illusion of Disengagement,” Foreign Affairs, April 1958,
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mercial relations, humanitarian expressions or cultural contacts.

The second is the distinction of objective from nonobjective
factors. The key to this is the concept of equanimity. This is not
an attitude of negligence or unconcern or rejection; it is an ac-
ceptance of situations and consequences.

This equanimity is “objective” in several senses of the word:
(1) It refers to an objective policy orientation, not a subjective
psychological state; (2) It is directed to the objects of our policy
—whether they be the international system as a whole, or partic-
ular allied nations, threatened resources or strategic situations—
not the style of our policy-making or its specific values. And in
the last resort, it is not even our sympathy for these objects of our
policy, or our formal “commitments” to them, but what we con-
sider their strategic necessity that implicates us in foreign con-
flict and virtually dictates our intervention.

Thus, if we are to achieve disengagement, we must make our
policy deliberately neutral toward a wide range of differential
strategic conditions and outcomes in the world. We will be able
to afford this orientation only if we hedge and insulate. But even
these are not enough. To sustain a strict and consistent disen-
gagement, our decision-making system must adjust its most fun-
damental presumptions—about the relevance of threats, the cal-
culus of risks and the nature of the national interest. These are
the primal categories that mold our response to strategic chal-
lenge, despite apparent shifts in surface values.

Nevertheless, in final ethical terms, we are left with an un-
satisfactory choice : whether to choose the sins of commission and
intervention, or the sins of omission and disengagement. We may
have to resolve this dilemma on the basis of the Kantian cate-
gorical imperative: We cannot control the behavior of others;
we can only behave as we will others to behave—though
we expect little reciprocity or symmetry. Admittedly, this is not
a self-executing policy. But, at least in moral theory, it could be
a self-fulfilling prophecy.



THE ECONOMIC CONTENT OF
NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY

By Charles L. Schultze

N almost any debate about American foreign and defense
policies, there is one element upon which both protagonists
can usually agree—that economic considerations play a ma-

jor role in shaping the substance of those policies. Indeed, the
economics of national security policy makes strange bedfellows.
The radical New Left is convinced that a conspiracy of vested
interests shapes American foreign policy toward the protection
of U.S. investments abroad and the economic exploitation of
other peoples. But when pressed to articulate a rationale for an
internationalist and interventionist approach to foreign policy,
eminently conservative Establishment types also advance argu-
ments of economic self-interest, citing the need to preserve Amer-
ican access to vital raw materials abroad and warning of the
blow to general living standards which would occur should
America become isolated from the mainstream of world com-
merce.’

On many other economic matters, as they affect national se-
curity policy, the Left and the Right find common ground. Both
would agree that economic strength contributes to military
power. A recent economics text with a New Left orientation
argues, for example, that the Keynesian economics of the postwar
period served to strengthen the military-industrial complex and
the interventionist policies of the United States.” And as the re-
cent presidential campaign demonstrated, both the Republican
and Communist parties agree that large military spending is
needed in the United States to maintain full employment. The
GOP, for example, prominently featured a campaign document
listing by state and locality the employment reductions which
would ensue from Senator McGovern’s defense cutback pro-
posals. In an unusual show of amity between a Defense Secretary
and a Budget Director, Messrs. Laird and Weinberger both gave

1Indeed, the “conservative” arguments are rendered more in the true spirit of Lenin’s
analysis of imperialism than are those of the New Left. It was Lenin who argued that the
working class of rich Western nations, as well as the capitalists, shared in the gains of
imperialism.

2 Daniel R. Fusfeld, Economics, Lexington (Mass.) : Lexington Books, 1972, p. 6.
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major speeches stressing the unemployment consequences of re-
duced military budgets as though defense spending created jobs
in a way which other spending could not.

I shall argue that most of the popular views about the inter-
connections between economics and national security are either
wrong or misleading. Our military strength does not depend, to
any significant degree, on the size or rate of growth in our econ-
omy, at least within the range of variation which is likely to occur
in the foreseeable future. Conversely, the level and the rate of
growth of national income and employment are in no funda-
mental way dependent on the maintenance of heavy military
spending. Moreover, the national security of the United States
depends in no important way on securing access to raw materials,
markets, or sea lanes abroad, and securing or protecting such ac-
cess cannot reasonably be used as the rationale for a foreign pol-
icy, a set of commitments, or an element in defense strategy.

Yet despite all of this, I shall also argue that the national se-
curity of the United States will increasingly depend upon the
way in which we conduct our economic relationships with other
nations; that, in turn, the state of our domestic economy will
strongly influence how those relationships are handled ; and that
through this chain of influence economics and national security
policy are strongly linked.

II

Does our national security depend upon maintaining a healthy
rate of growth in our economy—is it dependent on our economic
strength? Surprisingly, perhaps, the answer is, “INo.” Obviously,
it would be impossible for us to maintain a large defense budget
if we had the GNP of Ecuador or Spain or Iran. But within the
range of likely possibilities over the next ten years, our economic
strength will not really make much difference in our capability
to sustain whatever defense establishment we deem warranted. At
the present time our $80o billion defense budget is approximately
seven percent of GNP. In the Soviet Union the defense budget
takes up perhaps ten percent of a smaller GNP. The faster the
GNP grows, the smaller will be the fraction of it consumed by
a given defense budget. For example, ten years from now, an
$80 billion defense budget will be six percent of GNP if the
economy grows by two percent per year and five percent if eco-
nomic growth proceeds at a four-percent annual rate. A larger
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proportion of our national income would have to be taken in
taxes to support the defense budget in a slowly growing economy.
But these differences are modest, and surely not critical. Within
those ranges we can clearly afford the appropriate defense burden
at either level of GNP.

Securing national economic prosperity and healthy growth are
exceedingly important objectives in their own right. But they
ought to be pursued for their own sake, not because they are di-
rect determinants of our ability to support the defense establish-
ment.

In a more subtle way, there are connections between economic
strength and national security. Rapid technological advance, a
sizable population of research-oriented scientists and engineers
and large numbers of technologically advanced business firms
help to generate rapid economic growth and at the same time
provide the research capability essential for defense in the mod-
ern world. But it is the research and technology rather than the
economic growth itself which contributes to military capability.

To turn the question around: Does our economy need a large
defense budget in order to maintain prosperity? We have been
told time and again in the past three years that the high unem-
ployment rates of those years were the price we had to pay for
withdrawing from Vietnam and for turning from war to peace.
This is nonsense. Full employment and prosperity do not depend
upon large budget outlays for defense. There is no law of nature
or of economics which says that men and women producing air-
planes must produce those airplanes and nothing else; that re-
turning Vietnam veterans can do nothing else but soldier. Of
course, if defense procurement is reduced, the demand for other
goods and services—public and private—must be correspond-
ingly increased to provide civilian employment for those for-
merly producing weapons. People are employed only if there is
a market for the goods and services they produce. But we have
monetary and fiscal instruments which can stimulate demand for
nondefense goods, thereby increasing the demand for labor in an
amount sufficient to absorb those laid off in defense establish-
ments. Necessarily there are transition problems. Specific recon-
version programs are required for people with specialized skills
and for localities which have in the past depended heavily on de-
fense contracts. But cutbacks in defense procurement and reduc-
tions in the size of the armed forces are no excuse for an overall
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increase in unemployment. We can have full employment with
any size defense budget, be it $10 billion or $100 billion. The
Comintern was wrong—making weapons is not essential to the
prosperity of a free-enterprise economy. The size of the defense
budget can and should be determined on the basis of defense
needs, not as a weapons-oriented WPA for putting people to
work. How rapidly we change the defense budget up or down
does indeed affect the size of the transition problem. But we
should see the problem precisely as a transition problem which
requires advance planning and not as a rationalization for per-
petually maintaining an excessively large defense budget.

111

To what extent does our national security depend upon pro-
tecting access to overseas sources of raw materials and ensuring
the safety of American investments abroad? In essence, the an-
swer 1s simple, “Hardly at all.” One of the most pervasive myths
about national security is that the United States is critically de-
pendent on the steady supply of a number of vital materials, and
that a slowdown or cessation in their supply would be disastrous
for the economy and crippling to our military capability. This
1s simply not true.

In the first place, unlike many other nations, we import only a
relatively small proportion of our needs. In 1971 merchandise
imports were approximately four percent of GNP. In the second
place, any modern industrial economy, and particularly the
United States, is incredibly quick to adapt to shortages of partic-
ular materials. Substitutes are rapidly discovered, synthetics de-
veloped, and ways found to minimize the use of short-supply
items. A reading of the Strategic Bombing Survey, which as-
sessed the effect of bombing in Germany during World War I1I,
demonstrates how adaptable was the German economy—with a
technology and flexibility far below what we possess today. After
more than two years of heavy bombing and the reduction or elim-
ination of many overseas materials, industrial production in Ger-
many was 40 percent higher in 1944 than at the beginning of the
war. Measures to use substitutes or to ration scarce materials were
far more effective than anyone might have believed before the
war.® And the indigenous resources and technological capacity

8 Edward S. Mason, “American Security and Access to Raw Materials,” World Politics,

January 1949, p. 153 (cited in Mancur Olson, Jr,, “American Materials Policy and the
‘Physiocratic Fallacy, ” Orbis, January 1963, p. 678).
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for devising substitutes are enormously greater in the United
States of the 1970s than in the Germany of the 1940s.

There is the problem of the initial shock should the United
States be suddenly cut off from access to a particular material or
fuel supply. But in the long run, the economy would adapt amaz-
ingly well. If imports to the United States were cut off and our
overseas investments expropriated, the U.S. economy would not
collapse. Our living standards would suffer, but not by a large
amount. Nor would our military capabilities be substantially im-
paired. This is not to suggest that we can, therefore, blithely go
protectionist. Far from it. But it is important to get clear that
our international interests cannot legitimately be defined, or our
defense budget justified, in terms of preserving access to Malay-
sian rubber or Chilean copper. They are not worth the tens of
billions of dollars a year we spend on conventional forces nor are
they worth the risk of war.

Middle Eastern oil deserves special mention. Until recently,
about 20 percent of our oil supplies were imported, almost all
from Canada and Venezuela. In the last several years, however,
imports have accounted for a rising percentage of our supplies,
as domestic production has leveled off while demand for petro-
leum products has expanded rapidly. In 1972 imports accounted
for almost 30 percent of supplies, and the percentage will con-
tinue to grow. Venezuelan supplies have limited capabilities
of expansion, and while Canadian supplies can be increased they
will fall far short of meeting growing import requirements. By
1980, from one-third to one-half of U.S. crude oil requirements
will be coming from the Middle East and North Africa, depend-
ing on whose projections one believes. And this will be true even
if some two to three million barrels a day are available from re-
cent Alaskan discoveries. Europe and Japan have for years been
almost completely dependent on imported oil, the bulk of which
comes from the Middle East and North Africa. Recent oil and
gas discoveries in the North Sea promise to be important sources
of supply, but not enough to lessen fundamentally the importance
of Middle Eastern and North African oil to Europe. What does
the dependence on oil supplies from troubled and distant parts
of the world imply for our national security policy? Only a few
observations on this problem are possible within the scope of this
article.
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One must necessarily consider briefly the contingencies of nu-
clear or large-scale conventional war. The first—nuclear war on
any scale whatever—would surely make irrelevant any issue of
crude oil supply, since refinery and transportation capacity would
be much more drastically affected. As for large-scale conven-
tional war, the situation of the United States would be quite
different from that of Europe or Japan. Calculations by the
President’s Task Force on Oil Import Control, in 1970, demon-
strate that direct American military requirements would rise only
to levels that could be met by augmenting supplies from the
Western Hemisphere through emergency measures, and by civil-
ian rationing.* On the other hand, there is no question that in an
extended conventional conflict our European and Japanese allies
would be severely hurt by cessation of oil imports from areas that
would probably be cut off. Even if it could be assumed, in a case
of war in Europe, that supplies would still come from North
Africa, Nigeria and Indonesia, the denial of Middle East oil
alone would be a very severe blow to Europe.

On a cold, hard view, however, it is very difficult to imagine
an extended conventional war with the Soviets during which
virtually all of industrial Europe remained under NATO con-
trol. To the extent that conventional war raises oil-related se-
curity problems for our European allies, these would appear
principally a matter of economic planning—oil stockpile policy,
tanker availability, the standby capability of switching from oil
to coal in firing power plants, and the like.

The more relevant security problems arise from the possibility
of a peacetime Middle Eastern oil embargo imposed for political
reasons under circumstances different in nature from those of a
long-continued war. In the first place, an effective embargo
would require the codperation of virtually all major producing
countries. In most Middle Eastern countries oil production can
be expanded fairly quickly and at little increase in cost. The
penalties for one country trying to impose its own embargo are
quite high. In 1951, when Iran ceased exporting, other countries
expanded their market penetration. Only recently did Iran fully
recover her share of the market.” This is not to say that joint
action is impossible. An oil embargo by the combination of Saudi

4 The Oil Import Question, U.S. Cabinet Task Force on Oil Import Control, Washing-
ton: G.P.0,, February 1970, p. 36.
5 Ibid., footnote 28, p. 34.
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Arabia, Kuwait, Libya, Iran and the oil sheikhdoms would be
sufficient to cause a major impact on the European economy. But
even if they acted jointly, such action would be exceedingly ex-
pensive to the producing countries themselves. By the late 1960s
revenues from oil production accounted for 55 percent of the
Saudi Arabian GNP, for 60 percent in Libya, and for far over
60 percent in Kuwait and the oil sheikhdoms. Oil-financed im-
ports are a massive component of the economies of these nations
and will grow in importance. The oil-exporting countries could
increase their short-run staying power by accumulating large
foreign-exchange reserves in advance. But foreign-exchange
reserves would be useful to the Middle Eastern oil countries in
such a situation precisely as a means of continuing to purchase
imports from the United States, Europe and Japan during a
period in which oil exports were embargoed to some of these
nations as part of a political move. And in this context the in-
creasingly heavy dependence of the Middle Eastern economies
on imports is a fact which should not be ignored. If the consum-
ing countries would develop joint policies to deal with the prob-
lem they would find themselves in possession of substantial eco-
nomic weapons of their own to minimize the likelihood of a
political embargo occurring. For those who worry about the pos-
sibility of the Soviet Union instigating an embargo on Middle
Eastern oil exports to Europe and the United States, it should
be noted that this would be an exceedingly expensive policy for
the Soviets. They would have somehow to underwrite the cessa-
tion of oil revenues equal to over $10 billion a year in 1975 and
at least $25 billion a year by 1980.

From a national security standpoint it is essential that the
United States avoid the temptation to adopt some sort of inter-
ventionist military policy as a means of dealing with the prob-
lem. An Indian Ocean navy, taking up the British colonial role
“East of Suez,” and similar approaches are likely to accomplish
nothing but mischief. If history is any guide, such policies cannot
guarantee governments “friendly” to the United States—indeed,
interventionism is likely to work in the opposite direction, as a
red flag to nationalist groups. Whatever the problem of the
United States and its European allies in the case of all-out con-
ventional war with the Soviets, continuing interventionism prior
to that conflict will be equally as likely to decrease as to increase
the probability of maintaining wartime supplies. Against the
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contingency of a short-term political embargo, prior interven-
tionist policies would be even more irrelevant.

The main problem with Middle Eastern oil is likely to be not
political, but economic. A discussion of the economics of inter-
national oil policy is not the point of this article. The only rele-
vant point, here, is that recent sharp increases in the price of oil
are not a reflection of a physical shortage of petroleum reserves.
Middle Eastern and North African reserves are huge. They can
be extracted at a marginal production cost of ten to 15 cents per
barrel. By joint action the oil-producing countries have been able
to levy very large increases in taxes on oil production, so that the
f.o.b. price of oil in the Persian Gulf is now about $2.00 per
barrel, the bulk of which flows into the treasuries of the oil coun-
tries. Given the comparative efficiencies of oil versus other fossil
fuels and nuclear power, still further large price increases would
be possible, without causing a major decline in the consumption
of petroleum products. For the sake of their own consumers,
importing countries do have a major stake in devising policies to
minimize future price increases. But, for the reasons noted above,
military measures form no part of the set of possible policies
which might be undertaken to deal with the economic problem.

In the end, therefore, the problem of Middle Eastern oil
dependency is not one which calls for a military or intervention-
ist solution. Oil provides no exception to the basic propositions
stated above, that U.S. national security interests and the ra-
tionale for the size and structure of U.S. military forces cannot
be defined in terms of protecting access to markets or raw mate-
rial sources abroad.

IV

But while our national security interests cannot be defined in
terms of protecting access to raw materials or ensuring our for-
eign investments, it is nevertheless true that the conduct of our
economic relationships with other nations—and particularly
with the major industrial nations of the world—is an essential
element of national security policy. To understand the true rela-
tionship between the two requires a careful look at the nature
of American national security in the world of today.

The concept of national security does not lend itself to neat and
precise formulation. It deals with a wide variety of risks about
whose probabilities we have little knowledge and of contingen-
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cies whose nature we can only dimly perceive. Yet, to deal with
the question of how domestic and international economic rela-
tionships affect national security, it is impossible to avoid at least
some discussion of what we mean by the term itself.

Clearly, to most people at least, our national security does not
consist simply in providing the military forces needed to deter
or to defeat a direct threat to the territorial integrity of the
United States and to preserve it against physical domination by
another power. A calculation of the armed forces directly needed
to meet this objective would reveal the possibility of slashing our
defense budget very sharply indeed. Of the $83 billion defense
budget in fiscal 1973, only $19 billion goes for deterrence of stra-
tegic nuclear attack. The remaining $64 billion is devoted to con-
ventional forces—ground, naval and tactical air. But against the
unlikely contingency of a conventional attack on our own shores
by currently hostile powers we do not need 16 army and marine
divisions, 21 tactical air force wings, 16 carrier task forces, and
a massive sea-lift, amphibious landing, and antisubmarine war-
fare capability. Nor would we need to maintain expensive over-
seas installations, provide military assistance to other nations, or
put up with the costs and frustrations which inevitably plague
military alliances. And should an isolationist America, at some
date in the future, face the combined conventional forces of many
other nations, we would have ample time in which to build up
the defense of our own territory. We do not need to keep large
forces in being year after year against such an eventuality. The
$64 billion now spent for conventional forces could probably be
cut by more than half.

Yet clearly, there is a2 wide consensus among the American
people—whatever their differences on specifics—that in some
way or the other, the United States has basic national security
interests which extend beyond the guarantee of our own terri-
torial integrity. Unfortunately, from the standpoint of precision
and simplicity those interests revolve principally around intan-
gibles, uncertainties and probabilities rather than around con-
crete threats readily foreseeable and easily grasped.

Several facts about the postwar world—and particularly that
world as it can be projected over the next ten years—themselves
suggest the nature of our broader national security concerns.
First, by 1980 the ability to manufacture nuclear weapons and
vehicles to deliver them across national boundaries will be well
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within the grasp of at least ten and possibly more major na-
tions. Second, within ten years Western Europe will have a GNP
equal to our own and a population of over 300 million, and
Japan a GNP exceeding $500 billion and a population of over
100 million, while both Europe and Japan will enjoy per capita
incomes equal to that in the United States today. The Soviet
Union with a population of almost 300 million will be produc-
ing a three-quarter-trillion-dollar GNP, while China with a
much lower national income will nevertheless possess a major
industrial base and a population approaching one billion people.
Third, most of history teaches that there is nothing inherently
stable in the relationship among world powers. Only the most
naive can assume that the preservation of peace will arise spon-
taneously from the goodness of men’s hearts, their fear of the
consequences of war, the wisdom of individual foreign offices, or
the unilateral self-restraint of national leaders. In short, the po-
tential for awesome destruction is increasing at an accelerating
pace, and without a continuing and explicit effort to help pre-
serve world order we have no warrant for believing that this
potential will remain unexercised. No one, of course, can lay out
particular scenarios describing the impact on the United States
of a world in which the threat of chaos was continuing and im-
mediate—there are an infinite number of such scenarios. But
none of us would wish such a world on our children or want to
live in the kind of society which the existence of that world
would force upon us.

The core of U.S. internationalist policy, accepted even by
many of those who have been the most vigorous critics of our
intervention in Vietnam, rests on the concept of the United States
as a guarantor of the security of Western Europe and Japan. In
turn, the two chief rationales for that policy are: (1) domination
of either by a hostile power would threaten U.S. security; and
(2) without the U.S. guarantee, nuclear weapons would pro-
liferate, competitive arms races could be set off, and the world
would become a much more dangerous place, with the risk of
major wars potentially involving the United States substantially
increased. It is the central theme of this paper that acceptance
of these two propositions implies some important consequences
about how the United States, in the interests of national security,
must conduct its international economic policies. But before pro-
ceeding to spell out those consequences, it is necessary to deal,
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albeit briefly, with some recent attacks on the validity of the basic
propositions themselves.

The thesis that nuclear proliferation would resultin a far more
dangerous world, and more specifically pose a major threat to
U.S. national security interests, has been forcefully challenged
by Robert Tucker.® While on many points Professor Tucker’s
analysis is very close to the positions advanced in this article—
particularly his rejection of the view that economic interests re-
quire the projection of U.S. power overseas—on the consequences
of nuclear proliferation his arguments are not, I believe, per-
suasive.

The essential point that Tucker makes is that a nuclear weap-
ons capability can, for the first time in history, provide a nation
with a relatively assured capability of deterring attack. In the
balance-of-power systems of a bygone era, alliances were needed
to achieve national security because the preponderance of power
that any one nation needed to possess assured deterrence was un-
achievable with conventional weapons. According to Tucker,
however:

For the state that can now destroy any other state or combination of states,
[nuclear] weapons have in truth conferred what has heretofore proven un-
achievable—a surfeit of deterrent power, . . . In other than the extreme sit-
uation, nuclear weapons confer a degree of security on their principal pos-
sessors that great powers seldom, if ever, enjoyed in the past.”

Because of this surfeit of deterrent power, the loss of allies does
not threaten the physical security of any nation possessing nu-
clear weapons. On Tucker’s analysis, domination of Western
Europe by the Soviet Union would not pose a physical security
problem for the United States. Moreover, nuclear proliferation
would, in effect, increase the probability of world peace and
order by putting more nations into the position of having an
unassailable deterrent against an attack on their territory.

This view is, I think, fundamentally wrong, particularly with
respect to the consequences of nuclear proliferation. In the first
place, the possession of strategic nuclear weapons by two major
powers, such that each can destroy the other’s homeland, may
effectively cancel out the possibility of such weapons being used,
but need not eliminate the possibility of the use of conventional

6 See Robert W, Tucker, 4 New Isolationism: Threat or Promise?, New York: Universe
Books, 1972, especially Chapter II1.
T Ibid., p. 47.
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weapons against each other. The risk of an outbreak of conven-
tional war between two nuclear powers might indeed be reduced,
but certainly not eliminated. The very nature of nuclear deter-
rence—power A cannot use nuclear weapons against B because
B can retaliate devastatingly—may lead to a major war being
fought without the use of strategic nuclear weapons. While the
possession of nuclear weapons may reduce the likelihood of con-
ventional war among nuclear powers, and limit the extent to
which total victory can be pursued in such a war, we have as yet
no warrant for believing it would lower the possibility of con-
ventional war to zero.

Not only 1s it a dubious proposition that a surfeit of nuclear
power would eliminate the likelihood of conventional war, it is
quite probable that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would
increase the danger of nuclear war. In the first place, a nation
which has the capability of deploying only a modest number of
strategic nuclear weapons opens itself up to the possibility of a
first strike. If, in a crisis, a potential adversary thinks it has a
very high probability of eliminating all of its enemy’s delivery
vehicles by a carefully planned attack, it may be tempted to do so.

Even more relevant is the problem of factical, as opposed to
strategic, nuclear weapons. Nuclear proliferation would involve
not merely the spread of strategic “city-busting” nuclear weap-
ons delivered over long distances, but also the widespread de-
ployment of smaller tactical nuclear arms. The very large re-
source costs and technological requirements of strategic nuclear
weaponry center on delivery vehicles—missiles capable of reach-
ing an adversary’s homeland. But delivery of tactical nuclear
weapons can be had “on the cheap”—tactical aircraft and artil-
lery tubes can deliver such weapons.

A complete U.S. withdrawal from Europe and Japan raises
the possibility, although not the certainty, of a rapid nuclear
proliferation, including the spread of tactical nuclear weaponry.
Since an exchange of tactical nuclear weapons could quite easily
accelerate into all-out nuclear war, one might argue that such
weapons would never be used, and would simply be a part of
Tucker’s “surfeit of power” deterrent. But as a deterrent they
offer nothing that strategic weapons do not offer except cheap-
ness. A nation which sought to buy deterrence on the cheap,
acquiring tactical nuclear weapons and neglecting conventional
firepower, might be tempted—indeed forced—to use a few of
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those weapons to gain an advantage should war break out. More-
over, tactical nuclear aircraft that are caught on the ground are
vulnerable to a surprise attack and are a tempting target for a
first strike, particularly by a power which has come to rely on
nuclear weapons for its deterrence.®

The fact that tactical nuclear weapons are unlikely to be used
without leading to escalation has not so far been a bar to their
manufacture and deployment by NATO or Warsaw Pact forces.
Nor can we be sure that rational calculation would be a bar
to their use in a major crisis in a world of many independent
nuclear powers, particularly since they offer an alluring (even
if illusory) means of securing an advantage without directly
invoking the immediately awesome consequences of strategic
exchange. Rational calculation has been as much noted for its
absence as its presence in moments of great international crisis.
In the decade before World War I, countless books were written
demonstrating how the terrors of modern war would inevitably
bar its future occurrence—deterrence by machine-gun and con-
ventional bombs. And the leaders of Europe had read those
books. It was not unawareness of terror that let the conflict occur.
After the various ultimata had ticked inexorably to their dead-
lines in midsummer 1914, Chancellor Bethmann-Hollweg re-
plied to the question, “How did this all occur?” with the answer
against which even the horrors of nuclear weapons are not yet
proof—*“Ah, if we only knew.”

At best, with a proliferation of nuclear weapons, the large num-
ber of competitive military establishments would cancel each
other out, still leaving the possibility of major conventional war.
At worst, the spread of tactical nuclear weaponry would create
a highly unstable military balance, threatening the early use and
ultimate escalation of nuclear conflict in a crisis. In such a world,
the danger of a major conflict involving the United States would
be very much present, and the national security would be very
much at risk.

Viewed from this standpoint, one of the central aims of our
national policy is to participate with other major industrial na-
tions in creating a fabric of world order that provides for the
security of those nations in 2 way which eliminates the need for

8 Indeed, such a dangerous situation now exists between NATO and the Warsaw Pact.
Both sides have very large numbers of tactical nuclear weapons whose delivery systems
are highly vulnerable to a first strike. Tactical nuclear forces in Europe rank high as a
subject for arms-limitation negotiations.
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the acquisition of independent nuclear arsenals and reduces the
growth of competitive military establishments.

\'%

In the postwar world to date, Western Europe and Japan have
looked to the United States to provide the nuclear shield and the
basic source of defensive strength against attack. The major po-
tential adversaries against whom the defensive shield was erected
have been the Soviet Union and to a lesser extent China. That
aspect of our national security policies has, to date, been largely
successful. Most of the major problems of the recent past have
not stemmed from these arrangements but from the three major
powers probing at each other in peripheral areas, and from our
own misconceived attempts to apply the U.S. security guarantee
to areas in the Third World where neither our security nor that
of Western Europe or Japan is fundamentally at risk.

We have been so conditioned in the past 25 years to define our
national security objectives solely in terms of adversary relations
with the Soviet Union and China that we tend to forget the more
fundamental and far wider objectives which define our role in
helping to create and maintain a fabric of order among the
industrial nations of the West. Now, as there is progress toward
negotiations and at least some degree of détente with the two
adversaries, and as we hopefully reduce excessive military com-
mitments in Southeast Asia, there is some danger that we will
pay too little attention to the long-run national security implica-
tions of our relations with Western Europe and Japan.

The arrangements with our allies and friends whereby the
United States is militarily first among equals will endure only
so long as they trust us to use power wisely and not to abuse it
for short-term tactical gains. At the same time, rapid economic
growth among the major industrial nations has made them
strictly our equals in the area of world trade and monetary
affairs. In the normal course of events, disputes and tensions
about economic matters arise, many of which have major do-
mestic political implications in the nations involved—agricul-
tural prices, tariffs quotas and the like. How these disputes are
handled, and particularly how the United States deals with them,
inevitably has an impact on the underlying trust and confidence
which others have in our behavior. If we periodically use our
economic power on a unilateral basis to extract short-term eco-
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nomic gains, why should other nations not begin to believe that
we will also do so in the political and military arena?

A set of defense arrangements under which a number of
powerful nations forgo independence of action and, for many,
the possession of their own nuclear capability, in return for a
U.S. security guarantee, necessarily rests upon their willingness
to trust in the responsible use of U.S. power. A major nation can,
if it wishes, throw its weight around through unilateral actions
and often gain some immediate trading advantages. For any
nation this is a dangerous game, since its success depends on the
good sense and restraint of its trading partners. Should they de-
cide to retaliate, the whole world-trading system could be placed
in jeopardy. But for the United States it is a doubly dangerous
game, since it risks damage to the trust which others place in our
role in the political and military arena, which is critical to na-
tional security arrangements.

In short, the national security objectives of the United States
involve far more than our relationships with the Soviet Union
and China. They have to do with our role in helping to maintain
orderly and peaceful relationships among nations, each of which
has the potential capability of destroying the other. And given
this definition, a/l of our relationships with other major powers
have a bearing on our national security. In particular, the eco-
nomic and monetary arrangements through which we deal with
them are an integral part of the complex set of relationships
which make up our basic national security. From this standpoint
there are several aspects of current international trade and mone-
tary arrangements which are especially critical:

First, while foreign trade is a relatively small part of the
American economy, it is much more critical to the economies of
our European and Japanese allies. U.S. exports and imports are
about four percent of GNP but they amount to ten to 12 percent
in France and Japan and 16 to 17 per cent in Germany and Great
Britain. Living standards in Europe and Japan do depend crit-
ically on foreign trade. How we conduct our economic relations
with these countries is therefore a matter of major concern to
them.

The unilateral action taken by the United States in August
1971, suspending convertibility of the dollar, may well have been
the only means of securing a vitally needed realignment of cur-
rency parities and of opening up the whole question of exchange
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rate flexibility. As a nonrecurring one-time shock to the system,
such a unilateral action was probably healthy. But the simultane-
ous and unneeded imposition of the ten-percent surcharge, the
nationalistic rhetoric in which the action was announced, and
the subsequent attempts to picture the United States as a long-
suffering, put-upon patsy now prepared to slash about with its
economic power in order to gain trading concessions, should not
become a guide as to how we should act in the future. We can
and should negotiate hard about trade restrictions. But tough
negotiations are not the same thing as unilateral actions. And
we must—] repeat, must—be prepared to avoid seeking short-
term tactical gains by unilaterally exercising the economic power
which we admittedly possess by virtue of the size of the Amer-
ican market and the dollar’s current role in the world. Over the
long run, such a display of power is a sure road to unraveling
the painfully built network of political and military arrange-
ments which are the world’s protection against a multiplicity
of competitive and nuclear-armed military establishments.

Second, many of the truly divisive problems which threaten
the international trading structure are really traceable to short-
comings of the international monetary system. In the absence of
methods to make easy adjustments in exchange rates, balance-of-
payments difficulties have too often been handled in various
countries by trade restrictions or curtailment of domestic growth,
both of which devices can threaten longer-run international po-
litical relationships. It is not just for economic reasons, there-
fore, that we must bend every effort to devise a world monetary
system which can handle balance-of-payments difficulties. Some
combination of short-term financing arrangements and methods
for making small but frequent adjustments in currency parities
will be vital to this end.

During the decade of the 1960s the inability to deal with per-
sistent U.S. balance-of-payments deficits through exchange-rate
adjustments led to some absurd and dangerous measures. Because
of balance-of-payments problems, we put extreme pressure on
our allies from time to time for offset arrangements to cover our
overseas defense expenditures. Some parts of these overseas ex-
penditures do represent outlays for the common defense. They
are a real budget cost which should indeed be subject to negotia-
tions about burden-sharing. But the foreign-exchange costs of
our defense program are no different from the foreign-exchange
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costs of our commercial imports. If total dollar outflows per-
sistently cannot be covered by total dollar inflows, this is a prob-
lem to be handled by exchange-rate adjustments, not by exerting
pressure on our allies for defense offset arrangements. Yet, our
pressure for offset agreements was so sharp it was a major factor
in the downfall of the Erhard government. We have also gone
to extreme lengths in trying to tie our foreign aid to American
procurement. We have paid premiums of 50 percent or more on
defense procurement to avoid buying from foreign sources. In
all of these cases we threatened in a major or minor way the
fabric of important military and political arrangements in order
to cover a balance-of-payments problem. But if we can work out
more suitable means for payments adjustment, many of these
basically silly and dangerous games can stop.

In a very real sense, therefore, securing a workable set of
monetary arrangements which makes possible relatively smooth
adjustments in payment imbalances would be a major contribu-
tion to our national security. It would remove the need for all
sorts of unproductive frictions which wear away the framework
of our political and military relationships.

It is in this connection that economic growth in the United
States zs important for national security. Stable prosperity in
America does tend to help preserve prosperity for our trading
partners (although our prosperity is by no means the only factor
affecting their economies). Equally if not more important, pro-
tectionist policies are less likely to gain widespread political sup-
port in a fully employed and prosperous economy. It is hard to
preach the advantages of international specialization and free
trade to the shoe worker or electronics worker whose job has been
displaced by imports, when there are no other jobs to be found.
In fact, the employment adjustment from imports is, in the ag-
gregate, far smaller than the continuing adjustments created by
technological change or shifting consumer tastes. For all sorts
of reasons, millions of workers in the United States are laid off
each year. In 1970, for example, layoffs amounted to 20 percent
of the manufacturing work force. Competition from imports
was responsible for only a small fraction of the layoffs. The gen-
eral economic recession, the shifting fortunes of particular busi-
ness firms, and the introduction of labor-saving machinery, along
with many other factors were responsible. But it is far easier to
identify and legislatively restrict competition from “low-paid



ECONOMICS AND NATIONAL SECURITY 339

foreign textile workers” than it is to stop computers from replac-
ing clerical help, to prohibit Mrs. Jones from switching from
wool to nylon carpeting, or to preserve the sales of inefficient
business firms.

When overall economic prosperity exists, most employers are
looking for workers. Jobs are plentiful. Import competition is,
both really and psychologically, far less of a threat to individual
workers. Those who are laid off have a much better chance of
finding a new job quickly at decent pay. Moreover, during
periods of low unemployment and vigorous prosperity, import
competition can more easily be seen in its positive role of limit-
ing inflation, rather than its negative role of “destroying” jobs.
It is during economic recessions that imports take the blame for
a host of other problems. And it is then that protectionist mea-
sures are most loudly demanded. While it is impossible to be
very dogmatic about how important prosperity among advanced
industrial nations is for the maintenance of peace and order, it
surely plays some role in minimizing the beggar-my-neighbor
policies which have so often led to political and military con-
frontations.

VI

In the final analysis, the harsh fact of nuclear weapons domi-
nates our long-run national security interests. We want to avoid
a world in which a large number of competitive military powers
possess the capability not only of destroying each other but of
pulling down civilization, and us along with it. For the first time
in history, a number of nations which could, economically and
technologically, equip themselves with vast numbers of terribly
destructive weapons, must voluntarily forgo those weapons even
though a few other nations have them in superabundance. Leav-
ing aside the modest nuclear arsenals of England and France,
the stability of this arrangement fundamentally implies for Eu-
rope and Japan a major act of faith in the political and military
leadership of the United States, not merely vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union and China but with respect to themselves. Special re-
sponsibilities are thereby imposed upon us. One of these responsi-
bilities is the obligation to conduct our international economic
relationships in a way which gives other nations confidence that
the United States can be trusted not to abuse the power it pos-
sesses. And another is the obligation to pursue vigorously the



540 FOREIGN AFFAIRS

creation of means to adjust balance-of-payments difficulties, so
that what are essentially financial and currency-value problems
do not turn into political disputes threatening world order.

Unevenly, and with occasional setbacks, the institutions of an
orderly world are being strengthened. In Western Europe, unity
is growing and the fears of Soviet domination are receding. The
painstaking efforts to create a world different from that which
existed between 1870 and 1939, despite the massive residue of
hostility and the emergence of the cold war, are beginning to pay
off. But Sedan, Verdun, Dunkirk and Stalingrad still loom large
in national memories, and Soviet intervention in Hungary and
Czechoslovakia happened yesterday by history’s clock.

In Asia, Japan and China, and North and South Korea, have
begun the process of establishing normal relationships—but they
have only taken the first steps and the journey will be a long one.
It is still too early to conclude that the special role of the United
States in guaranteeing the security of Western Europe and Japan
is obsolete and would be replaced by mutual trust and confidence
rather than by hostile armed camps. So long as that special role
is needed, the conduct of international economic relations—al-
ways important in determining how well nations live with one
another—will retain a special significance for the national secu-
rity objectives of the United States.



PAKISTAN BUILDS ANEW
By Zulfikar Als Bhutto

aclysm which engulfed Pakistan in 1971. A tragic civil

war, which rent asunder the people of the two parts of
Pakistan, was seized by India as an opportunity for armed inter-
vention. The country was dismembered, its economy shattered
and the nation’s self-confidence totally undermined. Ninety-three
thousand prisoners of war were taken, including 15,000 civilian
men, women and children. Considerable territory on the western
front was overrun and occupied by India.

It was in this situation that, as the leader of the Pakistan
People’s Party, West Pakistan’s largest political party in the
National Assembly, I was called upon to assume the office of
President. My foremost aim was to begin the task of reconstruc-
tion, economic, political and psychological, and to initiate pro-
cesses which would produce the environment of peace in which
alone such reconstruction could be successful. It was a formid-
able task.

THERE is no parallel in contemporary history to the cat-

II

Few observers abroad have any idea of the complex problems
involved in Pakistan’s regaining her sense of identity. If Pakistan
had been dismembered by a civil war alone—tragic though that
would have been—an adjustment to a new order would not have
been so hard to achieve. But Pakistan had been the victim of
unabashed aggression: her eastern part seized by Indian forces.
It was this fact that made it difficult for our people to be recon-
ciled to the fait accompli, more so because the invasion was not an
isolated phenomenon. On the contrary, it was but the climax of
a long series of hostile and aggressive acts by India against Pak-
istan since the establishment of the two as sovereign and inde-
pendent states. Soon after the partition of the subcontinent in
1947, India totally disregarded not only the principles on which
partition had been effected but all norms of international con-
duct by sending her troops into Kashmir, a Muslim-majority
area, in defense of a Hindu maharaja who had been ousted by
his rebellious subjects. Subsequently, India refused to allow the
people of Kashmir to determine their future according to their
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own wishes, even though their right to do so had been embodied
in resolutions of the United Nations which India had accepted.
The pattern of India’s succeeding actions toward her neighbors
bore the same stamp of disregard for their rights. The relations
between India and Pakistan have been particularly unfortunate.
India has repeatedly massed troops on the frontiers of Pakistan,
leading to two wars even before 1971.

Against this background, how could it be easy for the people
of Pakistan to submit to aggression by India and to confer a
certificate of legitimacy on its result?

This was but one dimension of the problem. Another was the
fact that, since the early years of Pakistan’s inception, democracy
in Pakistan had been supplanted by dictatorship. The ruling
élite, largely military, had recognized no principle of account-
ability to the people and had deprived them of all sense of par-
ticipation. Decisions were taken in 1971 by a generals’ junta
which had sedulously cultivated its isolation from the people.
When these decisions had a catastrophic result, popular reaction
was one of incomprehension. A people broken and baffled takes
time to embark on the task of revival and reconstruction.

84

We lay no claim to spectacular results, but it is a fact that Pak-
istan’s recovery has been quicker than might have been expected
under the circumstances. The prime factor in this revival, indeed
its main stimulant, has been the restoration of democracy. With-
out popular participation in government, the movement toward
reconstruction and peace would have lacked energy and a solid
base. In April 1972, martial law was finally terminated and re-
placed by an Interim Constitution adopted unanimously by the
representatives of the people. Popular governments were estab-
lished at both the national and provincial levels. This meant that
parties which are in opposition in the National Assembly formed
their own coalition governments in two of the provinces. Within
a few months of the passage of the Interim Constitution, a Con-
stitutional Accord was signed by the leaders of all political par-
ties in the country as the basis of the permanent Constitution.
This national consensus on the country’s fundamental law is now
being embodied in a Constitution which provides for consider-
able autonomy to the federating units and yet safeguards national

unity.
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The introduction of the democratic process is being accom-
panied by measures aimed at the establishment of an egalitarian
society. These spring not from any abstract doctrine or ideo-
logical dogma but from the imperatives of progress. It was a
mass movement which led to the creation of Pakistan. The na-
tion’s sense of identity and purpose could not, therefore, but be
mutilated by an iniquitous system that widened the gulf between
the rich and the poor. A native system of privileges and exploita-
tion is as odious as one instituted by alien rule. It was, therefore,
essential to try to translate the egalitarian spirit of Islam, which
continues to inspire our people, into concrete terms of Socialist
organization.

We are endeavoring to do this by imposing state control on a
limited number of basic industries, by the enactment of effective
measures for land reforms and the introduction of new labor
laws. The economy we envisage is a mixed one, in which private
enterprise is neither crippled nor allowed to appropriate the
nation’s wealth for the benefit of the few. Moreover, several re-
forms have been introduced in the social and educational fields.

Our target in our socio-economic program is not only a statis-
tically gratifying increase in the GNP but an improvement in the
lot of the common man, in the living standards of workers and
peasants and a radical change in the social milieu. Such a change
has to be felt by the people, and not only measured by economists,
if it is to be real.

1v

The efforts of the government to spur national recovery would
not have succeeded but for the resilience of the people of Pak-
istan. I pay tribute to their resolve not to be laid low by the
upheaval of 1971. The signs of this determination are already
observable. West Pakistan’s export earnings in 1972 (up to De-
cember 15) amounted to $640 million compared with $660 mil-
lion for both East and West Pakistan together, and $461 million
for West Pakistan, in 1971. Our foreign-exchange reserves have
doubled during the year. These facts, incidentally, are a conclu-
sive rebuttal of the canard, spread during the ubiquitous propa-
ganda campaign of 1971, that the economy of West Pakistan was
sustained by the export earnings of East Pakistan and would col-
lapse if denied that support. In 1973, we expect to do even better
in exports. After reaching a low ebb in July 1972, industrial pro-
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duction has now increased by 20 percent.

Considering that the breakup of the country meant the loss of
the benefits of a common market of East and West Pakistan
which had been steadily developed over a quarter-century, this
resurgence has been remarkable. It attests to the fact that Pak-
istan is a nation of 6o million hard-working people. It is their
industriousness and their will to forge ahead which is our most
precious natural resource.

Visitors to Pakistan from Western countries are sometimes sur-
prised at the Pakistani worker’s love of the machine, his inge-
nuity and inventiveness. This is matched by the gifts of hus-
bandry which the Pakistani peasant reveals when he is released
from feudal exploitation. Since 75 percent of our people derive
their living from farming, directly or indirectly, a refashioning
of our agricultural economy is vital to our progress and impera-
tive for social justice. This has been started with lower ceilings
on landholdings and basic changes in the tenant-landlord rela-
tionship. Three separate programs of Integrated Rural Develop-
ment, People’s Works and the construction of agrovilles have
been launched. When completed, these programs promise to
end rural unemployment and make Pakistan self-sufficient in
food.

Given progressive agriculture and steadily rising production,
Pakistan has now the capacity to rise faster to a higher social
and economic level than most other countries similarly placed.
Thus, Pakistan in her present form will prove to be a stronger
and more vigorous Pakistan. Economic assistance from friendly
countries will of course continue to be welcome, but our over-
riding aim is to make Pakistan a self-sufficient and self-reliant
nation. For this the prerequisite is peace. We should be free from
the strains and burdens of an armaments race so that both India
and Pakistan can devote their energies and resources to produc-
tive development.

\

For Pakistan, peace means, first of all, the normalization of
relations with India on a neighborly basis. This cannot be
achieved without mutual recognition of each other’s just rights
and claims. Such recognition, in turn, means that India must
abandon any further attempts to undo the settlement of 1947 by
seeking to disrupt Pakistan’s territorial integrity. It also connotes
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the readiness of each to bring about an equitable settlement of
their disputes.

It has been said that the dismemberment of Pakistan has de-
stroyed the “two-nation” theory on which Pakistan was founded
—that is, that the Muslims and Hindus historically form two
separate nations in the subcontinent. The break between East
and West Pakistan does not, however, mean that Bangladesh is
willing to be absorbed into India. On the contrary, she vocifer-
ously proclaims her independence, an independence which can
only be predicated upon her distinctive Muslim character and
separateness. Bangladesh is in fact the former Muslim Bengal
and I am surprised that the appellation, which reflects historical
truth, should cause offense in India. The claim of Bangladesh to
secularism in no way alters this fact. Indeed, secularism, in the
sense of tolerance and the rejection of theocracy, is inherent in
Islamic political culture.

The second fact which belies the assertion that Pakistan has
lost her raison d’étre owing to the emergence of Bangladesh is the
verifiable historical fact that Pakistan was originally intended
to comprise only the northwest zone of the South Asian sub-
continent. The name “Pakistan” was coined with reference to
areas which the state would include: “P” stood for Punjab, “A”
for the Afghan Frontier, “K” for Kashmir, “S” for Sind and
“TAN” for Baluchistan. At this stage, Bengal was not included.
Then again, the famous Lahore Resolution of the All-India
Muslim League, adopted on March 23, 1940, demanded the con-
stitution of two independent states in the Muslim-majority areas
in the northwest and the northeast zones. Whether the two
Muslim communities decide to combine under a single sover-
eignty, as they did in 1946-1947 and for a quarter-century there-
after, or whether they continue to live apart, as they do now, the
basis of their statehood remains as it was established in 1947.
Bangladesh owes her existence to Pakistan; if there had been no
Pakistan, there would have been no Bangladesh.

To foreign ears, the issue sounds somewhat academic, but it
constitutes the very basis of the agreement on which the sub-
continent was partitioned. In practical terms, therefore, it in-
volves the relations between the states of the subcontinent. Un-
happily, India never fully accepted the premise on which parti-
tion was founded, and the relationship between India and Pak-
istan was consequently distorted.
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Until the Simla Agreement of July 2, 1972, India’s policy
toward Pakistan was hardly characterized by a spirit of peace-
ful coexistence. From the beginning, Mahatma Gandhi called
Pakistan a “moral evil.” The All-India Congress Committee
adopted a resolution on June 14, 1947, which expressed the hope
that “the false doctrine of two nations in India will be discredited
and discarded by all.” Even today, some Indian leaders dismiss
Pakistan’s existence as being based on no more than the medieval
notion that religion alone constitutes nationhood. In doing so,
they cling with atavistic fervor to the quasi-religious entity called
Bharat, which in the mythical past embraced the subcontinent,
and is now the alternative legal name for India in the Indian
Constitution. The psychological basis of this attitude apart, its
practical result can only be the suppression of the identity of the
Muslim communities in the northeast and northwest. This iden-
tity is not rooted only in religion in the narrow sense of a theo-
logical system of belief and worship; it manifests itself in all
facets of culture and, except during relatively brief periods of
Gupta, Mughal and British rule, which overflowed the sub-
continent, it has been sustained throughout history.

It is not a mere coincidence that the attitude of the Indian
leadership toward the creation of Pakistan was identical in
some ways to that of the British. In 1947, the British Prime
Minister, the late Clement Attlee, expressed his “earnest hope”
that the “severance” of India and Pakistan would “not endure.”
This was said at a time when Britain still hoped to retain South
Asia within its sphere of influence. The denial of a national iden-
tity is an essential characteristic of a hegemonic attitude.
Whether it was Britain or its Indian successors in the subconti-
nent, whoever has sought to establish hegemony over South Asia
has been uneasy about Pakistan’s independent existence.

Pakistan will never accept the concept of Indian hegemony in
the subcontinent. Not only does this threaten our own existence
and the stability of the subcontinent, but it is also equally against
India’s own real interests. Since her economy cannot sustain the
role of a dominant power, she would have to depend to a large
extent on outside assistance, and her preéminence would be vir-
tually that of whatever superpower she chose to ally herself
with at a given time. It is therefore in the interest of the global
powers as much as of neighboring countries to see that a just bal-
ance is established in the subcontinent.
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A%

The realities of the subcontinent demand peace. If any prog-
ress is to be achieved, India must accept this overriding fact and
approach the settlement of mutual problems and disputes in a
more positive spirit. Such a spirit has not characterized her
negotiations with Pakistan in the past. Too often her attitude has
been marked by mental reservations. When the question of a
“no-war” pact was first debated in 1950-1951, Pakistan proposed
that the pact should establish a machinery for the peaceful settle-
ment of disputes. Without such a provision, the pact would have
had no practical meaning and would have amounted to a mere
set of platitudes, a bland paraphrase of only one of the provisions
of the U.N. Charter. Peaceful settlement of disputes is an essen-
tial concomitant of the renunciation of war. Despite this self-
evident truth, India has not been willing to agree to the provi-
sion of any such effective machinery.

India’s negative attitude toward Pakistan descended to the
overtly hostile in the conflict over the Rann of Kutch in April
1965, when India tried to seize that disputed territory in disre-
gard of an agreement for a standstill, pending a peaceful settle-
ment. Then followed the war of September 1965 over Kashmir,
to be succeeded six years later by the cataclysmic war over East
Pakistan. In spite of this past record, it was my hope that the
Simla Agreement of July 1972 would lead to a more codperative
attitude on the part of India and her acceptance of the necessity
of peace in the subcontinent. The agreement expressed the re-
solve of both governments to “put an end to the conflict and con-
frontation that had hitherto marred their relations” and asserted
their determination that “the principles and purposes of the
Charter of the United Nations shall govern the relations between
the two countries.”

When the Simla Agreement was concluded, I observed that it
was a victory neither for India nor for Pakistan but for peace.
Unfortunately, however, India does not seem so wholeheartedly
dedicated to the attainment of peace as we had hoped. She
allowed two factors to stand in the way of the normalization of
relations between the countries of the subcontinent. The first was
her wrangling over the delineation of the line of control in Kash-
mir, which held up the withdrawal of forces for four months,
despite the provisions of the agreement to the contrary. Sec-
ondly, and more serious, India continues to hold in captivity the
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93,000 prisoners, including 1,000 civilian men, women and chii-
dren who fell into her hands on the surrender of Dacca. The
Third Geneva Convention of 1949, to which India is a signatory,
expressly lays down that prisoners of war shall be released and
repatriated without delay after the cessation of active hostilities.
This is an unconditional obligation; it is not contingent on the
conclusion of a peace agreement. India cannot evade her obliga-
tion by such fictions as her claim that the surrender of our forces
was to a joint command of India and Bangladesh. Hostilities
between India and Pakistan ceased on December 16, 1971 and
still the prisoners of war have not been released. Humanitarian
considerations apart, nothing creates more bitterness than this
blatant violation of international law and morality. Nothing
would accelerate the move toward durable peace more than its
end.

There is another issue which would need to be resolved equit-
ably if durable peace is to be established in the subcontinent.
That is the dispute over the state of Jammu and Kashmir. The
Indian attitude has been that there is no dispute concerning that
state. This stand is clearly not tenable. Indeed, the Simla Agree-
ment admits the existence of the dispute by providing that the
line of control in Jammu and Kashmir “shall be respected by
both sides without prejudice to the recognized position of either
side,” and by requiring that the representatives of the two gov-
ernments should meet, preparatory to the next meeting between
the Indian Prime Minister and myself, to discuss, among other
things, “a final settlement of Jammu and Kashmir.” A settlement
of this dispute has to be found, a settlement acceptable to the
people of Kashmir. They have the right of self-determination.
This is the position of the United Nations. This was also the posi-
tion at one time of India herself. And this is the position to which
Pakistan is pledged.

Will India in future persuade herself to be less inflexible and
more amenable to the counsels of peace and justice? If the answer
is yes, I have not the slightest doubt that the peoples of the sub-
continent will move on to a new era of good neighborliness and
mutual benefit. Released from unnecessary entanglements and
the crippling burden of military expenditure, the social and eco-
nomic progress of the subcontinent would be immense.

We expect India to recognize the realities of the subcontinent,
the reality of the need for peace. We in turn have been urged to
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accept the reality of Bangladesh as a step toward ensuring peace
in the region.

VIl

We do indeed accept the reality of the aspirations of our
brethren in Bangladesh. We wish them well. We were grieved
at the appalling tragedy that engulfed us both in 1971 and are
resolved to work for the healing of the wounds inflicted on us
in a cruel civil war. For all our unfortunate differences, we have
lived and struggled together as a single nation for 25 years. Time
will show that in spite of the bitterness engendered by the recent
past, there are factors that unite us in mutual sympathy: we share
a common historical inspiration and culture and we struggled
together to achieve independence from both Western imperial-
ism and Hindu domination.

My government is resolved to work for the reéstablishment of
normal relations with Muslim Bengal. As a first step in that
direction, I released Sheikh Mujibur Rahman unconditionally
soon after coming into office. Since then I have made a number
of offers based on goodwill toward Muslim Bengal. I offered to
return to Bangladesh some 30,000 Bengali personnel in the Pak-
istan Army and some 17,000 Bengali civil servants of different
categories to assist Mr. Mujibur Rahman in strengthening his
administration. Another expression of this spirit was our offer
of a gift of 100,000 tons of rice to relieve food scarcity in Bangla-
desh. I have repeatedly offered to meet Sheikh Mujibur Rahman
in order amicably to resolve differences between Dacca and
Islamabad. These and other initiatives have elicited only a nega-
tive response from the other side. Mr. Mujibur Rahman con-
tinues to demand that Pakistan recognize Bangladesh before he
will agree to have any discussion on outstanding issues; he also
continues to hold trials of Bengali “collaborators,” of whom
over 50,000 are in jail; he periodically threatens to trv some of
the prisoners of war for “war crimes.” His rigid posture has
made the task of moving toward recognition of Bangladesh
more difficult.

Nevertheless, I am confident that we can resolve these difficul-
ties. Pakistan’s prisoners of war have been in Indian custody for
over a year, and it should by now have been quite clear to both
India and Bangladesh that recognition of Bangladesh cannot be
extracted from Pakistan under duress and that the continued de-
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tention of Pakistani prisoners of war is no way of normalizing
the situation in the subcontinent, from which Bangladesh, per-
haps even more than India and Pakistan, stands to gain. For our
part, we recognize that Pakistan’s approach to the current reali-
ties in the subcontinent must be rational and that we must seek
a reconciliation with Muslim Bengal. The problems that impede
the improvement of relations between Pakistan and Muslim
Bengal are by no means intractable.

VI

I have pointed out some of the factors which hinder the estab-
lishment of a lasting peace in the subcontinent, a peace which
can only come through détente and dialogue, and not through
domination. The attempt of any state of the subcontinent to dom-
inate the area will only result in instability. For no such state can
support a dominant role with its own resources; inevitably it will
be dependent for the maintenance of its role on foreign interven-
tion. This is the reality which the global powers must accept in
their relations with the subcontinent. This is the lesson of history,
and recent history at that.

It was to a large extent the Soviet Union’s involvement in the
subcontinent which made possible India’s invasion of East Pak-
istan. India’s treaty of friendship with the U.S.S.R., concluded
in August 1971, preceded her war with Pakistan by only a few
months. Whatever motivated the U.S.S.R. to enter into this pact,
it certainly gave India the backing, both military and psychologi-
cal, to embark upon her armed aggression. The sophisticated
military armaments which India had been receiving from the
Soviet Union since 1965 were dramatically augmented in 1971,
resulting in an unprecedented disparity between India’s and Pak-
istan’s military strength. This, together with the U.S.S.R.’s re-
peated veto in the Security Council, made it impossible to bring
about a ceasefire, the withdrawal of Indian forces or a political
settlement in East Pakistan.

Throughout the 1950s, the United States pursued a policy of
maintaining a just balance in the subcontinent which brought
about a large measure of stability in the region. Our alliance with
the United States was concluded in this period and the United
States made a generous contribution to Pakistan’s economic de-
velopment besides providing military assistance for defense. But
while Pakistan’s participation in the U.S.-sponsored pacts in-
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creased our defense capability, it also complicated our relations
with the Soviet Union, with other Socialist countries and the
nonaligned world.

After the Sino-Indian conflict of 1962, the United States also
provided massive economic and military assistance to India, with
the result that India, confident in her refurbished military ma-
chine, threatened Pakistan’s security. When she finally attacked
Pakistan in 1965, the United States chose not to fulfill solemn
pledges of helping in Pakistan’s defense. In subsequently stop-
ping military supplies to both nations, the United States did not
even exhibit an attitude of genuine neutrality. Its refusal to give
arms to either side clearly worked to India’s advantage because
while India, in addition to her own military production, con-
tinued to receive armaments from the U.S.S.R., Pakistan’s only
source of military supplies was sealed. The imbalance led to in-
stability in the area culminating in the events of 1971.

Coming to our neighbor China, it has been our experience over
the years that she does not harbor any thoughts of disruption in
the subcontinent. On the contrary, China has scrupulously ad-
hered to the principle of nonintervention. Pakistan’s relations
with China are animated by our common struggle against hege-
mony and our adherence to the principles of an equitable world
order. It is of the essence of such principles that they cannot op-
erate against the legitimate interest of any third country. While
standing by us in our severest crises in 1965 and 1971, China has
nevertheless refrained from involving herself in the subcontinent
in a disruptive manner.

The corollary of our assertion that the global powers should
follow a balanced policy in relation to the states in the subconti-
nent is the need for Pakistan to preserve friendly and balanced
relations with all world powers insofar as it is compatible with
our self-respect and dignity. I am glad to say that there has re-
cently been 2 marked improvement in our relations with the So-
viet Union, especially since my visit to Moscow in March 1972.
It is our earnest hope that the estrangement between the Soviet
Union and the People’s Republic of China will not impede the
development of this process.

In the case of the United States, even in the days when our re-
lations were at a low ebb we remained conscious of our past as-
sociation. In the crisis of 1971, the United States took a stand
which was squarely based on the principles of the U.N. Char-
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ter and massively endorsed by as many as 104 member-states
in the United Nations. However, within the United States this
aroused accusations of an unjustified “tilt” in favor of Pak-
istan. The accusation is difficult to understand, taking into ac-
count the fact that the United States, in spite of its past commit-
ments to come to our assistance, had sealed off supplies of all
arms and was merely acting in concord with the unanimous views
of the Third World. On February 9, 1972, President Nixon, in
a message to the Congress, reaffirmed American concern for the
well-being and security of Pakistan. This has lent a new warmth
to relations between the United States and Pakistan, and the con-
tinuing efforts of both sides augur well for the future. We are
convinced that, freed from the incubus of the Vietnam War, the
United States can play a most beneficent role, not only in helping
in our economic reconstruction and development but also in safe-
guarding our security.

Our friendship with China has for some years been a corner-
stone of Pakistan’s foreign policy, based as it is partly on our
geographical proximity, partly on the similarity of our ideals
and ambitions in relation to the Third World. China’s support
of Pakistan at crucial points in our history has evoked the spon-
taneous appreciation of our people. Our association with China,
which was misinterpreted in the past, is now being better under-
stood, with the current détente between China and the United
States.

By maintaining friendly relations with all the great powers,
on the basis of principles and not expediency, Pakistan hopes to
avoid involvement in disputes and struggles between them. It is
a part of our new policy that we should refrain from participat-
ing in multilateral pacts directed by one bloc of powers against
another. Thus we have recently withdrawn from SEATO, in
which Pakistan had in any case taken little part over the past
few years. Bilateralism, with the greater flexibility it implies,
will characterize our relations in the future. In a climate of con-
frontation between two great powers, such a policy is, no doubt,
subjected to severe tests. But in the climate of negotiations and
conciliation which was inaugurated in 1972, it is the only policy
which responds to the demands of the present historical phase of
international affairs. Pakistan welcomes the new trends, not only
on the grounds of principle but also because we seek and receive
no benefit from the conflict between any two great powers.
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IX

Pakistan’s destiny is inevitably intertwined with that of the
subcontinent. Nevertheless, her geopolitical position is not cir-
cumscribed by the subcontinent. There is a 371-mile-long border
between Chinese Sinkiang and Pakistan-controlled Kashmir with
its ancient silk route, and only Afghanistan’s Wakhan corridor,
varying in width from seven to 31 miles, divides the Soviet Union
and Pakistan along 188 miles. Situated at the head of the Arabian
Sea, Pakistan flanks the entrance to the oil-rich Persian Gulf and
is therefore of strategic importance to many countries of the
Middle East. Pakistan is also strategically placed in relation to
the sea-lanes between Europe and the Indian Ocean, once they
regain their former importance with the reopening of the Suez
Canal. Moreover, Pakistan provides an overland passage from
Europe to the Indian Ocean, an area on which international at-
tention is being increasingly centered. Throughout history the
part of the subcontinent now comprising Pakistan has been of
vital importance as a gateway for trade and the passage of peo-
ples.

Pakistan is also a leading member of the Muslim world, which
sweeps in a vast arc from the Atlantic through Africa and the
Middle East to Indonesia, touching the shores of the Pacific.
Imperishable affinities born of culture, religion and historical ex-
perience bind us to other Muslim nations and underline our com-
munity of interest. Together with our neighbors, Iran and Tur-
key, we have established an organization for Regional Co6pera-
tion for Development. We have supported the just cause of the
Arab world, which in turn stood with us in our hour of trial in
1971. Their subsequent support has strengthened our position
immeasurably. Not only has it demonstrated to Pakistan the
friendship of her Muslim brethren, but it has displayed to the
world the solidarity of the Muslim nations.

Inevitably, our political aspirations, our belief in equality and
the rights of the underprivileged will be expressed in our for-
eign policy. This is already evident in our relations with Asia.
The severance of East Pakistan has not deflected our interest
from Southeast Asia. For we share with the countries of that
area a common cause, the ending of a colonial past; the struggle
to regain our inheritance establishes an Asian solidarity to which
Pakistan bears wholehearted allegiance. As demonstration of the
new orientation of our foreign policy we have recently recognized
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the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea, and the government of Prince Sihanouk of
Cambodia. With China’s emergence into the forefront of world
affairs, Japan’s surging economy and the restoration of peace in
Vietnam, have our people not a right to expect a less-troubled
and less-tormented Asia? Whether this comes about depends
much on the future attitude of the great powers.

But Asian though we are, our vision is by no means parochial.
We support the African struggle for emancipation from colonial
rule and domination. We shall play our part in promoting the
solidarity of the peoples of the underdeveloped world with whom
we share the same problems. At the same time it will be our en-
deavor to develop positively our relations with North America
and Europe. However, as a forward-looking nation, we reject
any legacy of the past which has outgrown its usefulness. Hence
Pakistan has recently left the Commonwealth, which had long
since ceased to have any practical meaning, This has become
more evident since Britain stepped into Europe by ]ommg the
European Economic Community. Nevertheless, we maintain
close bilateral relations with the United Kingdom in matters
which are of mutual concern to us. Our links with France and
the Federal Republic of Germany are also strong, while we are
forging new relations with East Europe. This is clear from our
recognition of the German Democratic Republic and the signing
of a solemn joint declaration with Romania in January of this
year at the conclusion of the state visit to Pakistan of President
Nicolae Ceausescu.

X

The last year has witnessed a profound change in Pakistan. A
new Pakistan has emerged, not only in form but in inspiration
and purpose. We have broken with the past, a past which founded
itself on the exploitation of man by man. Now we seek to give
expression to the aspirations of the common man which for so
long have been stifled, aspirations for social justice and a more
equitable distribution of the nation’s wealth. Our new vision will
be reflected in a foreign policy which, corresponding to a recog-
nition of Pakistan’s geopolitical position, will ensure that hence-
forth Pakistan will play a constructive and meaningful role in
world affairs.



BUSINESS, GOVERNMENT AND SCIENCE:
THE NEED FOR A FRESH LOOK
By John Diebold

HE second Nixon administration starts amid growing con-

cern about a decline in American competitiveness in the

world economy, ascribed to our loss of technological lead
in a number of fields. It would be easy to follow very mistaken
policies at such a time, because of what some people would call
“natural political reactions,” others our sad institutional habit of
fighting against, instead of working to take advantage of, desir-
able trends for mankind.

Two such major trends are clearly in train, and we are prob-
ably underestimating both of them, First, between now and 1985
the poorer countries of the world will become the most economic
producers and exporters of an expanding range of existing manu-
factured goods, while the rich one-fifth of the world (the United
States, Japan, and the European Economic Community, or
EEC) will switch increasingly to the production and export of
know-how. The danger here is that Americans may respond with
pressure for protectionism, to slow the growth both of our im-
ports of cheap manufactures and of our exports of profitable
know-how.

Secondly, there has been a big reduction in U.S. government
research and development on armaments and space, which had
spin-off effects for American export industries even while pursu-
ing other and often wasteful goals. It is natural to ask: “Can we
not use redeployed government research and development to keep
U.S. technology ahead in specific civilian fields?” A vague policy
of this kind could produce technological marvels which are com-
mercial disasters. We should instead be devising policies which:
(a) reconcentrate our research efforts on things which aim to be
commercial successes; and (b) restructure our market system so
that commercial rewards attend anything which proves most
effective in satisfying man’s most urgent needs, measured in hu-
man terms both at home and abroad.

The object of this article is to further discussion of a trade and
science policy which could take advantage of these opportunities
before us. Since any policy introduced during the second Nixon
administration in 1973-1977 will have its main effect only
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in the 1977-1987 decade, the discussion of specific ideas has be-
come urgent.

1

It is very likely that the southward transfer of manufacturing
industry will be rapid. Europe and Japan are now belatedly go-
ing to take up, with German and Japanese zeal, the process of
“exporting manufacturing jobs” which America started. It is an
old saw that in the 1950s America began to stop exporting man-
ufactured goods and went over to exporting manufacturing com-
panies; by the end of the 1960s the annual production of Ameri-
can subsidiaries abroad was five times as large as the volume of
American exports, while the exports of Europe and Japan still
exceed the overseas production of their companies’ subsidiaries.

But northern Europe in the last ten years has kept up its rate
of manufacturing only by importing ten million workers from
the south (Greece, Turkey, Yugoslavia, etc.). More than half of
the shopfloor workers in the big Renault automobile works in
Paris are immigrants, because sophisticated Parisians no longer
want to work at as tiresome a blue-collar job as automobile manu-
facture (whereas 15 years ago the job of an automobile worker
was one of the most envied in Europe). Because there are increas-
ing social awkwardnesses with immigrant workers and concern
about pollution from new manufacturing plants, EEC countries
in the next decade will move industries to the poor south or east
instead of importing workers from there. The next big new EEC
automobile plant will be built in Spain and the one after that
possibly in North Africa, or conceivably in Communist East
Europe. The Japanese are similarly going to switch more manu-
facturing to Japanese-sponsored firms set up in poorer countries
to their south and west.

Another trend that is going to speed this transfer of manufac-
turing industries out of rich North America, northern Europe
and Japan is the increasing “packageability” of industrial know-
how. Whether one welcomes or deplores the fact, each burst of
new investment in manufacturing industries is making it more
economic for shift-working machine-minders’ jobs to replace
what used to be called craftsmen’s jobs; and it will increasingly
be easier to find these workers in the poor countries than in the
rich countries (where growing percentages of young people are
going on to a college education). Moreover, business training
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must soon start to make greater use of the huge new educational
technology becoming available for teaching the less skilled—
audiovisual aids as well as computer-assisted instruction—which
can be geared to the speed of the recipient’s own learning process.
Perhaps above all, the cost of telecommunication will soon no
longer vary with distance. We will soon be imposing exactly the
same marginal cost on an automated (especially satellite) tele-
communication system by telephoning China as by telephoning
the office next door. The world, therefore, is likely to move dur-
ing the rest of this century into the age of what has been called
the “transglobal teach-in,” as well as transglobal computerized
operation. We shall be able to telecommunicate instantly, from
computer to computer across the world, the best training pro-
grams, logistic policies, marketing and credit policies, and pro-
duction processes, to be followed by some plant which exports
widgets from Pakistan, while its white-collar work can most
profitably be centered in Osaka or San Francisco or Paris or
maybe some tropical island holiday resort. And we shall be able
to use computer terminals for catalogue shopping of best buys
across tens of different international boundaries at the same time.

111

This new technological age into which we are advancing,
much faster than we think, can be called the third stage (perhaps
the “third century”) of the 200-year-old Industrial Revolution.
During that period only, the richest one-third of mankind has
been raising its living standards each decade (after having previ-
ously stayed stuck at much the same levels of income per head
as the ancient Romans), because in each of these last 20 decades
we have been increasing our control over energy and matter. To
this has been added in the last two decades a new factor: the be-
ginnings of control over the processing of information.

During the first century of Industrial Revolution after 1770—
broadly, the age of coal, steam, railways, iron and steel, mechani-
zation of cotton textile production—the leading technological
country was Great Britain; but by 1870 its investment had be-
come largely geared to foreign investment, selling to the rest of
the world the know-how in which it had become expert in the
railway age. Britain badly mismanaged its transition into what
can be called the second stage, or “second century” of industrial
revolution from 1870 to 1970 (which could be called the “Henry
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Ford century of mass production”). Around 1870 Britain was
still spreading its empire across the world, just as the United
States is now spreading its multinational corporations across the
world (arousing some of the same emotions), but by the 18gos
Britain was no longer the richest country per head in the world.
The United States had taken over, and began to run through
much the same cycle of history in the American (or Henry
Ford) century as Britain had done in the British (or Victorian)
century. Some pessimists will say that it is even ending the same
way, only worse, with Vietnam as our Boer War in which na-
tional confidence finally spilled over the top and then ebbed.

I do not belong to this company of pessimists. The leading
technological country at one stage of the Industrial Revolution
does indeed have a difficult task in adapting to the next stage.
This is why there is a strong possibility that Japan—and a
slighter possibility that the EEC, or just conceivably the Com-
munist world—will adapt better than we to this next stage, the
transition out of the Henry Ford age into the system-designer’s
age. But this will happen only if during these next few years the
United States adopts the wrong international trade and invest-
ment policy and the wrong science and technology policy. What
are the dangers and how do we avoid them?

v

In international economic policy the big dangers may be: (1)
U.S. import protectionism; (2) U.S. protectionism against ex-
porting our technology; (3) insufficient flexibility in our meth-
ods of investment abroad, which could lead to insufficient dyna-
mism in our creation of new American exports.

I't is going to be right to be aggressive in opposing import pro-
tectionism, and also very difficult. Britain has suffered badly be-
cause it protected too many of its old Victorian industries; today
it has far too many of its resources locked up in loss-making coal,
shipbuilding, textiles, etc. Will America do the same for auto-
mobiles and steel? OQur difficulties are compounded: we do not
have a free-trading tradition; the countries which are soon go-
ing to become major exporters of many Henry Ford-age manu-
facturing goods are countries with fractions as low as a tenth of
America’s present standard of living and wages (e.g. Brazil,
Indonesia, Egypt); and the power of pressure groups, labor
unions as well as corporations, upon our congressional system is
large.
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Moreover, it would be wrong to suppose that protectionist
pressures in 1973-1985 will come only from the obvious indus-
tries. At present, while America suffers from growing import
competition in industries which have few new products (auto-
mobiles, steel, shoes, etc.), our exports are competitive in indus-
tries that provide a stream of new products (e.g. advanced
chemicals, machinery, aircraft, computers). But it is important
to realize that these will move further down the product cycle
between now and the mid-1980s, so that large parts of them may
by then be noninnovative industries (due for the factory work
to be shifted to Taiwan). The real American manufacturing ex-
port industries by the late 1980s may be industries so innovative
that they have not yet been invented ; although one might suggest
pressure groups on behalf of a policy that will favor those export
industries of tomorrow, who can be their lobby if we don’t yet
know what they will be? But a strong guess is that the main ex-
port will be know-how.

This underlines the danger of what might be called techno-
logical protectionism. There is likely to be a continuing accelera-
tion of the speed at which new processes introduced in the United
States can be conveniently transplanted abroad (because of new
“packageability” of know-how, etc.). But it will be a grievous
mistake if we therefore take steps to make trade in know-how
even less free than it is at present, because that is the export in-
dustry by which we may live. For example, it is disturbing that
the Nixon administration recently forbade General Electric an
export license for some advanced jet-engine technology which
it wanted to use in connection with a joint venture in Europe.
The decision was taken nominally on defense grounds, but there
are signs that some people close to President Nixon think it sen-
sible to keep such technology a temporary monopoly at home.
The Europeans will probably now develop it on their own in-
stead of in partnership with the United States, and then in the
19808 start exporting to lower-wage countries in Africa their
licenses to manufacture it. This is a prime way to cut ourselves
out of future markets.

The policy with regard to export of know-how should be pre-
cisely the opposite. While America should take a positive line in
GATT for freer trading in goods (of which we have become
net importers), it should emphasize all the time that the quid pro
quo we ask is that exports of American know-how should not be
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held out by administrative and other restrictions in technology-
importing countries.

But to take advantage of free trade in know-how means that
we must look to our own actions in a third key area—ensuring
flexibility of our methods of investment abroad. There is some
justification for the criticism that top entrepreneurial expertise
in America today, as in Victorian Britain at the end of its rail-
way age, has not only become more concentrated on foreign in-
vestment, but is operating in ways that create exactly the wrong
image. The late-Victorian British sent in the missionaries with
the traders, and (at least in poor countries) followed with the
flag of Empire soon after; they tried to make New Delhi or
Lagos resemble South Kensington. The late Henry Ford-age
Americans have not sent in the flag of Empire with their multi-
national corporations, but they have sometimes tried to bring in
their religion of corporation-worship and to make Sao Paulo like
Detroit. And they have found that, like the old British Empire,
this leads to serious problems of resentment, including the charge
that such activities are imperialism in a new form.

I do not want to spend much space here on a discussion of how
American multinational corporations should conduct themselves
in poorer countries. But we may not take sufficient note of the
new competition that lies ahead.

In 1973-1985 the EEC countries and Japan are likely to
switch to becoming large-scale investors abroad. They will not
only be using the device of the multinational corporation, but
will also experiment, probably rather more energetically than we
do, with licensing agreements, turnkey agreements, joint ventures,
management contracts, etc.: whatever the host countries are most
eager to accept on terms that are mutually profitable. These host
countries may include some unexpected places. I have a suspicion
that by the 1980s (although not in the 1970s) the most profitable
such ventures may prove to be in the Communist countries of
Eastern Europe, China and possibly Russia herself. These are the
areas with well-educated labor forces that are at present produc-
ing furthest below what would be their potential level of pro-
ductivity if efficient and market-oriented management techniques
were applied; and it seems entirely possible that politi-
cal conditions there—with the probable exception of China
—will by that time become more amenable to joint
ventures with capitalist countries, probably long before they
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become amenable to the operation of free-trade unions.

By the 1990s, it would not be surprising if very important pro-
ducing centers arose from one or more of the following eco-
nomic development programs: (a) Japanese investment in
Siberia; (b) Japanese investment in China; (¢) EEC invest-
ment in Eastern Europe; (d) American investment in different
areas of the Communist world. It would be pleasant to think
that American policy was alive to the possibilities under the last
of these, which are wider than our current interest in the U.S.S.R.
Even if there proves to be exaggeration in this vision of capital-
ist development of the Communist third of mankind, the United
States should be careful that its belief in the multinational corpo-
ration as the best weapon of foreign investment in Latin Amer-
ica, Asia, Africa, etc. does not lead to its losing its place as a
major exporter of know-how, while other countries are using
more popular systems,

But there is an even more fundamental point. By its nature,
overseas investment seeks to spread what has been developed at
home—it 1s predominantly reproductive rather than in itself
innovative. Historians often say that Britain was passed by Ger-
many at the end of the Victorian age because too many of Brit-
ain’s best brains were oriented to Empire. Similarly, T believe
that too many of America’s best brains are absorbed in the re-
productive activities of multinational corporations abroad, and
too few in the process of innovation, which usually starts at
home. In fact, America is now doing rather badly at seizing new
innovative and export-producing possibilities, particularly those
created by the infant information-processing revolution that be-
gan in the late 1950s. To deal with this lag we must look to our
science and technology policy.

\'

The Nixon technology policy presented to Congress last year
was what is generally called an “opportunity-oriented policy”—
that is, it pledged federal support for types of research that seem
promising. This is generally distinguished from a “problem-
oriented” research policy, where the research organization is set
a target; this can be either government-decreed—e.g. “get a man
on the moon before the end of the 1960s, and work out the best
way to do it"—or government-influenced through favorable rig-
ging of market rewards. My own preference, as the reader will
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see in 2 moment, is for a much stronger emphasis on the problem-
oriented approach. But first a few words on how the opportunity-
oriented portion of a total program could be handled, for obvi-
ously there must be some opportunity-oriented subventions to
people who are working well in the right direction, and who
will not carry on research and development if they have to be
rewarded solely on assessment of eventual performance.

We have seen in the last two decades that under an opportun-
ity-oriented approach far too much research money is likely to
go to research expenditure favored by the military-industrial
complex, simply because that is the field with both technology-
infatuated non-cash-paying customers (the armed services) and
technology-oriented business interests in sifu. There is a strong
argument to be made that America since 1945 could in fact have
secured far cheaper deterrence against Russia (not to mention
far more effective military effort against her eventual actual
enemies of North Korea and North Vietnam) by devoting more
of her defense effort to conventional weaponry and less to high-
technological experimentation—this at a time when almost every
other function of U.S. government would have gained from being
operated with more high technology and with less convention-
alism.

Moreover, it is very easy under an opportunity-oriented policy
to whip up a campaign for pushing more money into, say, re-
search on cancer. There will no doubt be a time when informa-
tion becomes available that makes a cure for cancer look hope-
ful; that will be the time to step up applied research. But at
present it may well be that most of the best people for the job are
searching in the best ways, and cannot at present find the solu-
tions. To finance less-good scientists to come in and look in less-
hopeful ways is a waste of resources that could be applied to
much more productive purposes.

For these reasons any opportunity-oriented science policy in
America should work through as many competing chosen instru-
ments as possible. An opportunity-oriented policy necessarily has
to be applied in basic science, where the financial sponsor has to
see himself as a patron of the advance of knowledge as an end in
itself, rather than as the purchaser of an immediately usable re-
sult. The university and other laboratories engaged in this basic
science should be seeking to use their staff and other laboratories
in the most promising way, and should be able to draw finance
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from many competing sources. If there is one big government
source, it may be too much influenced by the military-industrial
complex, by political emotions, or by a natural bureaucratic
tendency to distribute funds according to some principle of the
next-man’s-turn—and so avoid giving aid to the occasionally
kinky ideas that have sometimes brought man his greatest ad-
vances.

So my recommendations on pure science for public policy are
these. Try to regulate the total funds coming forward for pure
scientific research simply by what economists call a “marginal”
approach: decide whether at any one moment too many scientists
are being diverted into pure research (in which case try to reduce
the funds) or too few (in which case increase them). Try to get
people thinking in terms of incremental value in expenditure of
those funds that are available. Try always to see that those funds
are made available for universities and others from as many com-
peting sources as possible: that is, operate quite largely through
foundations.

VI

For these next few years, however, the main job of government
in the area of science and technology is surely to provide an
incentive for the innovations which modern science is putting
within our grasp, and which could meet the great unsatisfied
needs of man. There is no need for government to tamper with
the market mechanisms where effective consumer demand now
exists or can readily be stimulated through new invention.
Rather, the task for which government help is needed is what
might be called “market creation” : making it profitable for com-
panies to seek competitively to satisfy wants which are clearly
felt by the public at large, but for which at present there is no
market incentive to bring new technology into being. For the
essence of the problem-oriented approach, as I see it, is that the
forces of the market should operate to perform defined tasks as
effectively as possible.

To repeat, the field of the future—for meeting human needs
and for American exports alike—seems to me to be devising in-
centives to produce innovation. On this view, the key areas for
government activity fall into three heads: (a) the creation of
markets for the sort of “systems imports” which should increas-
ingly become the main exports from richer countries to poorer
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countries; (b) the creation of markets for “systems solutions” to
problems which are at present not being adequately tackled in
the rich one-fifth of the world; (c) some big problem-oriented
research projects which probably can only be tackled by govern-
ment on the Manhattan Project or Apollo model. Each of these,
and particularly (a) and (b), could set the framework for what
really may be the main export industries of America by the late
1980s. Their advancement is needed both for its own sake and
for America’s continued effectiveness in the world economy.

Consider, first, the biggest present problem of mankind. Robert
McNamara said at the last meeting of the World Bank that
economic effort in the poor two-thirds of the world should be
switched much more to dealing scientifically with four giant sub-
jects—nutrition, shelter, literacy and employment. Even when
the upper half of the population of poor countries becomes richer
by being drawn into the world economy—and it is probable that
the southward migration of manufacturing will help more and
more of them—the submerged half remains in a condition of
wretchedness, oppressed by these four ills.

I't has become traditional to suppose that nutrition, literacy,
shelter and employment are general subjects which must be
handled by the governments of poor countries themselves. Actu-
ally, they are rather specific subjects, and often ones that—if we
were interested purely in results—could much better be tackled
by corporations which are especially skilled in research, market-
ing, organization and communication. There are huge psycho-
logical difficulties in the way here; but if we are concerned with
results—and for mankind’s biggest problem we ought to be—let
us consider the performance possibilities first, and proceed after-
wards to discussion of ways around the huge psychological diffi-
culties. Private corporations would offer the governments of the
countries concerned a free choice; it would be the decision of the
governments whether to take advantage of the services or not.

Suppose, for example, that American or international aid
funds were earmarked to support a competitively bid contract to
lift nutrition standards in some designated and poverty-stricken
area of Africa from the present inadequate protein intake per
head to a new target figure for 1980—the payments to be based
heavily on the degree of success achieved. My guess is that it
would now be possible for some new sort of commercially moti-
vated service corporation to move in; to undertake advanced
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agricultural research into what sorts of seed can best be used
there; to undertake medical and sociological research to find
what the nutrition-health needs really are; to organize the job
of packaging know-how and advertising so as to persuade farmers
to plant new varieties of rice rather than cassava (and teaching
local housewives to cook it); to arrange for the purchase on
world markets of whatever is most needed to supplement the
local diet before new planting policies bring results; probably
to reorganize local marketing and credit arrangements geared
to raising nutrition standards by the target amount. All of these
are jobs which local governments at present do not have the staff
and expertise to do well. They could form the basis for a new
industry of “bringing agricultural revolutions,” which might find
a very large market in the next three decades—including coun-
tries that would be able to pay for it without aid funds, such as
the nations that are, or are about to become, rich through the
sale of oil.

It will at once be argued that, in the provision of such basic
services, Third World governments are interested not only in
performance, but also in the exercise of power. Few countries
want private enterprise corporations to exercise power in these
fields, and even fewer developing countries will ever want for-
eign private enterprise to do so. In that case, it will be neces-
sary to consider joint ventures, licensing agreements, manage-
ment contracts with foreign governments, or simply sale of the
know-how for nutrition programs in packaged forms. The diffi-
culty in these big problems, such as nutrition, is that there will
be need for research on the spot before there can be much hope
of a final effective program package. I do not believe that an-
swers can be found quickly just by getting professors from the
rich world to write reports on how nutrition programs in up-
country Nigeria should be run by local governments; there will
be a need sometime to get performance-oriented organizations
into the field. If they are profit-seeking (or at least growth-seek-
ing) organizations, working under performance contracts, they
will probably get the research done more quickly and precisely.

Many other possible areas of activity suggest themselves for
target-oriented and strictly performance-rewarded corporations
from the advanced countries. These may well be the speediest in-
struments for devising attacks in the poor countries on mass
illiteracy—especially as advanced educational technology in com-



566 FOREIGN AFFAIRS

puter-assisted learning programs, audiovisual aids and broad-
casting is well suited to poorer countries. Another area would be
the organization of building programs in backward areas, using
local materials, into which practically no research has been done.
While the market-oriented southward shift of manufacturing will
lead automatically to the packaging of training programs for
preparing labor for big capital-intensive and export industries,
some priming of the pump will be needed to set up training pro-
grams for labor in labor-intensive local industries. Arguably—
though admittedly most sensitive of all—such corporations
would even be better than local governments at organizing effi-
cient programs for voluntary birth control and local health ser-
vices.

In any event, whether in these specific areas or not, there is a
clear need to help poorer countries to devise the computer soft-
ware (technical knowledge and programing capacity) that could
help them to take advantage of the computer revolution. As mat-
ters stand, the whole information-processing industry is geared
too much to the needs of rich countries, too little to the needs of
poor ones.

In many of these areas, markets for these services will eventu-
ally become available through normal commercial forces, once
it is recognized that we are living in an age of research explosion,
in which the initial expertise will flower first in the rich countries,
although it increasingly (indeed, I would say, more urgently)
needs to be used in poorer countries. But there is a need to hurry
the process along. My suggestion, in short, is that American aid—
bilateral or multilateral—be used to further such projects. Is it,
then, legitimate to tie such American aid to the use of American
facilities? At present, such tying is usually made to the use of
surplus American products or services like arms, wheat or ship-
ping. Surely it would be much more sensible and respectable to
tie aid to the task of bringing into being “systems” exporters of
the kind discussed in this section. These are simply more avail-
able in America.

VII

How should a problem-oriented technology policy be set-afoot
at home? A place to start would be in our civilian public services,
where there is at present almost no effort to bring in new high
technology. Part of the reason for the lag is political or bureau-
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cratic block : anything that saves labor will disturb existing habits
of work. But a bigger problem is the fragmentation of public
demand. At one stage in the 196os, American business thought
that education would be a booming field for new techniques; the
hope foundered largely because school demand was divided
among more than 20,000 school districts. With about 85 percent
of aggregate school budgets going into salaries and another 13
percent into construction and maintenance, the remaining two
percent, spread among thousands of buyers, was too little to give
high technology a fair chance. Hence, a market cannot at present
be carved out in America for the sort of computer-based educa-
tion techniques that are likely to revolutionize the learning pro-
cess within the next three decades. It is a frightening possibility
that Japan and even Russia may reach this educational revolu-
tion before we do.

The same factors, fragmentation and inertia, apply to a host of
other areas—police-alarm systems geared to computers, new
equipment for recycling waste materials, and the devising of sys-
tems approaches to such problems as urban sanitation, mass tran-
sit, retraining of labor, and the very processes of bureaucracy.
The occasional successes achieved by the present vague programs
of opportumty -oriented research 51mply show what public ser-
vices are missing. What they need is a switch to problem- -oriented
research, with some sort of central body priming the pump to
meet the problem of fragmented demand. So long as systems
approaches are geared to devising the sort of systems that can
be sold to single local budget authorities, they are likely to be
the sort of systems approaches which think small; but if we had
some central mechanism which would buy—say, for ghetto dis-
tricts—something much grander, well above their initial budget
possibilities, then we might move into systems approaches which
change the whole pattern of urban living. Federal government
financing of initial development with individual local govern-
ments left the choice to purchase or not may well be the answer.
The difficulty with many of the new products of the data-pro-
cessing revolution will be the same as those of earlier products:
high initial cost, dropping greatly later as the data banks are
assembled and packageability of know-how improves.

Such a central body, however, will not solve the problem of the
bureaucratic block. Maybe the only way to escape from this, to
which I suspect that we must come some day, will be to hire out
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many more public services to contractors who are employed on a
performance-contract basis. A market system would require that
many city and other local governments specify the results they
want from their existing or new services; and then that competi-
tive bodies tender to do them on a purely performance-rewarded
basis.

And the specified results should be of a positive nature, not to
operate what is, still less to fix the defects of present systems, but
to achieve something better. For example, a contract to achieve
specified amounts and speed of traffic flow might give the con-
tractor the right to charge private automobiles for use of city
streets, employing the profits to establish alternate mass-transit
systems. Or to take an example that is only partly in the public
sector at present: American medical research would be trans-
formed if we rearranged the market for medical care so that
American physicians were given an incentive to keep us healthy,
instead of being given a cash incentive to treat us in the most ex-
pensive possible way after we have become ill.

To those who watch our cities today, such suggestions may
seem unreal. We can continue to decay if we choose. But if we
were able to turn things around and move ahead to solutions of
problems increasingly common to all the world, we would again
have improved the conditions of life and the American economic
position at one and the same time.

What, then, of the private sector? In particular, what of the
areas where the buyer is a private individual but there is a clear
and recognized public interest in the nature of the product, so
that government intervention is warranted? An immediate pres-
ent example is the nonpollutant automobile.

Here I believe the best federal policy would lie in new sorts
of tax credits, not to pay back losses but to increase the profits
from innovation that meets socially desirable goals. Let industry
finance its own research and development (subject to normal in-
vestment credits), but make super-added profits the prize for
projects that work.

I believe such a scheme might have helped on the example 1
have just given, the nonpollutant automobile. Suppose the federal
government had announced in about 1965 that any company un-
dertaking to have its sole output by, say, 1973, consist of non-
polluting automobiles (defined under some strict test of emissions
into the air) could register as what might be called a “Schedule
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A’ company for a period that would be agreed to under some
bargaining process—say, 15 years after 1965—during which its
operations would be tax-free.

After the announcement of any such scheme, each of the big
automobile manufacturers might well have sought to register
some new subsidiary company in their group as a Schedule A
company. If this incentive had been created, my guess is that the
breakthrough might well have taken place.

For automobiles, this suggestion is already water under the
bridge. America has gone a different road—first ignoring the de-
sirability of bringing forward a nonpollutant car, and then de-
ciding in a rush to order the big automobile manufacturers to
produce solely such cars within what is probably an impossibly
short time. But I would urge that Schedule A tax credits could
be given some new fields to try to conquer. All the suggestions
will be controversial, but those opening public debate on these
subjects should not be afraid of sometimes sounding fantastical,
because the fantastic will soon become commonplace. In the
category that might be called “goods with a social advantage,”
the examples could surely be multiplied. A harmless substitute
for cigarettes or, to steal a leaf from Aldous Huxley, for alcohol
and drugs? To be less exotic, the Schedule A treatment would be
used for innovations in the public-service sector, already noted, or
for devices designed to replace wasteful and repetitive personal
services—for example, a mass-use machine that starts to do away
with the need for mailmen and newspaper delivery boys by allow-
ing printouts of material to take place economically over tele-
communication into our homes. Systems that would recycle gar-
bage, simplify medical diagnosis and health service distribution,
or provide sources of clean energy are all examples of goods or
techniques with a social advantage, the development of which
could be encouraged by such an incentive.

The advantage of Schedule A, for which the work of selection
should be done by Congress or by some specialized agency re-
porting to it, is that reference under it could range from the gen-
eral (“anything newly patentable sold to a police or fire depart-
ment in the next ten years”) to the most specific—and this would
encourage a wider and more suggestive debate about new inven-
tions that society really needs. And no harm done, or cost in-
curred to the government, if a particular incentive does not work.
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VIII

Finally, however, there are some big technological problems
in society that can probably only be tackled by government-spon-
sored research, on the model (if not always the scale) of the
Manhattan and the Apollo projects. The trouble with purely
private-enterprise research, to quote the National Science Foun-
dation, is that too many research and development efforts of
American industry “are aimed at low risk, small step, product
and process improvement that offers the necessary assurance of
pay-off in the short term.” While a government policy of selec-
tive tax credits would overcome the problem of some innovations
that need a long lead time, it would not suffice for all of them.

It is possible nowadays for a government-sponsored research
project to be successfully problem-oriented rather than vaguely
and wastefully opportunity-oriented, but the dividing line is thin.
The need is to state a target, preferably a financial one, both as
regards performance requirement and cost. In the end the Anglo-
French Concorde project was wastefully “opportunity-oriented,”
because the British and French governments poured money
into a design that they liked ; Concorde would have been “prob-
lem-oriented” if the two firms had been told to make an aircraft
with such and such a commercial payload, capable of such and
such a speed and range, below such and such a price. The Apollo
project was more successfully problem-oriented : NASA was told
“to get a man on the moon in the 1960s,” and set cost limits. On
the whole, the Japanese government follows a problem-oriented
technology policy; it lets Japanese firms know what problems
they would like to see solved, and protects those firms that are
producing solutions that can sell commercially, but it does not
usually prop up Lockheeds that are losing a lot of money.

One problem-oriented project that might be worth establish-
ing in the United States now is the search for the so-called
“moral alternative to oil.” Presumably, this would be hydrogen
created by electrical dissociation of water, which would have the
huge advantage of being an almost limitless resource. Maybe the
last steps toward achieving this—and making it a safe field—
can only be taken through a several-billion-dollar-a-year govern-
ment project on Manhattan or Apollo lines; probably such a
project would now work. But if President Nixon does establish
such a project, it is very important that it should not be in a vague
opportunity-oriented way, a commitment to devote more money
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to research inquiries that sound hopeful. The target for any
agency charged with the task should be on some such lines as:
“Find a nonpollutant and stable fuel by 1980 that will not be
more than 50 percent dearer than oil in terms of 1973 prices.”

The present general forecast is that imported oil will rise by at
least 5o percent in price in 1973-1980. But the presumption is
that if a project of this kind succeeded and if imported oil rose
by only around 40 percent, then a tax of about ten percent might
be put on imported oil to make the new fuel competitive; alterna-
tively, the existence of the new fuel could be a national insurance
policy to prevent Arab oil countries raising their prices by more
than 5o percent. Conceivably, private involvement could be
sought from utility and other interests in a government research
project to find a substitute for oil in these next seven years. Maybe
some system of worldwide patents could be devised as the pay-off.

1X

This article has been concerned with the sort of policy that
America should be devising to make the crucial transition from
the “Henry Ford mass-producing age” to the “systems-designing
age”; a policy for continuing into the third century of post-1770
Industrial Revolution the technological lead which America
seized at the beginning of that revolution’s second century. I sus-
pect that a main reason why America won technical advantage
at the beginning of the Henry Ford age was that, by good luck,
the market provided us with the right “problem-oriented” chal-
lenge for that time. Because the United States did not have a
large labor force, the incentive in America from the 1870s on
was to invent labor-saving machinery and labor-saving methods.
At that moment, Europe, and particularly the leading industrial
country, Britain, had large and rather underemployed labor
forces; its scientists remained vaguely opportunity-oriented in
doing whatever research seemed interesting. It happened that
labor-saving machinery and methods became what was needed
in the mass-manufacturing revolution.

It is almost certain that the breakthrough in technological ca-
pabilities for information processing in the last 15 years means
that the need now is to have market incentives to invent ‘‘systems
approaches” to problems. There is a real danger that America
may fall from her proud position as the world’s leading techno-
logical country because we do not have such market incentives
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in being, and are not preparing to install them. Nobody else is
yet installing them either, but Japan might well win the race to
do so. The Japanese are hugely achievement-oriented, rather
than just research-oriented—which is why Herman Kahn may be
right in forecasting that in the 1980s they will pass us and become
the richest and most productive people in the world. But they
need not do so, if the United States during this second Nixon ad-
ministration, on the eve of its 2zooth birthday, seizes upon some-
thing like the science strategy that will be needed in the new age.



ROGUE ELEPHANT IN THE FOREST

AN APPRAISAL OoF TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS

By Raymond Vernon

PROFOUND shift is taking place in the relations be-
tween the United States and Western Europe. Though
there is a temptation to think of the shift as the result of

yesterday’s headlines, its causes run a good deal deeper, and its
consequences are likely to remain for a long time. For those
who assume that the achievement of a moderate world order
depends on some sort of working coGperation in the Atlantic
area, the implications of the change are deeply disturbing.

Throughout most of the period since the end of World War
IT, the economic relations between Western Europe and the
United States have been conditioned by a few fundamental con-
siderations. First and overwhelming was the question of rela-
tive size. The United States was five or six times as big as any
state in Western Europe, and it enjoyed the highest per capita
income by a large margin. Second, the United States was pro-
foundly self-confident. When occasional uncertainties arose over
national purpose, they were usually internal matters, matters that
had very little to do with the country’s perception of its place in
international affairs. Beyond that, the United States could be
counted on to use its strength, so most West Europeans assumed,
in ways that were not blatantly hostile to Western Europe.
Finally, the problem of America’s disparate size was commonly
thought of as only a transitional state, until the time when a
united Western Europe would develop which was equal in
dimensions to the United States.

Today, the assumption that the United States could be ex-
pected to use its great economic and military strength in benign
and unhostile ways has been badly eroded in Western Europe.
The Suez crisis of the 1950s may have begun the process; but, so
far as many Europeans were concerned, it was fortified by the
U.S. role in Vietnam, ratified by the U.S. decision unilaterally
to suspend the convertibility of the dollar, and confirmed by the
independent style of the United States in the conduct of its new
Ostpolitik.

Along with the change in Europe’s perception of the United
States, there has been a change in America’s perception of herself.
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The change in self-perception was already apparent in 1959
when President Eisenhower sent his Secretary of the Treasury
urgently to Europe, tin cup in hand, to solicit contributions from
the Europeans in order to bolster an ailing U.S. balance of pay-
ments. The old sense of utter invulnerability was gone, and never
quite returned in the Kennedy administration. Then it began to
be undermined even further by the nightmare in Vietnam, by the
seeming disappearance of the technological gap, by the dissipa-
tion of America’s gold supply and finally by successive devalua-
tions of the almighty dollar.

As long as Europe had hopes of emerging eventually as a
cohesive political force, the independent policy and loss of self-
confidence on the part of the United States were not unmitigated
drawbacks in the eyes of Europeans. Those developments added
impetus to the growth of the European idea. They added to the
appeal of de Gaulle’s famtlle des patries in Europe. And they
supported Heath’s reflections on the need to find some alternative
to Britain’s “special relationship” with the United States.

But in the past few years, Europe’s hope of creating an effec-
tive independent political force has not grown stronger. On the
contrary, even as the economic reach of the European Commu-
nity increases, the idea of Europe as a political entity is being
enfeebled. To be sure, there are some members of a brave band
of Europeans still to be found in Brussels and The Hague, and
even in Paris and in London; but few of them anticipate any
great political movement toward a United Europe for a decade
or more to cotne.

All that remains of the original considerations which shaped
the economic relations between the United States and Europe,
therefore, is the outsized nature of the United States. In eco-
nomic terms, Europe has grown a bit more rapidly than the
United States in the past decade or two, but the difference has
not been very great. In spite of Europe’s growth, the United
States still has a gross national product that is over five times
larger than West Germany’s, and a per capita income that is 40
percent higher. Whatever Americans may think of themselves,
the U.S. economy still displays an enormous overweening mate-
rial strength to the rest of the world. Today, however, it is widely
assumed in Europe that a rather different spirit animates that
strength. Once the prevailing assumption had been that though
the United States might be dangerous at times, this was largely
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because the country was not always very careful and not always
very bright. Today, a common assumption is that the strength of
the United States is animated by cunning and by fear. If there is
some appropriate metaphor from the animal world in the col-
lective European mind, it is no longer the image of a big amiable
bear but that of a devious rogue elephant.

II

If American readers boggle a little at the picture of the United
States as one of overbearing strength, it would not be the least
bit surprising. For the past decade, the U.S. public has been con-
fusing the fact that the economy of the country is not totally
invulnerable with the illusion that it is therefore weak. Ameri-
cans have discovered, practically for the first time, the concept
of a balance-of-payments restraint. They have rediscovered for
the third or fourth time in recent history that nonrenewable re-
sources are indeed nonrenewable. Having come to think of itself
as the world’s undisputed leader in technology, the United States
has been brought up short by Sputnik, acupuncture and the
Datsun. In an effort to adjust to its new vulnerabilities, many
Americans have come to think of their country as an enfeebled
and debilitated giant.

Some Europeans also profess to see the United States as a
papier-miché economy. Though this reaction is based in part on
the same facts upon which the Americans have drawn, I suspect
that it is also a familiar human response to the seeming humbling
of the mighty. But the general European perception of the
change in the status of the U.S. economy is qualified in major
respects. While both Americans and Europeans see the strength
of the United States as having declined, Europeans still see the
U.S. economy as disconcertingly powerful—and, being imbued
with the psyche of the rogue elephant, as disconcertingly
dangerous.

The distinction between the American view and the European
view of the U.S. balance-of-payments situation is a case in point.
From the viewpoint of U.S. policy-makers, the payments situa-
tion is an unmitigated disaster, a source of weakness that can
barely be tolerated. But the policies that have been adopted to
deal with that weakness suggest how strong the U.S. position
really is. The U.S. government, in effect, no longer defends the
international value of the dollar. Europe and Japan are invited
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to stabilize the dollar’s natural price as they wish; but it is up
to them to do the job. Meanwhile, in a classic version of the strat-
egy of benign neglect, the U.S. government exhibits no great
anxiety over the ultimate fate of the excess dollars that the Euro-
peans profess not to want or need.

The response of European governments to the U.S. strategy
has revealed their relative weakness. In effect, they have taken
on the task of supporting the dollar at its new level. They have
been fearful of destroying the international value of the dollar,
which they hold in large amounts. They have been worried about
promoting the competitive strength of U.S. exporters, who would
benefit from a decline in the value of the dollar. They have felt
inhibited about imperiling the highly developed European
market for dollars, which has served as a rather extraordinary
mechanism for absorbing and supplying international funds. So
they have followed the characteristic course of the small country
that confronts the large; they have adapted themselves as best
they could to the new circumstances, by doing the U.S. bidding.

There is a widespread uneasiness in Europe, unfocused though
it may be, that the capacity of the United States to wreck the
currencies of other countries is considerable. This uneasiness is
usually expressed in somewhat misleading terms, as it most
often is stated in the form of an indictment against the financial
power and flexibility of the U.S.-based multinational enterprises
in industry and banking. Now and then, as currency crises
bubble up and as liquidity pinches come and go in Europe, Euro-
peans charge these enterprises with playing a major unsettling
role.

Though the multinational enterprises get more than their
proper share of attention in this context, the fact is that the U.S.
economy as a whole maintains assets abroad in a volume that no
other economy can even remotely match. At the end of 1971,
Americans were reported as holding assets valued at $181 billion
abroad, while the holdings of all non-Americans in the United
States at the time were only $123 billion. True, the foreigners
had very large liquid holdings in the United States. But too
much should not be made of that point. On command, American
holders of the $181 billion of assets abroad could easily squeeze
$50 or $60 billion out of their holdings, enough to force most
other countries of the world to suspend the convertibility of their
currencies. Worse still, the enforced liquidation of U.S.-held
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assets in foreign economies could depress internal values, from
land on the Riviera to chemical plants in Germany.

Europeans do not often pose the possibility of an economic
Armageddon of this sort. That is probably due to the unspoken
assumption that the United States would be incapable of sum-
moning up the international will for such a gruesome exercise.
Yet the possibility is not wholly unthinkable. The capacity of the
Soviet Union to take on such an operation, if ever it acquired
significant assets outside of its borders, would be considered
beyond question. Britain did something like it before World
War I1; and the French ratissage operations in the 1950s fell in
the same category. The sheer bulk of U.S.-controlled assets in
the European economy, therefore, constitutes a latent threat; and
it may be that there is a vague appreciation of that fact deep in
the European psyche.

The situation of the U.S. economy with respect to future
shortages of raw materials is another illustration of the country’s
relative invulnerability. If vulnerability is measured by the de-
gree of reliance on imported materials, the United States is much
less exposed than Europe. Besides, if the United States should
ever face a shortage, its resiliency in responding to the shortage
is far greater.

If the question of U.S. vulnerability to a raw-material shortage
is weighed in narrow military terms, no problem actually exists.
For blitz nuclear warfare, raw-material supplies would be irrel-
evant; for large-scale conventional warfare, direct military re-
quirements would absorb no more than a minor fraction of the
current U.S. consumption level, an amount that could easily be
squeezed out of the indulgent life-styles of the country. U.S.
reliance on imports, therefore, does not present a military prob-
lem, narrowly conceived. The problem is simply that of an
habitual consumer, unwilling to consider any restraint on its
consumption habits even if such a restraint would greatly im-
prove its bargaining position abroad.

The strength of the United States in raw materials is dramati-
cally illustrated by the case of petroleum. It is conventional
wisdom at the moment that the country confronts an acute short-
age of energy; the case is said to be clearer for the long term than
for the short, but acute whatever the period of projection may be.
Along with a small beleaguered band of chronic doubters, I am
strongly suspicious of the projections on which these conclusions
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arec based. But that is not the central point here. No one will
doubt, not even the most convinced adherent of the projection of
scarcity, that in the short run the United States could turn scar-
city into surplus. In the case of oil, all that would be needed is
the most trivial kind of rationing: a limit on the horsepower
capacity of new automobiles; a suspension of the use of snow
buggies, motor launches, electric toothbrushes, electrified tie
racks and the like; a restriction on lights and heating levels in
unoccupied buildings, and similar measures.

Europe’s vulnerability to a scarcity of raw materials, on the
other hand, is of rather a different sort. Not only does Europe
rely far more on imports; it also uses a higher proportion of its
consumption for essential consumer and industrial needs. For
Europe, a curtailment of supply cuts quickly into the meat and
sinew of the economy; for the United States, it is less likely to
cut beyond the fat. Accordingly, all that the United States needs
in order to free itself from the appearance of scarcity, at least in
the short run, is a minor exercise of will; Europe, on the other
hand, faces a more substantial problem.

The European perception of its relative weakness extends not
only to its supplies of raw materials but also to its control over
the more advanced technologies. Today, there is a dusty sound
to the phrase “technology gap.” Yet if the concept was justified
five or six years ago, it is still justified today. Nothing very funda-
mental has changed in the technological relationships between
the United States and Europe.

Historically, the Americans have had certain distinctive ad-
vantages over the Europeans for innovation of a certain kind.
These palpable advantages have included the size and homo-
gencity of the domestic U.S. market; the existence of high labor
costs and high per capita incomes in that market; the existence
of large-scale government procurement programs in the high
technology fields; the ability of U.S. firms to absorb the financial
burdens of error in large-scale development projects; and, finally,
the pervasive feeling of anxiety under which U.S. businessmen
are obliged to operate as they confront a vast business environ-
ment in which new competitive threats cannot easily be identified
and controlled.

Responding to these special conditions, American businessmen
have taken the lead in a series of industrial innovations and then
eventually have come to share the lead or to lose the lead to
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others. In the postwar period, European businessmen have
caught up in a number of industrial areas in which the United
States had held the lead : in automobiles, in plastics, in consumer
hard goods, in consumer electronics and in many other lines. But
there was nothing new in that phenomenon. In the hundred years
before, U.S. producers had seen their dominance in international
markets continuously whittled away in fields that they had origi-
nally dominated: in firearms, sewing machines, automatic sig-
nals, oil refining, life insurance, electrical equipment, business
machines, mass-produced automobiles and so on. If Europe had
not resumed the process at some point after World War 11, this
would have been an aberration in history.

To be sure, the speed with which old trends were resumed in
the 1960s may have been disconcerting, especially for a genera-
tion of businessmen whose historical memories did not stretch
beyond World War II. But despite the speedy resumption of
old trends, insofar as the concept of a technological gap ever had
any valid basis in fact, the basis continued to exist. For as U.S.
enterprises reluctantly surrendered a share of their world mar-
kets to the European firms in their existing product lines, they
continued to generate new leads in the more advanced techno-
logical branches of industry.

Of course, U.S. enterprises will not originate all the innova-
tions of the future any more than they originated all the innova-
tions of the past. Throughout recent decades, while the Ameri-
cans were grinding out a succession of new products in response
to their special needs and opportunities, the Europeans were
doing the same. Synthetic fertilizers were Europe’s response to
a scarcity of land ; rayon, an answer to the dearth of cotton; the
oxygen process in steel-making, a response to Europe’s scarcity
of capital and materials; radial tires, to Europe’s tortuous and
narrow roads. The Japanese invented little television sets for
their tiny homes, the Italians small refrigerators for their limited
budgets. But these were not inventions on which governments
staked their prestige and their security; they did not capture the
commanding heights.

One can debate how large the new U.S. leads may be and how
long they are likely to be held. One can question whether they
will stimulate U.S. employment and U.S. exports sufficiently to
offset the losses that are associated with the closing of the older
gaps. These are worrisome questions, difficult to assess; the only
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thing to be said is that no dogmatic generalization will stand up
very well.

The existence of the new leads, however, is almost incontro-
vertible. The unique congeries of environmental factors in the
United States has placed U.S. firms in the lead in various sensitive
fields: in the advanced general purpose computers; in advanced
muncucmtry, in the more promlsmg types of nuclear reactors;
in airframes and air engines; in space launchers and communica-
tion satellites; in mass automotive antipollution devices; in deep-
sea oil drilling; almost certainly in other forms of deep-sea ex-
ploitation. Further out in time, it seems close to inevitable that
U.S. firms will lead in the industrial exploitation of the environ-
ment of outer space, in weather modification and in the early in-
dustrial applications of the laser beam.

Lest this recital of accomplishments and expectations be inter-
preted for what it is not, let me recall the context in which it is
presented. These achievements suggest little or nothing about
the relative levels of well-being on the two sides of the Atlantic
now or in the future. But they do suggest that the political power
of the technological gap, however that power may be perceived,
still rests with the United States. Though the idea of the techno-
logical gap is out of fashion, the reactions that the gap engenders
are not. The Europeans are still grappling with a sense of tech-
nological inferiority that is deeply disconcerting.

II

If one could be sure that the European Community was go-
iug to evolve much beyond the stage of a mere customs union,
then the perspectives regarding the relations between the United
States and Europe would be greatly changed. In that case, the
United States would confront an integrated European economic
area with a gross national product of, say, $700 billion, and a
population of 270 million, operating under common political
imperatives. Its $60 billion or so of foreign-exchange reserves
and its annual revenues in the public sector of some $250 billion
would represent more than a match for the U.S. economy.

In an economy of that size and character, for example, the
individual enterprises in key industries would confront internal
conditions not unlike those in the United States. That is to say,
the enterprises that were eager to exploit some special technical
skill or organizational capability would confront a huge internal
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market in which to try their wings. At the same time, the enter-
prises that were eager to lead the quiet life would discover that
they could no longer count quite so readily on maintaining a
closed little society in which competition was considered disloyal
and governments were at hand to arbitrate the clashes. To the
extent that enterprises required a large public market to launch
them into areas of new technology, as in space launchers and nu-
clear fusion, the new Europe would easily be of the scale neces-
sary to provide it. Indeed, mere questions of scale, for example
in the size of capital markets, would no longer represent a
problem.

There is very little in the present situation, however, to justify
strong expectations that Europe will move very rapidly beyond
its present stage, a state of limited codperation among a group of
independent powers. Perhaps a decade from now the story will
be different; but for the present the obstacles in the way of any
deepening of Europe’s arrangements seem much more formida-
ble than the impulses.

For one thing, the clarity and coherence of Europe as a geo-
graphical concept have been blurred and blunted by the succes-
sive layering of economic arrangements. From a core of nine
European countries, one moves outward to a half-dozen other
European states joined to the core by a series of free-trade areas;
then west to Turkey and Greece, serving novitiates on the way to
membership in the Community; then south to another half-dozen
Mediterranean states, sheltered with special preferences as the
half-grown wards of the European group; then further south-
ward to black Africa, where several dozen new little states play
the role of dependents of the European Community, receiving
aid, advice and their own set of trade preferences from their
former masters to the north. The organizational impression is one
of a pyramid of eclectic arrangements, difficult to reconcile with
the idea of a tightly integrated economic unit.

But that is not the only problem. Though the effects of Britain’s
entry into the Common Market will be a long time working
themselves out, some of the early effects are clearly disturbing to
the movement. The British team, acting out of the necessities of
the domestic political situation in Britain, seems destined at the
beginning to play the role of the reluctant dragon, at least with re-
gard to some of the key issues that have been painstakingly com-
promised among the present leaders of the Common Market.
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Three issues in particular are up for reconsideration. One is
the shape of the common agricultural policy of the Community:
Britain is bound to demand a system that generates lower agri-
cultural prices inside the Market, a demand which important
elements in Germany, France and Italy will fight tooth and nail.
Britain will use every effort to prevent the development of a
common monetary area in Europe, unless it can gain some
guarantees that the Community will ship back to the British
economy all the capital that is expected to leak away from
Britain in such a common area; and the chances of setting up a
satisfactory arrangement with those features are not wildly en-
couraging. But much more fundamentally, Britain can probably
be expected to side with France on the most critical issue of all:
namely, the inherent nature of the executive powers of the Eco-
nomic Community. Is the Community, for instance, simply to be
a mechanism for setting common standards, with the means of
execution to be left to the member-states? Or is the Community
to acquire some of the attributes of a federal or confederal struc-
ture, with a measure of execution and enforcement at the center?
So far, to the extent that a pattern can be detected, Britain leans
heavily to the common-standards approach and shies away from
the idea of a fledgling government.

Almost every day, there is fresh evidence out of Europe that
the prercquisites in attitude and identification among Europe’s
élite have not yet evolved to a point at which a well-integrated
European structure can be contemplated. It may be, of course,
that attitude and identification will always lag behind economic
reality, a consequence rather than a cause. Europe in the end
may be pushed to integration by Jean Monnet’s well-advertised
process of progressive involvement, of engrenage, and may wake
up one day to discover that it is there. But that is a process which
can be drawn out and full of detours. And for the present, the
detours seem to be determining the line of march.

Iv

Perhaps the most obvious indication of the uncertain quality
of the European Community is the inability of Europe to pool its
strategies in the field of industrial policy. Neither Europe’s sense
of vulnerability in raw materials nor its desire for control of its
own advanced technologies has found expression in any pan-
European policies that are responsive to its goals.
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In the field of raw materials, oil serves once again as the lead-
ing example. On the face of it, Europe would seem in a fairly
good position for concerting a joint policy on the subject. In
Britain, France and Italy, strong oil companies exist in which
the national government owns a controlling interest. Moreover,
the idea of a joint European energy policy is far from a novel
one, having been worked on assiduously by the Brussels techno-
crats since the early 1960s. Yet despite these facts there has been
no joint action by Europe.

To be sure, European interests have been involved in plenty
of policy formulation on the subject of oil. But the policies have
not been developed or applied at the European level. European
companies have been deeply involved in global caucuses with
their friendly rivals in the United States, seeking to bolster their
joint negotiating position vis-a-vis the oil-exporting countries.
When European oil companies have moved independently of the
Americans, the moves have represented national interests, not
European interests. France’s captive companies, for example,
have sometimes made an independent move, but moves of this
sort have been under the wing or under the prod of the Quai
d’Orsay, not of Brussels. France’s oil companies, therefore, can
be thought of as operating within two systems: in an interacting
system of large oil companies, global in interest and in reach; and
in the system that is the French nation-state.

The non-European focus of the big raw-material enterprises
in Europe is illustrated in many ways. Both in oil and aluminum
—perhaps a little less so in copper—one is impressed by the
intimate crisscross of ties that link the big companies with one
another. While the leading North American companies in these
industries have been solidifying their investments in Europe, the
European companies—even the European companies owned by
national governments—have been building up their investments
in North America. And in third countries, the intertwining pro-
cess through joint ventures and common strategies has kept pace.
At the same time, of course, new national companies have also
come into existence, some from the advanced countries and some
from newer areas; so it ought not to be thought that all the inter-
locking and intertwining of the leaders have created more mono-
lithic industries. What the process has done, however, is to blur
the identification of the leading European-based companies with
the area of Europe, to dilute their national identification, and to



584 FOREIGN AFFAIRS

replace them with a set of global perspectives. Ironically, be-
cause the U.S. market is so huge by comparison with any other
national market, the problems of identity confusion and identity
dilution may prove much greater for the multinational enter-
prises based in a European country than for the multinational
enterprises based in the United States.

In the high technology fields, a somewhat similar process has
gone on. Recent studies by some of my collaborators in Europe
and the United States throw some clear light on how the Euro-
peans have responded to their frustrations in such fields as
advanced electronics, the airframe industry, the nuclear reactor
industry and the launching of space satellites. The responses of
the Europeans have been in two directions. One has been the
creation of national champions—of well-financed and well-pro-
tected national companies, pulled together into a common
national organization from the most promising elements in the
national economy. Ample public credits, privileged access to
research funds, and special rights as purveyors to public agen-
cies have been the usual means of supporting the national cham-
pion. Britain and France have been moving in this direction in
the aerospace industry; Britain, France and Germany in com-
puters and reclated electronics; France and Italy in chemicals,
and so on. But note the stress on the word “national.” Though
transnational organizations have also been tried in a few cases,
the stress has been on the national approach, on champions ready
to repel all boarders from outside national limits.

So far, alas, these national champions have generally proved
feeble giants. Some have had acute indigestion in attempting to
absorb their diverse elements into 2 common national organiza-
tion. Some have found that the research capabilities of their
separate units were neither complementary nor competitive,
merely disparate. Some have simply remained separated entities
under the camouflage of a common corporate shell. Discovering
their weaknesses, they have looked in various directions for more
help: to their own governments, as a rule, for more protection
and more money; and to the leading American firms, as a rule,
for more technological support. Side deals with the Americans
have flourished—in computers, in reactors, in jumbo electrical
installations, in aircraft engines, and in other modern toys that
stand for national independence and national prestige.

Here and there, it is true, the response of Europe’s national
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champions to their revealed weaknesses has been to attempt some
sort of pan-European alliance. But alliances of that sort have run
into an endless succession of roadblocks. European governments
have been more jealous of sharing the control of their national
champions with other Europeans than with the more remote,
more anonymous, yet more aggressive Americans. European cor-
porate laws and tax laws governing mergers and acquisitions
have inhibited European-based parent companies from putting
together pan-European companies more than American parents
have been inhibited. When technical difficulties of that sort have
been overcome, as they sometimes have, the fruits of the union
have been excruciatingly slow in coming. The Fiat-Citroén
merger and the Dunlop-Pirelli alliance are illustrations of the
fact that large European organizations have great difficulty in
developing a common strategy and exploiting the resources of a
common organization. The result has been that, so far at any rate,
the object of achieving some independence in the high technol-
ogy fields has eluded the Europeans.

Moreover, in the various efforts to launch some pan-European
response, the limitations of the European Community have been
apparent. The Community’s technocratic apparatus in Brussels
has tried repeatedly to stir the Europeans to more effective action.
A provocative report on industrial policy in 1970, issued at the
highest level, created no more than a ripple of interest. Another
major report on European aeronautical industry, issued in the
summer of 1972, seems headed for a similar fate.

Where transnational codperation has been tried in Europe, it
has taken an ad hoc form, based on some limited perceptions of
mutual interest among two or three countries. The Concorde and
Airbus ventures are cases in point. The French-British partner-
ship in the Concorde, far from representing a project for emula-
tion, is widely regarded in both countries as a near disaster. After
an interminable series of false starts, the new project for a trans-
European launcher capability began its life in 1972 with wide-
spread recognition of the fact that it was essentially a French
project, smuggled under a pan-European label to give it some
marginal added support and to head off a wholly independent
French effort in the same direction.

\%
The rogue elephant, it appears, still controls the forest. His
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awareness of that fact is not acute, as he complains of his internal
problems and recovers from the wound of Vietnam. The margin
of his strength is somewhat impaired as other countries grow and
prosper. But he is still the ranking animal.

That fact will soon intrude itself on all parties, as U.S. policy-
makers turn their attention once again to the issues that are
central to transatlantic relations. Those issues will probably
develop in two clusters. One is the issue of military security: this
will come to the fore in such projects as the SALT talks, the
proposal for an MBFR (Mutual and Balanced Reduction of
Forces), and the pending European Security Conference, as well
as in U.S. congressional discussions over the future of U.S. com-
mitments in the NATO organization. The second is the cluster
of issues bearing on monetary and trade relations, which the U.S.
government proposes to renegotiate with the Europeans in some
integrated way over the next few years.

Though the choices that confront the parties in this tangle of
negotiations are detailed and technical, the negotiations are
dominated by some common elements. The self-perception with
which the Europeans and the Americans enter this period of
reassessment will be especially critical.

The U.S. official mood, as it begins these negotiations, seems to
contain one element that is especially disturbing. What the
United States discovered in the months following August 15,
1971, was the fact that, despite the seeming disappearance of the
technological gap, despite the evaporation of its supplies of gold,
despite the negative balance in its current trading account with
the rest of the world, its negotiating position with Europe is far
from dissipated. On the contrary, as long as the United States is
so big and self-sufficient, as long as the technology of the modern
world gives advantages to big economies and big firms, the
United States can require the rest of the world to help solve any
problems that arise from the seeming weaknesses of the U.S.
economy. As long as the United States retains enough power to
absorb the cost of a destructive unilateral response, it has the
power to injure others even more. That realization does not
reduce the probability that the United States and Europe will
reach formal agreements on the issues that are in dispute. Out of
anxiety not to bring the system tumbling down, Europe may be
prepared to meet the United States halfway. And if the United
States does not press the advantages of its strength-with-weakness
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too blatantly, there may be a possibility for finding a middle
ground on sensitive and contentious issues.

But the sense of self-denigration and self-pity that so com-
monly characterizes the U.S. perception of itself in world affairs
today—the insistence that it is not getting a “fair shake” from
the wily Europeans—is not calculated to create a restrained bar-
gainer. As the United States rediscovers the fact that it can still
bargain from strength-with-weakness, this may add to the im-
mediate difficulties rather than otherwise. For a time, uatil self-
confidence is also restored, the temptation to use its bargaining
strength to the limit for national short-run gains will be very
strong.

As for the European mood, my expectation is equally discon-
certing. I find it hard to believe that the metaphoric association
of the United States with the rogue elephant will wear away
very rapidly. Accordingly, if there are concessions from the
Europeans, the concessions will be grudging and limited; they
will be agreements which the Europeans see themselves as enter-
ing under duress. That kind of agreement, of course, is one of
limited value in international relations. It is an agreement that
the parties will want to avoid and evade, and eventually to re-
negotiate as quickly as their bargaining positions permit.

Though prophecies move in one direction, hopes may be
permitted to move in another. Perhaps the United States can re-
establish its sense of inner confidence sufficiently in order to
worry a little less about its monthly trade balances and a little
more about the collective problems of a tolerable world order. If
that shift in focus did not occur spontaneously, it may be that the
appearance of a strong and unified Europe would push U.S.
thoughts in that direction. I do not mean to suggest that a strong
and unified Europe could be expected to exercise any great
measure of wisdom and restraint; there is little in the history of
Europe’s nations to suggest that a European entity would be
more immune to short-run fears and pressures than the United
States. There is the possibility, however, that two well-matched
elephants in the forest are better than one. On that uncertain
premise, one may have to pin one’s hopes.



THE DEFENSE OF WESTERN EUROPE
By Lord Gladwyn

N our nuclear age, questions of defense planning—once a
fairly simple matter of estimating the amounts expended by
the various nations, totting up numbers of mobilizable men,

evaluating weapons (as in Janes Fighting Ships), appreciat-
ing the contributions of allies and so on—have passed into a
surrealistic sphere of bluff, counterbluff, nightmare and poten-
tial extinction of the human race. Reassuringly, neither of the
superpowers, even when one held a monopoly or a vast prepon-
derance of nuclear power, has so far been willing to use, or to
threaten the use of, the superweapon in pursuit of its political
aims—even (as in Vietnam) against a tiny nonnuclear adversary.
(Khrushchev’s empty threat at the time of Suez was the excep-
tion that proves the rule.) Indeed, its possession has so far simply
resulted in a perpetuation of the political status quo. Any negoti-
ated arrangement between the superpowers on the limitation or
even reduction of their nuclear panoply will also, most likely,
only be possible on such a basis.

It is therefore clear, in a general way, that as long as a substan-
tial American force remains in Germany, giving rise to the as-
sumption that if the Soviet Union attacked the allies in the West
it would be the signal for a nuclear holocaust, the defense of
Western Europe is in all probability assured. Nevertheless, in
spite of statements to the contrary, we are always given to under-
stand that there may, in the not too far distant future, be some
partial withdrawal of American power and that, insofar as this
may weaken the “credibility” of the major deterrent, it will be
necessary for the European members of the Alliance somehow
to fill the ensuing gap. Already an effort to meet this American-
implied demand has been made by the constitution of the so-
called “Eurogroup” (though France is not a member) and that
is very much to the good. But might it be possible for Western
Europe, one day, and if necessary, to be primarily responsible,
within the Alliance, for its own defense? Most informed persons
would unhesitatingly say no. I wonder.

Supposing, just supposing, that the Americans, perhaps dissat-
isfied with the attitude of the European Economic Community in
regard to trade or indeed its contribution to a common defense,
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made it clear that within a given period—say, five or ten years—
they would no longer be prepared to maintain any forces on the
continent of Europe. Would we then have to conclude that there
would, fairly shortly, be no means of successfully countering any
aggressive or threatening move on the part of the East, or, even,
failing that, preventing the assumption by the Soviet Union of
the political leadership of the Continent, and make arrangements
accordingly? Again, I wonder. Let us try to think what might be
done in the dread circumstances suggested. Some may feel that
this is a useless or even dangerous exercise. However, as the
French say, il faut envisager le pire!

II

The accepted philosophy at the moment seems to be that if
there should be any aggressive move by the Warsaw Pact forces,
whether in the central, the northern or the southern areas of
NATO, it would be countered by a move having the same sort
of weight behind it. This would give time for the conflict to be
limited or localized and, if possible, for negotiations to take
place. Yet, if it were a serious offensive, it is obvious that the Rus-
sians, with their three-to-one superiority in conventional weap-
ons, their streamlined arms production and logistics, would quite
quickly make a serious penetration, to say the least. In order to
halt them, there would very soon be no alternative for the
allies, in whatever sector, but to have recourse to nuclear weap-
ons of some sort, presumably in the first instance making use of
the so-called “tactical” nuclear weapons, though we are told that
nowadays some of these have a devastating yield and a range of
hundreds of miles. Knowing that the allies possess some 7,000 of
these weapons, either under the direct control of the Americans
or at the disposal of other allies under the system of the ‘“double
key,” and on the assumption that they would, in the event of a
serious attack, unhesitatingly be prepared to use them, if only on
a very small scale to start off with—just to show that we did have
the will to employ the ultimate weapon rather than surrender—
the Russians, it is maintained, will not attack or allow an attack
to take place. Our position is therefore now secure.

It is true that the Russians have similar “tactical” weapons
and that if the allies did employ theirs to halt an offensive, and
the adversary retaliated, as he surely would, with like means,
not only would East Germany, and no doubt parts of Poland be
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reduced to a desert, but also, and immediately, West Germany,
which it would be the presumptive object of the Russians to oc-
cupy and subsequently to exploit. And no doubt a general inter-
change of “strategic” nuclear missiles would soon after also take
place. This, therefore, is another major reason why the Russians,
who are not mad, will not attack or allow any attack to take place,
and why the allies (or rather, as things are, the Americans) will
not be in the position of having to use, or even to threaten to make
use of, any part of their nuclear power. Such, at any rate, is the
theory and indeed for as long as powerful American forces re-
main in Germany there is, happily, little doubt that “flexible re-
sponse” is likely to maintain, if not peace, at any rate the Euro-
pean status quo.

It is not, therefore, as if the “flexible response” theory is in-
herently wrong or even outdated. On the contrary, the general
idea that we should have sufficient conventional forces, backed
up, as things are, by tactical nuclears, at least to check what might
simply be a testing maneuver on the part of the Russians (as part,
perhaps, of some effort to extract concessions by nuclear black-
mail) is doubtlessly valid as such. In any case, it is infinitely pref-
erable to the idea of “massive retaliation” which, with the
achievement of nuclear parity between the superpowers, is obvi-
ously out of the question. And it may well be that such attempts
on the part of the U.S.S.R. would be much more likely than a
massive armored attack which, again as things are, would only be
held by resort to tactical nuclear weapons on an increasing scale.

But if we are to consider unpalatable possibilities at all, we
must face the fact that we may, within the next few years, reach
the point at which no power—not even a superpower—will be
prepared to use nuclear weapons against another nuclear power
on a first strike, the risks of so doing being judged greater than
the prospective advantages. As we have seen, our whole present
strategy rests on the assumption that the Americans would be pre-
pared to do so, and no doubt, as things are, they would. But the
real question is: at what point, given any serious reduction of the
U.S. forces in Germany, or even any bilateral understanding
between the two superpowers on nuclear matters, would the Rus-
sians cease to believe that the President of the United States of
America would actually press the nuclear button except follow-
ing some direct threat to the United States? It is anybody’s guess.

We must, after all, remind ourselves of what would be entailed
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by such a decision, in other words, a decision to employ nuclear
weapons on a first strike in Europe, and on the assumption that
threats to use them had not checked the Soviet advance. Unless
the Russians at once called off their offensive after what might
be called a warning nuclear shot across their bows, not only
would much of Europe become derelict, but the American forces
in Europe might be written off as well. True, the Russians would
seek if possible to avoid a general nuclear holocaust—as would,
of course, the Americans. So it might be possible to limit nuclear
activity to Central and Western Europe.

But this would be intolerable. For what would happen to Eu-
rope when it was over? It seems likely that any organized so-
cieties continuing to exist might turn rather toward the U.S.S.R.
than to the United States. The Russian military advance, in other
words, might have been halted, but there might be a danger that
in the long run the Russians would “win” the European war. It
is perhaps not very difficult, therefore, to imagine the sort of ad-
vice which the Bundesrepublik would be giving the Americans
in the NATO Council in the dire event of the President’s being
confronted by such a decision. Or even the British government
for that matter. As things are, the French would no doubt be busy
proclaiming their own neutrality! Nevertheless, we must assume
that the President would indeed press the nuclear button. At any
rate, as I have said, our entire defense rests on the assumption
that he would and even more on the assumption that the Russians
know he would.

But if the President would now have no hesitation about press-
ing the button—and I would repeat that our whole present safety
depends on his willingness to do so if required—what would hap-
pen when and if the Europeans had no absolute guarantee that
he would do anything of the sort? Would they—on the assump-
tion that they had a sufficient quantity of their own by that time—
be prepared to loose their own tactical nuclears on a first strike,
or even fire a warning shot? Would they indeed be prepared
by their own action to run the risk of total nuclear war with the
Soviet Union which would still, presumably, have 700 missiles
trained on all the major cities of Western Europe? They certainly
would not. Nor would the Russians believe for an instant that
they would. Whatever the extent of the détente achieved by then,
however greatly the Russians were concerned with China, it
would be clear that the West European democracies were in
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grave danger of, at the least, falling completely under the polit-
ical domination of the Soviet Union. That is, unless they have by
such time got together and thought out some new way in which
they can organize a “credible” conventional defense.

IT1

The argument so far has been to the effect that, as long as con-
siderable U.S. forces remain in Germany, our security is almost
certainly assured, but that if they are reduced beyond a certain
point, a doubt will arise regarding American determination to
employ nuclear weapons on a first strike, such doubt increasing
as force reductions proceed and ending up in near certainty if,
by any evil chance, the U.S. forces were withdrawn altogether.
For no one in his senses would believe that the European mem-
bers of NATO would be willing in these circumstances even to
fire a nuclear warning shot.

Should this be admitted, then the logical deduction is that the
only possible defense of Western Europe against a (no doubt
quite unlikely) aggressor from the East would be a “conven-
tional” one. Or rather that the only way to create an effective
deterrent to such an attack would be gradually to build up a
conventional system of defense which in Soviet eyes would be
“credible,” leaving it to the adversary, if he wished to break it,
to employ his own nuclear weapons on a first strike, which, ex
hypothesi, he would not be prepared to do. It will at once be
said that such an effort would be impossible, or at least imprac-
ticable; that it would be beyond our means; that it would involve
increasing our existing forces in Germany and thus cut right
across attempts to achieve a détente by a mutual and balanced
reduction of forces; that it would probably end up in conscrip-
tion and so on. I suggest that these are outdated fears largely re-
sulting from our experiences in World War IT.

For what would be the object of the whole exercise? Simply
to hold up any Soviet armored thrust in the central theater with-
out resort to nuclear weapons. What weapons would consequently
be required? Sufficient antitank weapons and aircraft of new
design both to protect these weapons and to deal with the Soviet
tanks themselves. How can the new-model antitank weapons
best be deployed? In fixed ground-to-ground rocket emplace-
ments; in helicopter “gun-ships”; in specially designed fighter
aircraft; and above all, by many small mobile land units. Could
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small mines in addition be laid from the air in the path of the
advancing columns? Why not? Could there be special electronic
means of incapacitating tanks? Perhaps in the future. But in
any case all such weapons would be purely defensive and could
not therefore give rise to any justified complaint of aggressive
intentions on the NATO side. They could, further, easily be rec-
onciled with any mutual and balanced reduction of forces.

For it would naturally be the small mobile units—perhaps a
thousand at company strength, some grouped together for im-
mediate employment—which would represent the core of the
new forward defense strategy. Manned by tough professionals,
they could, to some extent, be stationed in the frontier zones and
for the rest transported at a minute’s notice by helicopter to any
sensitive area. A portion of their weapons could be brought with
them and a portion discovered sur place. Their deployment
would be directed by an Area Commander—there might possi-
bly be three of them in the central zone—reporting directly to
SACEUR (the Supreme Allied Commander Europe). No doubt
the bulk would have to be concentrated in the northern sector
where the nature of the ground makes it more difficult to hold up
an armored offensive than in the south. In addition, there would
behind the lines, be a (conscript) militia, reinforcible by a “ter-
ritorial” army, mobilized at short notice, whose sole function
could be to protect all vital areas and points from a “conven-
tional” attack by enemy paratroops. It may be, in short, that
there are some lessons to be learned from the success of the North
Vietnamese in holding up attacks by vastly superior conventional
forces. Our existing armored divisions might indeed in such cir-
cumstances gradually be readapted to new conditions. For the
whole theory rests on the assumption that (short of recourse to
nuclear weapons) armor cannot hold up armor unless there is
something like parity between the two sides on land and in
the air. Since it is impossible to achieve such parity without en-
tirely unacceptable expenditure, necessity therefore surely obliges
us to look elsewhere than to armor for a “conventional” defense.

It will be seen that under some such general scheme it should
be possible not only to reduce substantially the number of our
armed forces in Germany (and their dependents) but also to
standardize the production in Europe of the new weapons re-
quired—thereby greatly reducing their cost—and to streamline
logistics in a2 way impossible under the present rather top-heavy
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national set-up. There would admittedly be additional expendi-
ture on airplanes and antitank weapons as a whole, as also,
perhaps, on extra hunter-killer submarines to frustrate any out-
flanking effort of the adversary in the Baltic or even in the
Mediterranean; but the net saving should be considerable and
the total number of men employed capable of much reduction—
more especially since under such a scheme our conventional
defenses would not depend in the first instance on armored divi-
sions. Indeed, as and when the new “forward” defense was in-
stalled, such formations might suitably be thinned out and trans-
formed into something more mobile, like the U.S, “air cavalry.”

But the overriding consideration would be that if all this were
accomplished under some kind of European Arms Procurement
Agency, and given a European Combined Chiefs of Staff Orga-
nization (perhaps with a French chairman), it would become
apparent that the Russians would have little chance of penetrat-
ing the West European defenses unless they were prepared to
use nuclear weapons on a first strike. This, I repeat, they would
not be prepared to do under our major hypothesis because, if
they did, the war which they had started would clearly not be
worth winning, if only for the effect of the Western tactical
nuclear second strike.

The Russians would be all the more disinclined to do so were
there in reserve some British and French strategic nuclear force,
presumably submarine—and it would not really matter much
whether it was actually “combined” or not—which, on a second
strike, presumably authorized only after a nuclear attack on the
homelands, would at least be capable of inflicting considerable
(and it need not even be tremendous) damage on the Soviet
Union. Nor, as I say, would there seem to be any objection—
pending, possibly, the creation of a “nuclear free zone” between
the Rhine and the Vistula—to the French and British forces hav-
ing their own tactical nuclear weapons (and the Germans hav-
ing them also, as now, under a “double key” system) which would
also only be for use on a second strike. The general conception,
in other words, would be that of some West European nuclear
deterrent (or deterrents) which would only be deployed in the
extremely unlikely event of the Russians themselves having re-
course to nuclear weapons, whether strategic or tactical. It would
follow that in such circumstances the European or “Community”
members of the Atlantic Alliance would be entirely at liberty to
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join the Chinese in saying that they would never use nuclear
weapons on a first strike—a gesture which might do much to
offset some of the present popular criticism of NATO in quite
influential “liberal” circles.

v

It goes without saying that the success of such a new scheme of
defense would depend very largely on the willing codperation
of France. But if France actually took the lead in proposing
something on these lines, could we British and the Germans really
turn it down? And even if she did not, could not we and the Ger-
mans alone make a successful effort to operate it by ourselves,
together with the Low Countries? And why should Americans
object? For years they have been urging the Europeans to get
together and, so far as possible, be responsible for their own de-
fense. It is obvious, too, that it can only be by such means as these
that we could have any certitude of securely attaching the West
Germans to the West. For if the conventional defense of West-
ern Europe is really impossible, and if the U.S. nuclear guar-
antee should ever be in serious doubt, it is difficult to see what
could prevent the Bundesrepublik from coming to some polit-
ical arrangement directly with the U.S.S.R. Such unpleasant
possibilities are not for today; but unless we and the French and
the Germans can very soon begin building up a coherent system
of West European defense that may take five to ten years to com-
plete, we shall be lucky indeed if we do not have to face them
tomorrow.

Apart from the technical aspect, on which the experts could
pronounce, are there any overriding political objections to such
a scheme? Hardly from the financial point of view, since all con-
cerned would probably be able, by harmonizing their respective
efforts on new and more economical lines, to reduce substantially
the percentage of their GNP that they now devote to defensive
purposes. There is, however, the very real problem of “the
flanks.” If you concentrate on Western Europe, that is to say on
the “nucleus” of the seven countries of the Western European
Union you will (or so it is often argued, more particularly in
NATO) inevitably weaken the position and even the morale of
Norway on the one hand and Turkey on the other. It is really
rather difficult to follow this argument. In the first place both
the countries mentioned are in NATO and should consequently
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look to that organization for their defense rather than toward
Western Europe, of which Turkey, at any rate, forms no geo-
graphical part. If NATO should ever fail, then obviously they
would have little hope. What we are, however, contemplating is
a situation in which Western Europe may have to defend itself
without the presence of U.S. troops and with no certainty of the
extension over it of the American nuclear “umbrella.”

In such circumstances, the Americans must clearly maintain
this umbrella over Norway and Turkey. If they did, then there
could be no objection to Western Europe’s providing for its own
conventional defense within a continuing Atlantic Alliance. As
things are, of course, Norway and Turkey depend primarily for
their defense on the American nuclear coverage provided, for
the time being, chiefly by the American navy, and so far as Tur-
key is concerned, by the Mediterranean Sixth Fleet. It is useless
to think that Western Europe, however united, can itself fulfill
these functions. It can hardly replace the Sixth Fleet; it can in
no way, by itself, defend the Finnmark against the Russians, al-
though it might with conventional means help to defend the rest
of Scandinavia. It could scarcely come to the “conventional”
rescue of Turkey. Although it might have sufficient naval force
in the Mediterranean to prevent its domination by the Russian
fleet, it could hardly have a naval nuclear element (surface, or
even submarine) in that sea which would be deemed ready to hit
Russia on a first strike. What seems to be required, therefore, is
some new conventional defense in the center and the continuance
of some NATO defense of Norway and Turkey in which all
members of the Alliance might, as now, participate to some de-
gree. After Vietnam the Americans may perhaps give up being
a major land power, but they will hardly cease to be a major
nuclear and naval power.

A

It really all comes down to this. It is only common prudence
for the West European democracies, if they wish to ensure
their freedom in the long run, to build up and to streamline their
conventional defenses and to establish, within the alliance,
some kind of unified command. It is useless to say, with M.
Michel Debré, that this cannot be done until the British are in a
position to have a common nuclear policy with the French; to
pass on to them American production secrets; to initiate common
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nuclear production lines, and so on. Though there could well be
codperation, up to a point, in the organization of a ‘‘second-
strike” nuclear capability, all this is quite unlikely to happen,
and, what is more, it makes little difference whether it happens or
not. Nuclear weapons, at least European nuclear weapons, only
being “second-strike” weapons, all that would be necessary would
be for the British and the French to agree on a common target-
ting program for their respective strategic ‘“deterrents” and for
them to codrdinate under a common command the functioning
and positioning of any “tactical” nuclear weapons that they may
jointly, or severally, be able to produce.

To resume, what is essential, unless all the democracies are to
founder, is for them to have a common foreign and defense policy
of some kind : in other words, to adopt a common attitude toward
the U.S.S.R. Nor, on the assumption that the United States does
not wish any longer to bear the main burden of the defense of
Western Europe, is there any reason to suppose that the Alliance
will be endangered by the proposed reorganization, as it might
be if its Eastern members failed to agree on any really satisfac-
tory and coherent plan for filling the gap.

On the contrary, for as long as SACEUR is an American there
is no reason why the Americans, if they so desired, should not
themselves participate in “new-look” forward defenses. Only
when and if they withdrew the great bulk of their troops would
it be necessary to contemplate a SACEUR of European nation-
ality. And even then the Americans must continue to hold their
strategic umbrella over Turkey and Norway and the policy of
the Alliance as a whole continue to be formulated within the
North Atlantic Council. What is essential is that, faced with the
ever-increasing Soviet conventional and nuclear potential, the
West should adopt altogether new and totally nonaggressive
methods of collective self-defense.

Unless we do so we are all in real danger, not so much of phys-
ical defeat as of moral collapse, that is to say, in a failure to grasp
the fundamental purpose of our collective life. And if we do not
take care such a collapse may even start at the forthcoming con-
ferences on European Security and on Mutual and Balanced
Force Reductions. The way to détente is for Western Europe, in
close codperation with the Americans, to secure, or begin to
secure, its own defense before talking; not to start talking before
it has secured its defense.



LATIN AMERICA: BENIGN NEGLECT
IS NOT ENOUGH

By Gustav H. Petersen

Latin American policy, save one of “benign neglect.” That

may be better than having the wrong one, but it is clearly
impossible to coast along indefinitely. There is not much time left
to develop new ideas and make a new approach before events will
overtake and “surprise” the State Department.

The present vacuum received more or less official sanction with
President Nixon’s “low profile” speech of October 31, 1969,
partly based on the poorly conceived and ill-starred Rockefeller
mission. This speech marked a turning point in our attitude to-
ward Latin America. Up to that time, we had asked ourselves
what we could do to help the less-developed countries, in partic-
ular, Latin America, with which we were assumed to have spe-
cial relations. President Nixon expressed the view that Latin
America should no longer look for substantial aid and offered
increased trade instead. He emphasized that the Latin American
countries should follow a more independent line, and that the
northern and southern part of the Hemisphere should codperate.
But both continents should essentially be guided by their own
interests.

The Nixon policy, in effect, harks back to the Eisenhower ad-
ministration, which marked out Latin America as the reservation
for private enterprise. Actually, business has done a good job
within its own terms of reference. Ever since the end of World
War II, U.S. companies have contributed greatly to the in-
dustrial development of Latin America. On the whole, large and
small companies have taken considerable risks in economically
and politically unstable situations and tried to build up sound
enterprises in the American manner. In general, American firms
have paid better wages than the local firms; they have plowed
back profits; and, on the average, the returns on their investments
have been modest. The recent policy of American business has
been vastly different from that of the big companies active
in these countries in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
In those periods, no doubt much greater wealth was taken out
than put in, but that was the spirit of that time and applied to do-

IT is now commonly admitted that the United States has no
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mestic as well as foreign markets. Unfortunately, the image of
the exploitation by oil, mining, trading and other companies still
overhangs the present situation, and business has not been success-
ful in establishing an enlightened picture of itself in the minds of
the governments and people of those countries. Moreover, it can-
not really be expected that Americans in general, and business-
men in particular, will step out of their somewhat condescending,
paternalistic character; in the last analysis, they usually consider
themselves as superior beings dealing with somewhat odd foreign
creatures who, for their own good, should strive to follow in our
footsteps and ultimately reach the high standards of our own
society.

This attitude has also been mirrored in the policy of our gov-
ernment. It is one of the reasons why we do not really connect
with Latin America. It contributed to the partial failure of the
Alliance for Progress and the AID policy in general, In short,
one cannot expect the role played by business to be a substitute
for foreign policy. Business has to function within the framework
set by policies established and carried out by the government.

In the postwar era, relations with Latin America were rele-
gated to a very subordinate position on the scale of importance
in U.S. foreign policy. Our security concerns—focused on the
horizontal axis from Moscow to Peking—Ileft Washington in a
strangely complacent mood toward developments in the southern
part of the Hemisphere. It was understandable that after World
Woar 11 we were primarily concerned with reconstructing Europe
and possibly Japan, but once the Marshall Plan was successfully
concluded, we should have directed our full attention to Latin
America, which was most receptive to codperating with us in a
really big way. Then U.S. prestige was at its zenith and our in-
fluence could have been enormous. President Truman’s Point
Four program for assistance to the underdeveloped world was
advanced and novel enough, but to lump the Latin American
countries, with their proud and highly educated upper class, to-
gether with the rest of the so-called underdeveloped countries
was fundamentally wrong. To further illustrate my point that
Latin America is our political blind spot, you just have to look at
the fiftieth anniversary issue of Foreign Affairs. there was not one
article devoted to Latin America. A review of our international
political situation by George Kennan mentions the words “South
America” only once, and then in the following terms: “There re-
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mains the problem of the so-called ‘third world’: the band of
states that sweeps from the Indian subcontinent through sub-
Saharan Africa to the west coast of South America.”

As we conclude the longest war we have fought in our history
to keep half of a far-distant, small Asian country from “going
Communist,” it would be wise policy to look closer to home at
the changes that are occurring in Latin America. Such changes
are likely to affect us far more directly than revolution and civil
war in Vietnam. This is not to be interpreted as advocating an ac-
tive anti-Communist policy toward Latin America; it is rather
to highlight the bizarre inversion of priorities imposed on our
postwar foreign policy.

The first order of business must therefore be the elevation of
Latin America to a high plane in our foreign policy. And in or-
der to do this properly we must address ourselves to the question:
What should be the basic concept of our Latin American policy?

II

It is, perhaps, a psychological truism that our foreign policy
and our relations with other nations are strongly rooted in our
mental attitudes and in our domestic social developments. Never-
theless, it is worth making this point because this interrelation-
ship seems to be so much stronger in the case of the United States
than with other countries. The United States burst upon the
world scene in full force with World War II. Our basically
anticolonial attitudes coincided with the demise of the colonial
epoch which for centuries dominated European policies toward
all countries considered inferior or weaker. We have always had
a missionary trait and deeply believed that our social and political
order was the highest ever achieved, and if others were behind,
in time they would mature and catch up with us. Added to this
was our extraordinary economic prowess which led to President
Truman’s Point Four.

How did this mesh, or rather collide, with the existing and
evolving economic, political and social conditions in Latin
America, which had developed along entirely different lines from
those of the United States? It is extremely difficult for the Amer-
ican mind to avoid comparing Latin America with the United
States and not to single out backward social conditions, repre-
sented by a feudal, reactionary upper class and starving masses,
primitive agriculture and political adventurism—in short, our
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definition of underdevelopment. T'wenty years after Point Four,
it should be abundantly clear that development and progress are
very questionable terms. Our highly “developed” agriculture,
using ever-increasing quantities of synthetic fertilizer, pesticides
and sophisticated technology, may also be carrying us to the brink
of disaster. With very few people we extract the ultimate from
the more and more polluted countryside, while the rest of the
people pile up in our more and more congested and unlivable
cities. This is not the place, however, to discuss the highly com-
plex problem of pollution. The pertinent question is rather:
what gives us the right to talk about more- or less-developed
countries? It might be much better to leave so-called primitive
agriculture alone with its undisturbed and balanced ecology.
Why is it better to produce plastics and synthetic fibers instead
of using cotton, wool, leather, etc.? For ecological reasons, it may
well become necessary to reverse this process. This does not mean
that the vast poor rural districts should not be helped, but the
emphasis should be on “intermediate technology” geared to in-
creasing production by using more labor rather than expensive
machinery. A good, though as yet small, example is the work of
the Pan American Development Foundation in Washington.
How much of a blessing is there in setting up large, capital-inten-
sive industries, for instance, petrochemical or highly automated
industrial plants, which turn out, with relatively few workers,
synthetics and mass-produced cars and appliances? No longer
certain of the answer, we have good reason to rethink our ap-
proach to the whole concept of “development.”

What about social and political conditions? We are demand-
ing, as if by conditioned reflex, that people should govern them-
selves democratically, and proclaim that a broad urbanized mid-
dle class with an ever-higher standard of living is highly desir-
able. Perhaps so. But who tells us that other nations want to live
according to our pattern, or are even historically, geographically,
culturally and materially willing or capable of organizing them-
selves along those lines?

The Spanish colonies had flourishing universities before the
Pilgrims even landed in this country. The upper classes, priv-
ileged as they were, led a highly civilized life, rightly proud of
their Spanish heritage. To them, many an American businessman
or engineer would look like a barbarian. It might be greatly ex-
aggerated, but, to make a point, one could say that the North
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Americans of the mid-twentieth century are destroying the old
civilization of the Ibero-American countries, much as the Spanish
conquistadors destroyed the civilizations they found in the coun-
tries invaded by them.

In this light, the words underdeveloped, less-developed, devel-
oping (countries) should be banned from our vocabulary in con-
nection with our foreign policy in general, and Latin American
policy in particular. We should talk of less-industrialized coun-
tries or, to put it sarcastically, less-polluted countries.

Despite President Kennedy’s effort to make a new start in our
Latin American relations by organizing the Alliance for Prog-
ress, the program did not live up to the great expectations it
aroused. We were still unable to understand the values of other
societies as embodied in their existing economic and cultural in-
stitutions. President Johnson, of course, got far too involved in
Vietnam to pay any real attention to Latin America. But the is-
sues go much deeper than the degree of presidential attention.
This gets us immediately to the heart of the matter. Even though
we used the word “Alliance,” it was a U.S.-initiated program,
and for the average Latin, just another Yankee plan, run from
Washington, which might do some good, but more probably was
inspired by selfish political or, in the parlance of the Left, im-
perialistic purposes.

Though it may have been well meant, even with the best of
intentions we were faced with impossible choices. The word
“Progress” was not only intended for economic development, but
also for social changes. The Kennedy administration was strongly
attracted to the various Christian Democratic parties in South
America, particularly in Chile under President Frei. We
strongly favored land reforms and, in general, leaned toward a
government-directed-and-financed economy. This earned us the
hostility of the landowning upper classes and of many business-
men; particularly in Chile, Peru and Bolivia, it contributed to
the near demise of those classes. On the other hand, for the lower
classes, American officials and businessmen with their big cars,
living in the best houses and hotels, congregating with the Estab-
lishment, and often running the most important enterprises, were
just allies of the rich upper classes, and foreigners to boot. Strong
nationalistic feelings, fed by an ingrained inferiority complex,
compounded the hostility, particularly in the often-impoverished
middle classes. In other words, we could not do right, regardless
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of the merits of our endeavors. This does not mean that nothing
has been accomplished during 20 years of foreign aid. With the
passage of time, it will be recognized that particularly health,
education, energy supply and communications made considerable
strides with our help.

Politically, too, we have reached an impasse. What is needed,
above all, is to let Latin America find its own image in pursuit of
its own destiny. This involves the perhaps painful recognition
that Anglo-America is fundamentally different from Latin
America. All talk about Western Hemisphere unity, Pan Amer-
icanism, partnership, etc. is an illusion. The roots of the northern,
as well as the southern part of this Hemisphere, are in Europe,
although, to be sure, the influence of the United States has waxed
as that of contemporary Europe has waned. Yet the relationship
between the Americas has always remained a mere skeleton, with-
out flesh and blood, in spite of such organizations as the Pan
American Union, the Organization of American States (OAS),
the Inter-American Development Bank and, more recently, the
Inter-American Committee on the Alliance for Progress
(CIAP). These are congregations of diplomats, bankers and
civil servants with their head offices in Washington. To Latin
Americans they are highly suspect as being Yankee-tainted, and
are uninspiring as far as the broad masses in Latin America are
concerned. On the other hand, Anglo-Americans are simply not
interested in Latin America; with few exceptions, they are igno-
rant of its history, geography, present economic and social con-
ditions. There are a few shibboleths around, such as: economi-
cally backward, an appalling contrast between rich and poor,
politically unstable, etc. This ignorance and lack of interest by
the general public are undoubtedly reflected in the low priority
Latin America has in our foreign policy.

III

Latin Americans are aware of this, and are beginning to talk
much more of integration and an independent Latin American
policy. The Special Committee on Latin American Coérdination
(CECLA) meeting in Viiia del Mar in 1970 was significant. For
the first time in modern history, the Latin American countries
got together without the United States and tried to develop a
policy of their own, in particular for their relations with the
United States. They succeeded remarkably well and came up
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with a moderate and sensible statement, though one could find
fault with some of their financial claims. They chose the then for-
eign minister of Chile, Gabriel Valdes, to submit their program
to President Nixon. Perhaps not since Bolivar has Latin Amer-
ica talked with one voice. This meeting was great news in Latin
America but got scant notice in the United States. The reception
of Sr. Valdes in the White House was, at best, lukewarm, and
since then we have done nothing to further Latin American in-
tegration.

On the contrary, we follow our traditional policy of dealing
with the various countries on a bilateral basis, probably in the
belief that we can retain a greater influence over the continent
when the countries are divided. This refers more to the tradi-
tional attitude of the State Department than to President Nixon,
who, in a diplomatically unfortunate remark, suggested to Pres-
ident Medici that Brazil take the leadership of South America.
The Brazilian President immediately rejected such a proposal,
knowing full well the reaction of the Hispano Latin Americans.
I believe that this kind of divide et impera is an outdated ap-
proach. Just as we were instrumental in encouraging the forma-
tion of the Common Market in Europe, we should strongly sup-
port Latin American integration. For this purpose, I think it is
necessary to encourage Latin America to act on its own. We
should fully support the spirit of Viiia del Mar. To further im-
plement Latin American integration, we should encourage Latin
America to build up its own political and economic organizations
with headquarters in one of the smaller Latin American coun-
tries. This would mean a downgrading of the OAS, if not its
abolition in its present form.

Latin America has never truly found itself. The subjugation
of the native population by the conquistadors, while not a quasi
annihilation as in the case of the North American Indian, none-
theless has left deep social and psychological scars. Perhaps only
in Mexico have the Indian masses surfaced, due to the early and
long revolution, and have to some extent merged with the middle
and governing classes. The wars of independence did not bring
about basic social changes, only the liberation of the Creole upper
class from Spanish and Portuguese domination. In spite of its
beauty and gaiety, Latin America is a tragic continent. Its masses,
actually from the time of the Incas and Aztecs, never had a
chance. The colonial times certainly had grandeur (rather than
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greatness), but the conquerors looked at the land and people as
objects to be exploited, with the wealth to be shipped to the
motherland. The nineteenth and early twentieth centuries went
by without basic changes, except unending internecine struggles
of various groups for power. The economies of these countries
retained their colonial structure, largely dependent on exports
of raw materials. Though its people were quite aware of their
inner spiritual values, Latin America politically and socially re-
mained inferior in relation to Europe and the United States.

All this is changing, yet we are hardly aware of it. Excellent
books are being written. The arts have begun to flourish. Social
changes are taking place for better or worse. Brazil and Mexico
are making giant economic strides. But economic integration pro-
gresses only slowly. This is partially due to the dependence of
Latin American trade on Europe and the United States. Probably
less than 20 percent of its exports and imports are intra-Latin
American. In Europe the proportion is reversed—8o percent
intra-European and 20 percent with overseas countries. Politic-
ally as well as in language and history, the European nations were
much more divided than the Latin American countries. It was
logical, therefore, that Europe start with economic integration,
working slowly toward political union. Unfortunately, Latin
America is trying to follow the same pattern. The process should
be reversed. What is needed is a strong Latin American political
assoctation which will then start working toward economic in-
tegration.

This should be entirely the Latin Americans’ own creation. It
is up to them whether such an organization is built along demo-
cratic, Socialist or authoritarian lines. Probably it would imple-
ment, among other policies, the program of Vifia del Mar. With
its creation might come the dissolution of the Inter-American
Committee on the Alliance for Progress and its replacement by
a purely Latin American organization.

All this could receive a strong impetus if we gave it our whole-
hearted encouragement. For it need not mean that Washington
is abandoning Latin America to its fate. Far from it. Any aid we
wish to give (and I strongly advise we concentrate our resources
on Latin America) should, as far as possible, be channeled
through such a new Latin American organization. This may give
the organization a good push forward just as the Marshall Plan
helped the European community. However, what is most impor-
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tant is that Latin America assume full responsibility for the de-
velopment of its own continent, with the help, but independent,
of the United States.

This central Latin American political organization could also
be the forum for discussing economic policies, including nation-
alization of U.S. properties and agreements regarding new in-
vestments. In any case, we should avoid getting involved in any
of the social and economic convulsions which are likely to hap-
pen in the individual countries. Latin America has reached its
hour of decision. While it has to work out its own destiny, we
should encourage and assist, as much as possible, in the integra-
tion process and thus perform a historic task for the benefit of
both Latin America and the United States. Let us not make the
same mistake that we did first with Russia and then with China,
of opposing Latin American countries because they go through
revolutions and changes we dislike. The temptation is great, par-
ticularly under the pressure of disgruntled and frustrated persons
and companies who have suffered severe losses, but in the end, we
will have to come around; meanwhile a great deal of damage
would be done. Implicit in this argument is that it would be up to
the Latin American countries to decide whether or not to admit
Cuba to any Latin American organization. As for our relations
with Cuba, we alone should decide on what changes should be
made. I am one of those who believe change is long overdue.

Finally, some thoughts about economic development. The
Nixon administration has made some noises about possibly want-
ing to establish preferential treatment for Latin American ex-
ports, particularly manufactured products, if the European Com-
mon Market does not extend to Latin America the same priv-
ileges that have been granted to associated countries in Africa and
Asia. If such an agreement were to be negotiated with an envis-
aged Latin American political organization, it might act as lever-
age to help bring about the furtherance of such an organization.

Indeed, I myself would go further. I believe that the time has
come to go ahead with a Western Hemisphere preferential trade
treaty. Broadly speaking, such a treaty should provide elimina-
tion or a sharp reduction of duties and other import restrictions
on manufactured products and certain raw materials. Such con-
cessions should be reciprocal and Latin America should grant
preferential treatment to U.S. exports. Yet I recognize that many
people in Latin America, particularly among the young, object
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to such reciprocal trade arrangements, which also deviate funda-
mentally from the most-favored-nation clause. At this time, any
kind of special relationship with us may not be acceptable, even
if it would be clearly beneficial to Latin America.

A less-controversial project would be the completion of the
Pan American Highway, which has been dormant for decades,
and is probably languishing on the drawing boards of the U.S.
Corps of Engineers. Surely the country which has produced the
most elaborate highway system in the world can overcome the no
doubt formidable geographical and technical obstacles, such as
the jungles and gigantic streams of the Amazon Basin and the
mountain ranges of the Andes. We fly to the moon but we cannot
yet drive through South America. Though the reasons are more
political than technical, here is a project which would make jobs
for rural unemployed—as Brazil’s major program has shown in
recent years. Moreover, a highway circling the entire continent
and connecting through Central America and Mexico to the
United States would open up a new era of tourism and, more im-
portantly, contribute to the integration of the continent.

v

In the last analysis, ideas are the prime movers of history,
though it is a long trajectory from conception to birth. The ex-
perts are often inclined to dismiss new ideas as utopian, but that
would be missing the point. It must be admitted that the idea of
the political integration of Latin America is very far from the
world of practical politicians. Everyone is working for himself
alone, and even Sr. Valdes has said that he found no one in power
willing to work actively on the implementation of the resolutions
of Viia del Mar. The formation of the Andean Group, whose
governments contain quite different social systems, is at least a be-
ginning in showing that political co6peration may be possible,
particularly in the realm of external affairs. Further political co-
Operation might result if the United States would throw its full
support behind an independent, united Latin America.

It may well take a traumatic historic event to catalyze these
ideas, just as it took World War II to start the Common Mar-
ket. What we do need, however, is a new direction, a new polar
star, which can lead us out of the aimlessness of our present Latin
American policy.



RECONSIDERATIONS
THE ROAD NOT TAKEN

DEcoLoN1ZATION AND INDEPENDENCE
IN INDONESIA AND INDOCHINA

By Evelyn Colbert

HE defeat of Japan in 1945 brought with it a wave of decolonization
Tthroughout East Asia. To an extent few in the West had realized, the
Japanese humiliation of the white man in 1941 and 1942—together with
worldwide currents at work in India and elsewhere—had prepared the way
for the rapid end of colonial rule. In this process, the Philippines had only
to grasp the independence already promised before the war by the United
States; the same promise had been made to India under the pressure of the
war, and its early realization under Lord Mountbatten and a Labour gov-
ernment contributed to the rapid grant of independence to Burma and the
extension of believed assurances for the ultimate independence of Malaya
and Singapore. Only the Netherlands East Indies—already styled by its na-
tionalists the Republic of Indonesia—and French Indochina stood out from
the first as deeply contested cases, where the colonial power was not ready
to yield and where powerful nationalist movements were at work.

The possibility of a link between the two was seen at the time by at least
one man, In November 1945, Ho Chi Minh, in the course of an interview
with the American correspondent Harold Isaacs, sent a personal letter to the
leaders of the Republic of Indonesia, proposing that the Indonesian and Viet-
namese nationalist movements work closely together,

Isaacs delivered the message, and the suggestion was tempting to the ideal-
ism of Soetan Sjahrir, then Prime Minister of the Republic, It appealed es-
pecially to his younger associates, but in the end, contrary to their advice,
Sjahrir’s response was negative. To his associates he explained that the Indo-
nesian movement would succeed because the Dutch could be beaten, but that
the Vietnamese movement would fail for a long time because the French
were too strong.!

And so it proved. By the summer of 1950, when Communist control of
China and the Korean War combined to bring the cold war full-blown to
East Asia, Indonesia was independent, free and clear, while in Vietnam the
Vietminh and their Democratic Republic of Vietnam, under Ho, were at war
with the French. It was a fateful difference in process and result,

Why did the two roads diverge, almost from the first? Dutch weakness
and comparative French strength were beyond doubt critical elements, But
there was much more at work, espemally the influence of nations external to
the area—an influence exerc1sed in ways and degrees that may today seem
surprising and at variance with cold war stereotypes. Not least, Indonesian

1] am indebted for this story to Mr. Isaacs and to Mr. Soedjatmoko, recently Indo-
nesian Ambassador to the United States and one of Sjahrir’s close associates at the time.
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independence was in a real sense a triumph for the United Nations—just as
Indochina was, as it has been since, an area of U.N., failure,

Many critical elements for a full comparison are of course buried in the long
histories of all four of the central parties, and especially of their paired inter-
action 1n the colonial period. To explore all of these would be too much for one
essay. Let us, rather, start arbitrarily in 1941, with the Japanese conquest.

II

In form alone, the Japanese occupations of Indonesia and Indochina dif-
fered considerably. In Indonesia, after their surrender in March 1942, the
Dutch were completely eliminated from all spheres of life and interned for
the duration. The Japanese did not set up an ostensibly independent gov-
ernment in Indonesia, as they did in Burma and the Philippines, But they did
utilize Indonesians extensively to replace Dutch officials, particularly in the
lower ranks but also, late in the war, in higher ones. And although for the
most part—with some 23,000 Japanese in the administration in 1945—the
Indonesian official was now merely the servant of the Japanese instead of the
Dutch, he was often able to exercise real authority under his new masters
who, being ignorant of the country, were less efficient than the Dutch.

In Indochina, it was not until March 1945 that the Japanese eliminated
the French administration. Yet the wartime French Governor-General, Jean
Decoux, partly to counter the Japanese Greater East Asia appeal, adopted
policies that stimulated nationalism somewhat as it was stimulated in Indo-
nesia. Much more attention was paid to national history and tradition, and
efforts were made to increase the prestige, although not the powers, of the
three reigning hereditary monarchs in Annam, Luang Prabang and Cambo-
dia. Not only was the national language emphasized in elementary education,
but also more schools were established, technical and vocational subjects were
introduced, and more Indochinese were admitted to French schools. Similarly,
more Indochinese were admitted to the administration and permitted to rise
higher in its ranks while, for the first time, Indochinese employees were given
the same salaries as their French equivalents. Of equal, if not greater, signifi-
cance, Decoux organized a youth movement emphasizing physical education
and paramilitary training which reached a membership in the hundred-
thousands.

These developments, like similar ones in Indonesia, raised the level of na-
tionalist fervor and vastly expanded the circles in which it was felt. But in
Indonesia, more than in Indochina, there emerged truly national leadership,
able not only to mobilize mass support but also to operate effectively and
with relative cohesion in the political arena. Because they had full responsi-
bility for operating the machinery of government, the Japanese found them-
selves obliged to utilize the members of the Javanese bureaucratic class,
already incorporated into the political structure by the Dutch, in ways that
increased their responsibilities and elevated their status. But because they
also wanted to mobilize and motivate the masses, they gave new positions
of leadership and political prestige to others held down by the Dutch: secular
nationalists and Islamic leaders, These newly potent elements were exposed
to Japanese political mobilization techniques, as well as introduced to a the-
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atrical style of politics compatible, as the Dutch style had not been, with the
Javanese tradition. Given the facilities of a far-reaching radio network, and
opportunities to travel in Java and the outer islands, men like Sukarno and
Mohammad Hatta became national figures, Mass organizations of all kinds
were permitted and encouraged; for the first time, the nationalist élite had
large-scale organizations among the people and an armed and indoctrinated
youth at its command. As Benedict Anderson has put it: “By 1945, for the
first time in Indonesian history, there were political organizations continu-
ously and fairly efficiently connecting the rural family to the centers of po-
litical power and decision-making in the capital.”?

In Indochina, in contrast, continued French repression helped to perpetu-
ate the conspiratorial, atomized and élitist characteristics of Vietnamese po-
litical activity. To this the highly autonomous Japanese Kempeitai (military
police) contributed by unofficial and secret activity among local political
groups. In Cochin China, the Cao Dai and the Hoa Hao, politically oriented
religious sects, tended to use their Japanese connections to enrich and
strengthen themselves at the expense of each other and of nonbelievers. The
Kempeitai also involved themselves in clandestine politics in Tonkin, but
unlike the two southern sects the organizations operating under Japanese
patronage in the north had little, if any, popular following.

In sum, while the French remained in ostensible control there was some
political activity, but it neither trained new leadership nor stimulated new,
widely supported nationalist organizations, When the Japanese displaced the
French in March 1945, titular power was transferred to the hereditary rulers,
men who aspired to independence but were also tied to the status quo and
thus inclined to believe it could be altered only gradually.

Nationalists generally thus benefited much more from the war years in
Indonesia than in Indochina. It was the reverse, however, for the respective
Communist parties. Benefiting from Chinese hospitality aimed against the
Japanese or the French, Vietnamese Communist leaders had joined other
nationalists in refuge in Yunnan. Their fellow exiles had followers but no or-
ganization. The Communists had both a highly disciplined Leninist party
structure and a front organization, the Vietminh. Although the Chinese
would have preferred to see their own protégés dominate the Vietnamese
nationalist movement and tried to help them when they could, they had to
recognize the superior organization and capabilities of the Vietminh. The
latter in due course became a major element in the Chinese-sponsored Dong
Minh Hoi, which included the VNQDD (modeled on the Kuomintang) and
eight other nationalist organizations.

Meanwhile, within Vietnam the Communists husbanded their strength,
building up their underground organization but not risking it in action, con-
centrating on maintaining contact among local groups and with the leaders
abroad, and laying the groundwork for the return of their headquarters to
Tonkin, which took place in October 1944. Guerrilla activities already under-
way in the northern provinces were facilitated by the removal of French au-
thority in March; by June 1945, six provinces between the Chinese border

2 Benedict Anderson, Some Aspects of Indonesian Politics under the Japanese Occupa-
tion, 19441045, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1961, p. 46.
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and Hanoi were in Vietminh hands. While effective Communist control thus
contributed heavily to making the Vietminh a potent threat to the French,
the other side of the coin was that it gave the French a telling label to use
in the postwar years in damning and opposing the nationalist movement as
a whole.

Neither factor applied in Indonesia. For the Indonesian Communists the
fortunes of war were almost entirely bad. The Dutch having evacuated po-
hitical prisoners before the surrender, many of the Indonesian Communists
spent the war in Australia, others in the Netherlands; those who remained
in Indonesia were too few to mount the anti-Japanese resistance current
Communist doctrine demanded. When the war ended, three separate parties
emerged, all tending to oppose Sukarno and Hatta. By the time the Com-
munists had pulled themselves together, the nationalist parties were in full
control of the Indonesian revolution. Thereafter, the Communist Party (PKI)
became a strong force on the Left, and remained so as long as it kept its
policies within the nationalist mainstream, but its role was never strong
enough to provide the Dutch with ammunition to use against the nationalists
generally,

1

The circumstances of the Japanese surrender in the two areas provided the
next factor of critical importance. Because of the atom bomb, the end came
abruptly, and before France or the Netherlands—or Britain on behalf of
either—was prepared to move immediately and in strength into the Jap-
anese-occupied colonies. The result in both Indonesia and Indochina was a
brief but significant hiatus, in which exhilaration at Japan’s defeat had a
chance to flow wholly into the channel of nationalist self-assertion, By mid-
September, the returning Allies were confronted not by peoples awaiting liber-
ation, but by peoples who, having in their own view liberated themselves,
were now seeking a new relationship with their former rulers.

The rest was contrast. In Vietnam, the Potsdam division of responsibility
between British and Chinese, at the 16th parallel, facilitated rapid restoration
of French rule in the south and strengthened the Vietminh in the north, in-
creasing the tensions between the French and their opponents but reinforcing
the confidence of each in ultimate victory. In Indonesia, the inability of the
Dutch to replace British forces with any speed created both problems and a
special sense of responsibility for a Britain newly under Labour Party rule;
the result was the beginning of the external pressures on the Dutch that be-
came a decisive factor in Indonesian independence,

Numerous Vietnam histories have made the first story well known. In
September 1945, the British commander just arrived m Saigon, General
Gracey, progressively expanded his mission from the mere taking of the sur-
render and liberation of prisoners to the keeping of order throughout the
southern zone, Under his protection, French forces quickly took control from
the weak and divided Vietnamese Committee of the South. By the end of the
year, with close to 30,000 troops in Indochina, the French were able to take
on full responsibility for maintaining order south of the 16th parallel.

It is worth noting that, at meetings with French commanders in Singapore
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on September 28 and in Rangoon on October 9, the British had urged nego-
tiations with the nationalists. But in contrast to Indonesia, their pressures
were neither strong nor influential,

Dealing with the Chinese in the north was a different matter, The British
had been simply motivated—they believed that the position of the juridical
sovereign should be protected, and they wanted to carry out their responsi-
bilities as quickly as possible and depart. The motives of the Chinese were
mixed, complicated further by differences between the central government in
Chungking and the generals who ruled the southern provinces. Neither par-
ticularly wished to assist in the restoration of French rule. But on the ques-
tion of how obstructive a role they should play, opinion was apparently di-
vided. The commander of the occupying forces, like many southern Chinese
military leaders, was strongly interested in political and economic opportuni-
ties in Tonkin; he favored a long occupation, during which the Chinese would
strengthen their own position by supporting the Vietnamese drive toward in-
dependence. In Chungking the dominant view was that the length of the
Chinese occupation should be determined solely by the speed with which it
was possible to extract concessions from the French in exchange for its ter-
mination.

That the latter view won out did not prevent the Chinese from playing
local politics and supporting the Vietnamese against the French during their
occupation. Chiang Kai-shek at the outset had disclaimed territorial ambi-
tions, but expressed hopes for Vietnamese independence, meanwhile promis-
ing that the Chinese would remain neutral between the French and the
nationalists. This, in fact, was precisely what they were not: in the south
the British had facilitated the restoration of French administration; in the
north the Chinese disarmed the French and blocked any similar restoration.
Originally the Chinese had hoped to advance the political fortunes of their
own protégés, replacing local Vietminh committees with their friends as they
moved south. Later they obtained Ho’s promise, whatever the outcome of the
January 1946 general elections, to allot 50 seats in the National Assembly to
the VNQDD and 20 to the Dong Minh Hoi. But the strength of the Viet-
minh, as demonstrated in these elections and otherwise, convinced the Chi-
nese once again, as during the war, that bringing this group under their in-
fluence would pay the largest dividends.

It was at this point, however, that serious French-Chinese negotiations be-
gan. In due course, the Chinese emerged with considerable profit. In Febru-
ary, France agreed to restore concessions in Shanghai, Tientsin, Hankow and
Canton and to give China a free port in Haiphong and customs-free transit of
goods to the port. The French-owned Yunnan railway was sold to China and
guarantees were provided for Chinese nationals in Vietnam, In return, Chi-
nese forces were to be withdrawn by March 31, 1946. Chiang, in greeting the
treaty, no longer spoke of independence. Instead, he expressed sympathy with
the nationalist aspirations of the Indochinese and hope for “an equitable
settlement.”®

The agreement with the Chinese did indeed expedite an arrangement, if

8 Alfred Grosser, La IV*® République et Sa Politigue Extéricure, Paris: Librairie Armand
Colin, 1961, p. 255.
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not a settlement, between the Vietminh and the French, who had been ne-
gotiating intermittently since late August. Ho wanted to come to an agree-
ment while the Chinese were still in occupation, so that he could gain the
maximum advantage from their presence. To bolster his position he had
some six months of functioning government north of the 16th parallel during
which, despite the locust-like depredations of the Chinese, campaigns to in-
crease agricultural production and reduce illiteracy had had some success.
The French, for their part, were anxious to reoccupy the north, but recog-
nized that resistance there would be by forces more formidable and tenacious
than in the south, Accordingly, they, too, were anxious to come to terms be-
fore the Chinese left so that their own troops could replace Chinese forces
peacefully. The upshot was the agreement of March 6, 1946, in which the
D.R.V. was recognized as a free state made up of Tonkin and Annam, with its
own government, army and finances; and in turn agreed to become part of the
Indochinese Federation and the French Union. Cochin China was to deter-
mine by referendum whether it would become part of Vietnam or remain
separate. France was to be permitted to station up to 25,000 troops in Viet-
nam but they were to be withdrawn in five annual increments. Much re-
mained unspecified, however, in what was largely a statement of general prin-
ciples,

In Indonesia, the impact of Allied occupation was quite different. Again at
Potsdam, the area had been transferred from General MacArthur’s responsi-
bility to that of the Southeast Asia Command; British and Australian forces
thus became responsible for taking the Japanese surrender. When the British
forces landed in Indonesia on September 29, the new Republic of Indonesia
—Ilike Ho and the D.R.V.—had already asserted its jurisdiction over the
archipelago and made clear its adamant opposition to the return of the Dutch
on prewar terms. Moreover, in its six weeks of existence (compared to Ho’s
two weeks of control in the south of Vietnam), it had maintained a function-
ing administration in Java, Sumatra and much of Madura.

The crucial difference was that the British forces, themselves extremely
small and incapable of keeping order on any large scale, had no expectation
of significant Dutch reinforcement for some time to come; for the Nether-
lands, liberated completely only in the spring of 1945, had been unable to
put together and move to Asia any significant force. Hence it was natural
for the British to accept Japanese advice to leave the Indonesian administra-
tion in place—the Indonesians, the Japanese thought, would be happy to
codperate with the Allies if this would help them toward independence.

At a press conference held upon his arrival, the British commander, Lieu-
tenant-General Sir Philip Christison, announced that “things will have to
go on as they are” until Dutch civil administrators arrived. This was taken as
de facto recognition of the Republican administration. At the same time, how-
ever, the British were bringing Dutch military and civilian personnel in with
them—too few to be of much help if the situation should get out of hand,
enough to arouse suspicions. The result was confusion and disorder on a
mounting scale, culminating in ten days of intense fighting between British
and Indonesian troops in Surabaya in November, The British now fully rec-
ognized the alternatives with which they were faced: either they would have
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to expand their forces in Indonesia very considerably and accept the prospect
of major hostilities, or they would have to induce the Dutch to embark upon
serious negotiations.,

The first course was unacceptable for a host of reasons. The military re-
sources of the Southeast Asia Command were already very badly stretched.
Moreover, its ground forces were predominantly Indian, and their use against
Asian nationalists—particularly against Indonesians—was at once a source
of intense irritation to an All-India Congress with which Britain was already
negotiating the terms of independence. Britain also was deeply involved in
efforts to alleviate Asia’s postwar food shortage, an effort to which it was
thought that Indonesia’s sugar, tea, fats and oils could make an important
contribution.* Finally, having vigorously attacked Churchill the year before
for his military support of the conservatives in Greece, the Labour Party had
no stomach for playing a similar role in Indonesia.

Pressure for negotiations was the obvious course, not because the British
had any desire to end the Dutch role in Indonesia, but because this seemed
the most hopeful way of saving it at least cost. Some efforts had already been
made. Early in October in Singapore, Mountbatten had urged the Dutch
(as he had the French) to abandon their negative attitude and meet with
Indonesian leaders, including Sukarno. Thereafter both sides had taken some
steps toward each other. On November 6 the Dutch had issued a statement
promising full partnership in a future commonwealth. Sukarno, with whom
the Dutch refused to deal, had named as Prime Minister Soetan Sjahrir, un-
tainted by collaboration with the Japanese, and Sjahrir had brought into his
cabinet a number of other noncollaborators. In mid-November, Lieutenant-
Governor Hubertus van Mook held several meetings with Sjahrir under Gen-
eral Christison’s auspices.

Following the Surabaya fighting, Christison’s mission was clarified, He was
to try to reéstablish law and order in as wide an area as possible, but the
Dutch were informed that it was not part of British policy to engage in wide-
spread offensive action against the Indonesians., The British now moved
rapidly, and on December 27 Prime Minister Attlee held a conference at
Chequers with Netherlands Prime Minister Schermerhorn, Agreement was
reached on a number of points. Attlee agreed to replace Christison, re-
garded by the Dutch as overly sympathetic to the Republic, and the Dutch,
in turn, withdrew two “old-guard militarists” who had been leading their
forces in Indonesia. The British agreed to increase their efforts to maintain
law and order, the Dutch to try more actively to reach an understanding
with the Indonesians. And on January 19, as an outgrowth of the Chequers
conference, Sir Archibald Clark-Kerr (soon to be named Lord Inverchapel)
was designated Special Ambassador to assist both sides in reaching a settle-
ment.

Inverchapel’s instructions spelled out some of Britain’s reasons for acting,
and called for his seeking “every opportunity to encourage and facilitate” a

¢ Lest this seem surprising, Ernest Bevin said in 1947: “Were the Netherlands Indies
at peace, the fat-rationing difficulties of the world would, in twelve months, be solved.”
One may recall how desperate the world situation, and Britain’s own, were in this period
—and still find echoes of a prewar faith in the wealth of the Indies,
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settlement through direct agreement between the parties. Proposals already
made by the Dutch, including those of December 6, 1942, and November 6,
1945, “offer a fair and reasonable basis of settlement.” The Indonesian
leaders should be urged to give them earnest and favorable consideration and
to keep in mind that the British government recognized the sovereignty of
the Netherlands.®

While Inverchapel was preparing to depart, another development attracted
international attention to the British role. On January 21, the Ukrainian rep-
resentative lodged a complaint in the Security Council accusing the British
and Japanese of suppressing the Indonesian national liberation movement
and calling for a fact-finding commission. The Ukrainian resolution was gen-
erally considered less the product of interest in Indonesia than of a desire to
retaliate for the ongoing Security Council consideration of Soviet forces in
Iran. Although easily voted down, it was a portent for the future.

The talks under Inverchapel’s auspices were arduous but in the end fruitful.
They were accompanied by an enlarging Dutch presence, punctuated by spo-
radic violence and ruptures, and influenced by political shifts and develop-
ments in both the Netherlands and Indonesia. Although they were for the
most part bilateral, at crucial moments the British presence was used to effect.

Finally, on November 15, 1946, in the Linggadjati Agreement, the Dutch
recognized the Republic’s de facto authority over Java, Sumatra and Madura,
and the Republic agreed to codperate with the Netherlands to form a fed-
eral Indonesia and a Netherlands-Indonesian Union to deal with subjects of
common interest such as defense and foreign affairs. Both were to be formed
no later than January 1, 1949.

On November 30, 1946, the British withdrew, leaving what had then be-
come a force of 92,000 Dutch troops in place, 10,000 of them trained by the
British, who also left behind them arms for 62,000. As in Indochina, their
military forces had helped to restore the islands to the European sovereign,
But, unlike their role in Indochina, the British had been instrumental in
crucial steps toward Indonesian independence,

Iv

When France signed the March 6 agreement and the Dutch the Linggad-
jati Agreement, Britain and the United States felt that real progress was being
made toward the outcome they desired—peaceful achievement of a status
for Vietnam and Indonesia analogous to India’s in the Commonwealth. These
hopes proved illusory. Neither France nor the Netherlands was prepared to
see her empire thus altered. Both were willing to accept general principles
open to interpretations sufficiently broad to fulfill all but the most extreme
nationalist demands. But when the time came for implementation, liberal
principles seemed to evaporate and, when a stalemate developed, both France
and the Netherlands acted on the belief that prior military success would
make negotiations more fruitful.

The story of France’s handling of the March 6 agreement is, again, now
oft-told. In June 1946, ignoring the provision for a plebiscite in Cochin
China, the French went ahead unilaterally to create a separate state there.

S Foreign Relations of the United States 1946 (hereafter FRUS), Vol. VIII, pp. 802-803.
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And through the summer of 1946, Ho at Fontainebleau was treated in a be-
littling manner, confronted with technicians unable to deal with political
questions, and in the end forced to settle for an almost meaningless modus
vivendi. Throughout this period Ho seemed to lack interest in taking his
case to the world; perhaps he remained hopeful that the Left would come to
power in France; conceivably he was urged by the same Left to lie low. At
any rate, when the French shelling of Haiphong in December 1946 brought
on war, the world was not watching or caring.

In Indonesia, Dutch tactics paralleled French, starting with a determined
effort to cut down the Republic of Indonesia by making it (despite its status
and dense population) part of a new artificial federal state, on a basis of
equality with small states created by the Dutch. Then, as disputes on this
and other issues became stalemated, the Dutch resorted to force, in the so-
called First Police Action of July 1947.

But at just this point—as events in Greece and elsewhere were leading to-
ward, but not yet into, all-out cold war—two crucial differences manifested
themselves. The first was the international status of the Republic of Indo-
nesia; with the signing of the Linggadjati Agreement eight countries—the
United States, Britain, Australia, China (under Chiang), India, Egypt, Syria
and Iran—had accorded the Republic de facto recognition, While it was not
a full-fledged state or a member of the United Nations, its complaints could
not be lightly dismissed as a domestic matter excluded from the purview of
the Security Council.

Secondly, the Republic of Indonesia had powerful friends, outside the cir-
cle of the great powers and thus perhaps especially influential at the United
Nations. In July and August of 1947, when Britain and the United States
would have preferred mediation, it was Australia and India (on the verge of
independence but already active at the United Nations) which insisted on Se-
curity Council consideration, found sympathy, and carried the day, First the
Security Council—debating but then ducking the troublesome issue of sover-
eignty and whether the issue was domestic under Article 2(7)—brought
about a ceasefire on August 4; then the Republic was invited to join the de-
bate as a party to the dispute, thus further elevating its international status.
Machinery was created to keep the Council informed—and most important,
to establish a Good Offices Committee consisting of Australia, Belgium and
the United States. From this time on, the presence and prestige of the United
Nations were heavily engaged.

Might they have been in Indochina—notwithstanding the lesser public at-
tention that crisis had received? Certainly Ho tried. Published records of the
State Department and other sources show no less than five D.R.V. appeals
for U.N. action: to the four great powers in February 1946, and again in
August; through local representatives to the American Embassy in Bangkok
in February 1947; to the Secretary-General, formally, in September 1947
(influenced by the Indonesian case then pending? ); and to Nehru in October
1947. These sources show no response to any of these appeals.

The reasons were various. On this as on other issues, the United States
was not prepared to push France or see her embarrassed; here one may pause
to note that American appeals to Paris were throughout couched in signifi-
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cantly different terms from communications to The Hague.® And, of course,
France held the veto, as the Netherlands did not.

But it is plain also that Indochina, for reasons to be explored later, had
neither an accepted international status nor determined friends-—the one
flowing in part from the other. Hence, no real effort was made, and the view
took root at this time that the United Nations had no role in Vietnam,

v

The involvement of the United Nations changed everything in the Indo-
nesian picture. Henceforth, in contrast to the deliberately murky way in
which the French in 1947-49 fought a half-war in Vietnam and produced the
Bao Dai “solution,” the story in Indonesia was played in the open and to a
world audience. Henceforth, too, while American policy toward Indochina
remained a difficult calculus between the value of the French in Europe and
their obduracy in Asia, American reactions to Indonesia were heavily affected
by its having become a test case for the United Nations itself, at a time when
reliance upon the world organization stood higher in government, and far
higher outside it, than perhaps at any time since,

Not that the Good Offices Committee was an angel of instant independence.
On the contrary, its work in 1948 led to an agreement, reached aboard the
American cruiser Renville, in which Dutch “political principles” generally
prevailed over others drafted by the Committee, so that the result was ac-
cepted only with great reluctance by the Indonesian side, Within months, re-
lations had deteriorated, deadlocks developed on central issues, and truce vio-
lations became increasingly frequent. Finally, on December 19, 1948, the
Dutch embarked on a full-scale military offensive, the Second Police Action,

The offensive achieved complete surprise. Most of the Republic’s territory
was overrun, and most of the members of the government—including Su-
karno and Hatta—were captured. Politically, however, it soon proved to be
a disaster for the Dutch. In the Security Council the Netherlands was bitterly
criticized for defying the United Nations. On January 28, 1949, the Council
called upon the Dutch to restore the government of the Republic to its cap-
ital, Djogjakarta; strengthened the authority of the Good Offices Committee
(now the Indonesian Commission ); and for the first time established a time-
table for steps leading to a transfer of sovereignty, to take place not later
than July 1, 1950,

Confronted with these requirements, with defections among the Indonesian
Federalists, with the prospect of continued guerrilla warfare, and with
mounting opposition at home, the Netherlands proposed a Round Table Con-

¢ For example, in May 1947, when, if anything, the situation in Indochina was more
dangerous and intractable than that in Indonesia, essentially identical messages urging
forthcoming positions were sent for the Embassies in Paris and The Hague to deliver.
The latter was instructed to present American views formally at the Foreign Office and
to leave an aide-mémoire. The Paris Embassy, however, was merely invited to use the
considerations put forward in the message “at appropriate times in appropriate conversa-
tions” with French officials. Indeed, since the French government had just changed, “it
might not be desirable make such approach to newly constituted government in first
days its reorganization.” FRUS 1947, Vol. VI, pp. 495, 924.
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ference at The Hague to settle all outstanding issues. The Security Council
did not find the Dutch proposal wholly responsive, however, since it did not
provide for a ceasefire or the restoration of the Republic’s government before
the Conference. In March, in the so-called Canadian Directive, it drew atten-
tion to these requirements. Meanwhile, the General Assembly had voted to
take up the Indonesian question. This continuing pressure, reinforced pri-
vately by the United States and others, brought results. In May 1949, the
parties reached the Roem-van Royen Agreement, the Dutch agreeing to re-
store the Republican government, release political prisoners, and refrain from
fostering new federal states on territory conquered from the Republic. Seven
months later the work of the Round Table Conference was completed with
agreement reached on all points (except the deferred issue of New Guinea),
and sovereignty was transferred on December 27, 1949.

Until the Second Police Action, the role of the United Nations tended to
favor the Dutch. The Security Council was pushed in this direction partly
because influential members, including the United States, were highly sensi-
tive to the issue of Dutch sovereignty, and partly because, to get anywhere
at all, even the most pro-Indonesian members had to accept substantial ele-
ments of the status quo, which most of the time favored the Dutch, For ex-
ample, the November 1, 1947 resolution favored the Dutch in permitting
them to remain in control of territory they had conquered between the initi-
ation of the Police Action and the August 4 ceasefire. But the U.N. role was
not one-sided. Its involvement also acted as a deterrent to the Dutch, who
made no further important inroads on Republican territory until December
1948. Similarly, the Renville Agreement would have been even more un-
favorable had the Good Offices Committee not been able to add its Six Prin-
ciples. Because it was reached under U.N. auspices, it was much better than
no agreement at all.

In the denouement of 1949, the U.N. role ceased to cut both ways. Thus,
the decisive reaction to the Second Police Action derived a good deal of its
intensity from the Dutch defiance of the United Nations. In the American
Congress, where concern over the situation had been rising, there were moves
to cut off Marshall Plan aid, supported by warnings that the United Nations
might go the way of the League of Nations if its members permitted its au-
thority to be flouted. Senator Frank Graham, earlier the American represen-
tative on the Good Offices Committee, told his colleagues: “The ghosts of
Ethiopia and Manchuria . . . haunt today the chambers of the United Na-
tions.” The desire to vindicate U.N. authority reinforced the impetus to ac-
tion supplied by the desire to settle the Indonesian question. As Hubertus
van Mook, with no great pleasure, later summed it up, it became “an aim in
itself to maintain the authority of the Security Council in the single instance
of a political conflict about which its decision had not been partially or com-
pletely disregarded. This unique success could not be jeopardized whatever
the Dutch might contend. And they were not strong enough to resist the
Council, as others might have done under more favorable conditions.”®

T Congressional Record, Vol. g5, Part 3, p. 3847.
8H. J. van Mook, The Siakes of Democracy in Southeast Asia, New York: Norton,
1950, p. 260.
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vI

But the mere outline of events, while it shows the critical breakpoints in
historical causation, does not get at the deeper reasons why influential outside
nations behaved as they did. The support of such nations, in the end, was
perhaps more vital to the Indonesian success even than relative Dutch
weakness; likewise, the absence of such support prevented Ho and the D.R.V.
from ever truly testing whether France might have been brought to concede
independence before the fateful 1950 confluence of events.

Start with India and Australia, both active at the most critical stage,
bringing the United Nations to accept involvement in 1947. India’s role was
perhaps most unremitting of all, and of very great influence indeed, at a time
when Nehru’s principles stood pure and untested. As early as October 1945,
he had offered all the help of which India was capable and made the first of
a series of protests against the use of Indian troops. India did what she could
to bolster the Republic’s international standing: agreeing to an exchange of
goods in April 1946; according it de facto recognition after the Linggadjati
Agreement was signed; providing a plane to fly Sjahrir to a hero’s welcome
at the Indian-sponsored Asian Relations Conference that same spring; pro-
posing the Republic’s admission to the Economic Commission for Asia and
the Far East (ECAFE) in June 1948; and appointing a consul-general in
Djakarta in November 1948. In response to the First Police Action, the Indi-
ans not only turned to the United Nations, but also prohibited Dutch planes
from landing on or overflying their territory. After the Second Police Action,
Nehru invited the Republic to form a government-in-exile in India, and post-
poned indefinitely the departure of India’s first ambassador to The Hague.
Most important, however, Nehru convened the New Delhi Conference in
January 1949, at which 15 Asian and Middle Eastern countries demanded
in strong terms the restoration of the Republic and the expeditious transfer
of full sovereignty.

Unquestionably, India’s position rested on moral conviction, Having won
their own freedom, Indians could not, as Nehru put it, “conceive it possible
that other countries should remain under the yoke of colonialism.”® Added
to these strong feelings was outrage over the use of Indian troops to suppress
nationalists, Indians, again i Nehru's words, watched the troops doing
“Britain’s dirty work against our friends” with “growing anger, shame and
helplessness.”°

When the Indians made general statements of this kind condemning the
use of their troops or asserting the universal right to freedom, they usually
included Indochina among the areas of their concern. But practical assistance
to the D.R.V. was conspicuous by its absence. The shelling of Haiphong was
widely condemned in India, and there were unofficial efforts to recruit volun-
teers and collect money, food and clothing. However, when government sup-
port was suggested, Nehru replied, “so long as the Government of India is
not at war with another country, it cannot take action against it.” When,

® Ton That Thien, India and Southeast Asia, 10471960, Geneva: Librairie Droz, 1963,
pp. 59-6o.

10 Allan B. Cole, Conflict in Indochina and International Repercussions: A Documen-
tary History, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1936, p. s0.
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in February 1947, the Indian government did take action, it was a very
limited one, cutting off French military overflights only.

A few months later, in the spring of 1947, the Vietminh delegates to the
Asian Relations Conference were quite coolly received. Although the Indian
government rejected the Dutch-established federal states in Indonesia as
puppets, two delegations were invited to represent Indochina at the confer-
ence, one speaking for the D.R.V., the other for the French-supported govern-
ments in Cochin China, Cambodia and Laos. When the D.R.V. representa-
tives appealed for help, Nehru’s response was sympathetic but noncommittal.
As summarized in the offictal account: “He did not see how the Indian Gov-
ernment could be expected—or for that matter, other Asian countries—to
declare war on France. That was not the way to proceed and by such pre-
cipitate action they were likely to lose in the long run. Any wise government
would try to limit the area of conflict, It would, however, bring sufficient
pressure to bear but that could not obviously be done by governments in
public meetings.”

Why the continuing difference in Indian behavior toward Indochina and
toward Indonesia? One reason was that the aggravating British use of Indian
troops went on longer in Indonesia. Another, possibly, was Communist con-
trol of the Vietminh, though at this stage this was surely not central. The
Indians, however, had two practical reasons for remaining on good terms with
the French in those early postwar years. They expected negotiations over the
return of French enclaves in India to move fairly swiftly (in fact they moved
very slowly). And as long as the Kashmir dispute, which had been sub-
mitted to the United Nations in December 1947, remained under considera-
tion, it was important not to antagonize a veto-wielding power.

Probably of greatest significance were the intangible ties that bound India
to Indonesia and not to Indochina. One was culturally Indianized, the other
Sinicized. Just as the Vietnamese nationalists had looked to Sun Yat-sen
and China, so the Indonesian nationalists acknowledged an intellectual debt
to Gandhi and to India; their contacts with Indian leaders went back to the
twenties. Moreover, there were strategic and political considerations, Com-
manding the passage between the Indian Ocean and the Pacific, Indonesia
must have seemed far more important to India in the forties than did a small
country on the southeastern fringe of the Asian land mass. And, politically,
because Indonesia was a Muslim country, India by supporting it could hope
to win favor in the Arab world and demonstrate that her difficulties with
Pakistan need not be reflected in relations with other Islamic countries.

In the case of Australia, support for Indonesia reflected a growing pre-
occupation with nearby troubles rather than distant historic loyalties.
To be sure, during World War II, the Labour government had unhesitat-
ingly supported the restoration of the Southeast Asian colonies to their
former juridical status, After the war, performing the functions originally
assigned to her as a component of the Southwest Pacific Command, Australia
assisted in taking the Japanese surrender in some of the outer islands, also
selling to the Dutch large stores of arms and equipment in Borneo. And in

11 Asian Relations Conference, summary by the Asian Relations Organization, New
Delhi, 1948, pp. 77-78.
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voting against the Ukrainian resolution of 1946, Australia had emphasized
that Council action could be justified only by a threat to international peace.

Nevertheless, even before the First Police Action, the Labour government
showed sympathetic interest in the Indonesian cause. After the signature of
the Linggadjati Agreement, it not only granted de facto recognition to the
Republic but also underwrote its permanence by referring to it as “a future
essential element in the Interim Federal State.” In part, this benevolent
interest stemmed from Labour’s general support for liberal treatment of
colonial peoples, and from the belief that the attempt to reimpose Western
rule on unwilling Southeast Asians was bound to be futile. In part, it
stemmed from determination to assert a leading role for Australia in South-
east Asia, a role expected to be more important as the European powers de-
parted. Indonesia’s greater proximity gave these general considerations a
weight they did not have for Indochina. Said the Australian representative
mn the Security Council: “Not only is Indonesia adjacent to our territory, but
we are bound by the closest economic and commercial ties with this impor-
tant area . . . we feel that the interests of Australia are especially affected
by the dispute. . . .”12

After the First Police Action, Australian public opinion became aroused,
generally against the Dutch. The Communist-dominated Waterside Workers
Federation, hitherto alone in its boycott of Dutch shipping, was joined by
other important and less radical unions, When Australia used her pivotal seat
on the Security Council in 1947 to call for action, she in effect abandoned her
previous emphasis on Netherlands sovereignty. Thenceforth in the United
Nations she was to be in the vanguard, using especially her continuing role in
the Good Offices Committee.

VII

Generally speaking, in their fight for independence the Indonesians won
the support of their fellow Asians and of other countries in what is now
called the Third World. In 1946—48, Asian leaders often took an unenthusi-
astic view of what they regarded as crusades against Communist countries
and—with the outcome of the China civil war still uncertain—were rather
detached from cold war issues. But virtually all had experienced contact
with the Communists of their own countries that had left them bruised and
suspicious. The D.R.V. worked hard to dissipate these suspicions. It took neu-
tral positions on cold war issues, avoided vituperative attacks on countries
figuring prominently in Moscow’s then-pantheon of enemies, even praising
some of them like Burma and India, and attempted to keep Communist con-
trol of the Vietminh and the government as inconspicuous as possible. But
these efforts seemed to bear little fruit with other Asians—who did not
become more trustful when, in mid-1948, Communist violence erupted in
India, Burma, the Philippines, Indonesia and Malaya.

For Indonesia, the backing was universal and unequivocal. During the key
1947 Security Council debates on the Indonesian question, the Philippines,
Burma and Pakistan asked to participate and were invited to do so. In par-
ticular, Carlos Romulo, the Philippine representative, was a frequent and

12 Security Council Official Records, July 31, 1947, p. 1622.
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eloquent speaker, Moreover, the Indonesians themselves made what proved
to be a successful effort to court their fellow Muslims. Indonesian Muslim
leaders visited the Middle East, set up a headquarters in Cairo, and estab-
lished contact with the Arab League’s New York headquarters, By mid-June
1947, the Republic had received de facto recognition from Iran, Egypt and
Syria (which held a seat in the Security Council at that time) and promises
of assistance from Transjordan, Saudi Arabia and the Yemen. Pakistan also
associated herself with the Indonesian cause, joining India and Ceylon in
closing her harbors and airfields to Dutch craft en route to Indonesia.

The climax of Third World effort on Indonesia’s behalf was reached at the
New Delhi Conference in January 1949. Called by India, it was attended by
representatives from Afghanistan, Australia, Burma, Ceylon, Egypt, Ethi-
opia, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Pakistan, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Syria and
the Yemen, with observers from China, Nepal, New Zealand and Thailand.
As much as any single event, this conference crystallized Third World senti-
ment by its strong pro-Indonesian stand.

To the general rule among Asian nations—support for Indonesia but indif-
ference to Indochina—it appears that there were only two exceptions, both
in defiance of subsequent stereotypes. One was Chiang Kai-shek’s China,
whose role in Indochina has already been noted. China also followed Indo-
nesia closely (partly for the sake of the Chinese community there) and in
the Security Council often came to Indonesia’s defense.

The only other exception to the general rule was Thailand, which for a brief
period permitted Vietminh propaganda and purchasing agents to operate on
her territory and provided aid and asylum to Lao rebels, some of whom were
associated with the Vietminh., These activities reflected continued Thai-
French differences over the return of Lao territory, traditional Thai interest
in Laos, and the views and attitudes of the then-dominant Thai political
figure, Pridi Phanomyong, They ceased shortly after Pridi’s downfall in
November 1947.

Vi

When the Indonesians achieved their independence, they had little reason
to express any particular gratitude to the U.S.S.R. By December 1949, in
fact, Moscow was fully launched on a campaign of vilification against non-
Communist nationalists, and had already added Sukarno and Hatta to its
list of imperialist running dogs; it even vetoed a resolution welcoming the
Round Table Conference on the ground that Indonesia’s new status was
merely a variant of colonialism. Along the way, however, caught in compul-
sions to act created by the Security Council involvement, Moscow was a good
deal more helpful to Sukarno’s Indonesia than to Ho Chi Minh’s D.R.V. The
confusion and contradiction evident in its policy toward both stemmed from
Moscow’s predominant interest in Europe, which in turn contributed to the
slow development of postwar Communist doctrine on the colonial issue.

Toward Indonesia, Soviet declaratory policy and bilateral treatment fluc-
tuated sharply from 1945 right through 1947. After a period of verbal support
for the Republic, Moscow turned hostile and in late 1946 denounced the
Linggadjati Agreement and declined to extend de facto recognition. Rela~
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tions became warmer when the Republic had a Left-leaning government in
late 1947, and a consular agreement completed at that time appeared to the
local PKI to foreshadow Soviet aid—which was then not forthcoming.

Apparent confusion over Indonesia reached a peak during 1948. At the
Communist-sponsored youth conference in Calcutta in February when the
Zhdanov line dividing the world into two camps was brought to Asia, Indo-
nesia was described as having attained “the highest form of armed struggle.”
In August, there suddenly arrived in Indonesia a veteran Communist leader,
Musso, fresh from a long exile in Moscow. And in mid-September, the Com-
munists attempted a coup centered in Madiun, third largest city in Republi-
can territory, but within three months were crushed. The sequence of events
—the Calcutta conference with its new hard line, the return of Musso, and
the uprising—led to wide suspicion that Moscow was behind the Communist
coup attempt. The Soviet press, however, had paid no attention to Musso’s
return or subsequent PKI developments and continued to describe the Re-
public as courageously defending its independence. In August, there were a
few unfavorable references to Hatta but no sustained campaign, The Madiun
revolt itself was covered in a few short, confused and extremely cautious
reports, receiving no analytical treatment unul January 1949 when New
Times accused Hatta of having provoked it with U.S. support in order to
behead the progressive movement and crush democracy. It was only then
that the U.S.S.R. began to vilify Hatta and other Indonesian leaders—the
shift apparently stemming primarily from international doctrinal develop-
ments that had accorded the same fate to the leaders of India and Burma.

While Soviet declaratory policy thus fluctuated, the U.S.S.R, followed at
the United Nations a consistent policy of support for the Republic and its
leaders and of attacks on the “imperialist” powers, Throughout the debates,
it was a strong supporter of arbitration rather than the milder remedy of
good offices, it pressed for enforcement machinery representative of Security
Council membership (instead of the one-sided Good Offices trio), and it
favored coupling requirements for Dutch troop withdrawais with ceasefire
arrangements, Unlike Australia, with which it frequently voted on resolu-
tions embodying these principles, it was reluctant to compromise and its
typical vote was thus an abstention.

Finally, as the independence of Indonesia came into sight in 1949, Moscow
made its choice between ideology and anticolonialism in favor of the former.
Charging that the transfer of sovereignty was “a gross deception,” the Soviet
representative at the United Nations described the Indonesians as once again
“wearing the chains of colonial enslavement with the complicity of the rep-
resentatives of the Hatta clique, which has betrayed the interests of its
people.”!s

In the case of Indochina, Soviet focus on Europe was a primary factor af-
fecting its interest in, and even its understanding of, the revolution Ho was
leading. More specifically, from 1945 to late 1947, Moscow’s expectation of
Communist parliamentary victories in Western Europe, especially in France,
made it anxious to avoid any action likely to cast a shadow on the prospects
of the French Communist Party (FCP). Accordingly, while it expressed ap-

18 Security Council Official Records, December 13, 1949, pp. 5-11.
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propriate sympathy for the Vietminh and while the Indochinese struggle was
appropriately hailed on the correct Communist occasions, the U.S.S.R. did
nothing either diplomatically or through international Communist machinery
to provide practical assistance. Typical of its treatment of events during this
period was the comment on the modus vivendi of September 1946, in an arti-
cle published in December, after the shelling of Haiphong: “The further de-
velopment of Vietnam depends to a significant degree on its ties with dem-
ocratic France, whose progressive forces have always spoken forth in support
of colonial liberation.”* If there was a road to Hanoi, it led through the
working-class suburbs of Paris.

This position did not go unopposed within the party; for example, in the
balloting on appropriations for the Indochina war in March 1947, while Com-
munist cabinet members cast affirmative votes, Communist deputies were
permitted to abstain. Even more evident was the disquiet of the Vietminh.
In a conversation with the American Ambassador in December 1946, a
French official described the telegrams from Indochina that had been bom-
barding FCP leaders and the appeals to trade unions for a dock strike to
bar the transport of troops and supplies. The Embassy commented: “This
pressure has been of considerable embarrassment to the French Communist
Party, coming, as it does, at a time when party is trying to persuade French
public that Communist government would be safe custodian of France’s
international interests, and more particularly, to persuade Radical Socialists
to enter left-wing coalition government.”?®

In May 1947, the Communists left the government on another issue, but
for some time they still hoped to win power through electoral victories. By
December, the French Communists were at last in full support of the D.R.V,
as a member of the anti-imperialist and democratic camp, More slowly still,
Moscow’s line shifted, reflecting disappointment with Communist prospects
in the West and the newly stated “two camps” doctrine of the Cominform,
In neither case, however, was the shift quickly reflected in concrete assis-
tance; only in 1950 did the French Communists embark on a campaign of
strikes and demonstrations to obstruct troops and supply movements to
Indochina. To Ho, it must have seemed late in the day.

IX

In American priorities at the end of the war, Europe came ahead of Asia;
and within Asia, Northeast Asia and China overshadowed the rest. Speaking
in October 1945, John Carter Vincent listed the Southeast Asian colonies last
among American concerns in the Far East. He took note of conditions in
Indochina and Indonesia and said that the United States, while recognizing
French and Dutch sovereignty, judged it to be the first duty of the colonial
powers to assist dependent peoples toward independence, and, above all,
hoped that differences could be resolved peacefully.?®

At about this same time, the Office of Strategic Services was ordered to

14 Charles B. McLane, Soviet Strategies in Asia, Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1966, p. 271.

18 FRUS 1946. Vol. VIII, pp. 65-66.

18 Department of State Bulletin, October 21, 1945, pp. 645-646.
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withdraw its mission from Hanoi. In later years many have wondered what
might have been, had American policy-makers been guided by the reports of
that tiny band. However, the really fateful decision behind Vincent’s pious but
detached view had long since been taken. Well before the war’s end, Ameri-
can plans for empowering the postwar international organization to supervise
the transition to independence had begun to conflict with demands for un-
restricted postwar American control of the Japanese-mandated islands, and
had finally given way before these demands.r” Equally fatefully, as plans for
the final assault on Japan increasingly centered around Pacific Ocean air and
amphibious operations, the United States lost much of its interest in South-
east Asia—the Philippines excepted; its military withdrawal from the area
was formalized in the Potsdam arrangements for Indochina and Indonesia,
Through these choices, made before the end of the war, it became most un-
likely that the United States would support colonial independence, especially
in Indochina, with all the vigor that Roosevelt’s wartime statements had
implied.

While thus standing aside, the United States did seek to dissociate itself
from the French and Dutch. As early as October 1945, Secretary Byrnes an-
nounced that the British and Dutch had been requested to remove U.S. in-
signia from military equipment they were using in Indonesia, and, at the
beginning of 1946, the War Department was informed that it was not in
accord with U.S. policy to employ American flag vessels or aircraft to trans-
port troops, arms, ammunition or military equipment to Indonesia or Indo-
china. Official statements continued to reiterate the availability of good offices
should both sides request them, as well as American respect for existing
sovereignty and American conviction that, if both sides proceeded in good
faith and with due respect for obligations and responsibilities, a peaceful and
equitable solution would emerge.

As time went on, the dilemma became increasingly clear. A message to the
U.S. Embassy in Paris early in 1947 put the case and the policy well: any
setbacks to the West European powers anywhere are setbacks to the United
States; but South and Southeast Asia are also areas of great importance and
there newly emerging nations stand in grave danger of plunging into internal
discord or being captured by forces antithetical to the West, whether Com-
munist or pan-Asian; the best safeguard against these and other dangers lies
in close association between newly autonomous peoples and their former
rulers; but this can only be achieved on a voluntary basis—attempts to per-
petuate the relationship on any other grounds are doomed to failure and will
redound against the West as a whole; the United States, for this reason and
because of its own interests in East Asia, is inescapably concerned; but,
while it wishes to be helpful, it has no solution to offer and does not propose
to intervene.’®

In Indochina, the conflict between European and Asian interests continued
to plague American policy until 1954; meanwhile, nonintervention was help-
ful to the French and intervention, when it came, was on the French side

17 Ruth B. Russell, 4 History of the U.N. Charter, Washington: Brookings Institution,
1958, pp. 511-513, 582-589.
18 FRUS 1947, Vol. VI, pp. 95~96.
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and was of sufficient size to compensate for the irritation of constant Amer-
ican reformist pressures. In Indonesia, on the other hand, when the First
Police Action precipitated the problem into the Security Council, noninter-
vention became an impossible posture; finally, the Second Police Action
forced a choice in which European interests yielded.

Thus, although it was extremely reluctant to see the United Nations inter-
vene in 1947, the United States came to play a major part in the decoloniza-
tion of Indonesia largely through its relationship with the United Nations
and the U.N. machinery developed in Indonesia. In stimulating U.S. interest
in and, ultimately, support for Indonesia, other factors were also important.
There was an American economic interest, with investments before the war
in oil alone estimated at $70 million and in rubber at $40 million. Although in
overall terms the amounts were small, and economic factors as such do not
seem to have been important in shaping American policy, the fact that
the investments existed at all contributed to the greater interest Americans
showed in Indonesia than in Indochina, which had been effectively sealed
off from non-French economic activity. Moreover, Indonesia’s leaders, while
willing to accept Communist allies, were clearly not themselves Communists,
and when the PKI gave trouble, were quite prepared to use force to put it
down at Madiun. This did not pass unnoticed in Congress: the Indonesians,
Senator Wayne Morse observed in April 1949, “are the only people in that
part of the world, who, up to this hour, have made a successful fight against
Russian communism within their borders.”*?

But the Security Council element was most crucial. Once seized of the
problem, the United Nations provided a rallying point not only for American
friends of the Republic, but also for proponents of a strong international
organization, already dismayed by the impact of the cold war on U.N.
effectiveness. Involvement in U.N. operations made U.S. interest self-rein-
forcing. Americans of some standing, Frank Graham, President of the Uni-
versity of North Carolina, and Coert duBois and Merle Cochran, senior
Foreign Service officers, served in succession as the U.S, representatives on
the Good Offices Committee; their own prestige and that of the United States
became linked to the Committee’s success; and the work of their staffs made
it possible for them and for Washington to be reasonably well informed. In
Hanoi, during the same period, the United States was normally represented
by a vice-consul; in Saigon the consulate was not much more heavily staffed
and was operated as a satellite of the American Embassy in Parns.

Their U.N. role, moreover, seemed to make it easier for American repre-
sentatives to take the initiative. For example, in January 1947, Abbot Low
Moffat, then in charge of Southeast Asian affairs in the Department of State
and en route to Canberra after visits to Saigon and Hanoi, pleaded for a
U.S. effort to bring about an end to hostilities in Indochina. He warned that
Asians saw Washington’s hands-off policy as supporting French military
reconquest. The French effort, he argued, could result at best in only seem-
ing success—bringing enough bitterness in its wake to defeat French objec-
tives and threaten all Western interests. A permanent solution, he urged,
could be based only on an independent Vietnam, When his requests to return

19 Congressional Record, Vol. g5, Part 3, p. 3668,
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to Washington to report more fully were rejected, however, no further action
was open to him.2°

In contrast, when Coert duBois in Indonesia saw that his warnings of
further Dutch military action were not eliciting new instructions from Wash-
ington he moved on his own initiative. In June 1948, he joined with his
Australian colleague, T. K. Critchley, in an informal proposal for an elected
constituent assembly to form an Indonesian government and join with Neth-
erlands representatives to frame a statute for the Netherlands Indonesian
Union. Nothing came of the plan, but its rejection by the Dutch in the face
of Indonesian acceptance was another black mark against the former, intensi-
fying the anger aroused by the Second Police Action.

When the Dutch initiated the First Police Action, the United States and
Britain, in hopes of avoiding U.N. involvement, immediately proffered good
offices. Both had greeted the Linggadjati Agreement as Dutch acceptance of
early self-government within the framework of continued Netherlands sover-
eignty. Both had granted de facto recognition to the Republic and, as nego~
tiations moved toward breakdown, the United States pressed the Indonesians
to accept Dutch proposals for an interim government, promising economic
assistance as soon as political problems were resolved. Hopes that the Nether-
lands would accept informal mediation and thus stave off U.N. intervention
reflected doubts over the efficacy of Security Council action and, presum-
ably, with the Ukrainian resolution in the recent past, fear that the U.S.S.R.
would exploit propaganda opportunities to good effect against the West. Also
of great concern to the United States, as well as to Britain, were the implica-
tions of accepting the jurisdiction of the Security Council on a question
closely resembling what each might wish to regard as a domestic affair.

With these considerations weighing on one side, and concern for the de-
teriorating situation in Indonesia on the other, the United States bent its
efforts in two directions. It sought to fend off proposals for a more active
U.N. role and more extensive requirements than the Netherlands (and its
Belgian, French and British supporters) could be expected to tolerate,
And it sought compromises—giving some satisfaction to supporters of the
Dutch—that could attract the seven affirmative votes required for passage
and thereby keep the U.N. role in being. Behind its parliamentary maneuvers
in the Security Council lay three principles: The United States preferred good
offices to arbitration, was unwilling to insist that troop withdrawals accom-
pany ceasefires, and opposed allocating responsibility for breakdowns to one
side or the other. In partial balance, American members of the Good Offices
Committee in the field tended to attribute lack of progress more often to the
Netherlands than to Indonesia and to be as activist as possible in carrying
out their responsibilities.

This generally even-handed posture changed after the Second Police
Action. The American representative at the Security Council for the first
time explicitly condemned the Netherlands. U.S. pressures were then mounted
from all sides. American statements and proposed resolutions in the Security
Council became much stronger. On December 22, the transfer of still unspent
aid funds ($14 million out of 368 million) allocated to the Netherlands for

20 FRUS 1947, Vol. VI, pp. 54-55.
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Indonesia was “suspended pending further developments.” Vociferous con-
gressional critics of Dutch behavior put forward an amendment to the aid
bill cutting off all funds from any government failing to comply with a
Security Council request, and mustered substantial support, particularly from
the Republicans. This was stronger action than the Administration favored
at a time of heightened diplomatic effort, and a final compromise merely in-
corporated in the aid bill the article of the Charter prohibiting assistance to
any state “against which the United Nations is taking preventive or enforce-
ment action.” In March, Secretary of State Acheson put the need for com-
pliance to the Netherlands Foreign Minister in most urgent terms. For the
Dutch government, the new American stance was probably the decisive fac-
tor in this last phase, underlining the futility of continuing to face guerrilla
resistance in the Indies, political opposition at home, assaults in the United
Nations, Third World opprobrium and the pressures of its allies. Beginning
with the resumption of Dutch-Indonesian negotiations in mid-April, the road
to independence was relatively smooth,

b4

By the summer of 1950, the cold war had established itself in Asia and
for both sides Vietnam had become an important prize, The D.R.V,, strength-
ened by an ally at its rear and finding that its moderate pretensions had won
it no international support, proclaimed its membership in the Communist
bloc, reorganized internally along Communist lines, and in 1950—the year of
the Korean War—moved into large unit warfare. Seeing all of Southeast
Asia threatened by the addition of China to the Soviet bloc, the United
States was forced by these circumstances—as it had been forced by other
circumstances in Indonesia—to make a choice. And, in the atmosphere of
the times, its choice in Vietnam seemed as inevitable as its choice in Indo-
nesia, It would press when it could for greater concessions to Vietnamese
nationalism, But it would give greater priority to supporting the French
effort against the Vietminh in hopes of preventing further Communist ex-
pansion in Asia, while permitting France to make her contributions to the
defense of Europe.

The struggle in Indonesia had been internationalized in circumstances that
helped to end it. The struggle in Vietnam was internationalized in circum-
stances that helped to perpetuate it. When Giap said in 1950, “Indochina
has become the forward stronghold of the democratic world in Southeast
Asia,” he was expressing the views of Moscow, Peking and Hanoi. But the
same thought—however different the image evoked by the word “demo-
cratic”’—prevailed in Washington, London and Paris.
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of his colleagues a deep unease over a foreign policy which is dependent on do-
mestic opinion.

A WORLD ELSEWHERE: THE NEW AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY. By
JamEes CHACE. New York: Scribners, 1973, 108 pp. $5.95.

Elegant, highly distilled and historically informed commentary on actual and po-
tential new directions for American policy by the Managing Editor of this journal.
The style is reminiscent of Harold Nicolson.

THE COLD WAR: A STUDY IN U.S. FOREIGN POLICY. By WALTER L1pP-
MANN, WITH INTRODUCTION BY RONALD STeEL. New York: Harper and Row, 1972,
81 pp. $2.45 (Paper).

A timely republication of Lippmann’s rigorous and prophetic critique in 1947 of
George Kennan's famous “X” article (also included). A primary source for the
intellectual history of post-1945 American foreign policy.

THE KENNEDY PROMISE: THE POLITICS OF EXPECTATION. By
Henry Farriie. Garden City : Doubleday, 1973, 376 pp. $7.95.

A caustic, overstated attack on John F. and Robert Kennedy for allegedly setting
impossible goals at home and abroad and thereby causing an era of discord and dis-
illusionment. The author is a British journalist who arrived in Washington in 1965
to catch the jaundice, without the sense of hope and threat of earlier years.

HARRY S. TRUMAN. By Margarer TruMAN. New York: Morrow, 1973, 602
pp. $10.95.

This affectionate memoir displays traits shared by father and daughter—a touch
of combativeness, a tendency to oversimplify, but always candor, warmth and
absence of pretense. Although there are no major revelations, the daughter’s recol-
lections and previously unpublished private notes and letters by President Truman
add up to a readable volume.

EISENHOWER AND THE AMERICAN CRUSADES. By HERBERT S. PARMET.
New York: Macmillan, 1972, 660 pp. $12.95.

This is the fullest, best-researched study of the Eisenhower presidency yet pub-
lished. The author’s main points are that Ike, not John Foster Dulles, was in com-
mand of foreign policy and that his apparent lack of sophistication was a cultivated
political asset.

JOHN FOSTER DULLES: A STATESMAN AND HIS TIMES. By MICHAEL
A. GuraIN. New York: Columbia University Press, 1972, 404 pp. $12.95.

The author, now on the National Security Council staff, depicts Dulles as closer
to “a thoroughly pragmatic craftsman whose approach to international politics
was unimpaired by ideological or moral precepts” than the rigid ideologue im-
agined by some contemporaries and historians. The prose is heavy; the portrait
convincing.

MR. REPUBLICAN: A BIOGRAPHY OF ROBERT A. TAFT. By Jamzs T.
Patrterson. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1972, 749 pp. $12.50.

A work of superior scholarship and sound judgment about a Senator whose in-
telligence and industry were unrivaled but whose impact was limited by the incon-
gruity between his ideas and the times. The book was authorized by the Taft family
but neither the research nor the resulting text was controlled by them in any way.
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GEORGE C. MARSHALL: ORGANIZER OF VICTORY, 1943-1945. By For-
resT C. PocuE. New York: Viking, 1973, 683 pp- $15.00.

A magisterial account of the climax of General Marshall’'s career during the
Second World War—the third volume of the most important American military
biography of the century.

FOR THE PRESIDENT—PERSONAL AND SECRET: CORRESPON-
DENCE BETWEEN FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT AND WILLIAM C, BUL-
LITT. Evitep By Orvirie H. Burrirr. Boston: Houghton Miflin, 1972, 655 pp.
$12.50.

Lengthy, colorful, imaginative and, at times, outrageous letters from Ambassa-
dor Bullitt with a few brief replies by President Roosevelt. The bulk of the ma-
terial deals with Bullitt’s years in Moscow and Paris, Good reading and valuable
for historians,

UNCOMMON SENSE. By James MacGrecor Buens. New York: Harper and
Row, 1972, 196 pp. $6.95.

A critique of American pragmatism in domestic and foreign affairs and a cry
for new leadership based on carefully examined principles. Written on a high
level of generalization by a noted biographer of FDR.

THREE CRISES IN AMERICAN FOREIGN AFFAIRS AND A CONTINU-
ING REVOLUTION. By Howarp Trivers. Carbondale: Southern Illinois Uni-
versity Press, 1972, 220 pp. $6.95.

The author, for 28 years a Foreign Service officer specializing in German and
Soviet affairs, was a “working-level” participant in the Berlin Wall and Cuban
missile crises on which he writes with authority. The book also contains some re-
flections on Vietnam and a long essay calling for international institutions strong
enough “to direct and control” technological change.

S.SH.A.: VNESHNEPOLITICHESKII MEKHANIZM. Epirep BY Yu. A.
SHVEDKOV AND OTHERS. Moscow: Izdatel’stvo “Nauka,” 1972, 367 pp. Rubles 1.46.

A detailed study of the U.S. foreign policy apparatus, based on a wide range of
American documentary and secondary sources. Interpretation aside, it gives Soviet
readers for the first time a fairly accurate picture.

VICTIMS OF GROUPTHINK: A PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDY OF FOR-
EIGN-POLICY DECISIONS AND FIASCOES. By Irvine L. Janis. Boston:
Houghton Miflin, 1972, 277 pp. $7.95 (Paper, $4.50).

A noted social psychologist, after careful study of six major episodes since 1941,
concludes that fiascoes often result when decision-makers are more concerned to
retain the approval of groups than with the substance of the problem.

The Western Hemisphere

MIKE: THE MEMOIRS OF THE RIGHT HONOURABLE LESTER B.
PEARSON. VOLUME 1I: 1897-1948. New York: Quadrangle Books, 1972, 301
pp. $12.50.

A straightforward account of a rising career with the Canadian foreign service
—especially good on wartime London and Washington. The account stops with
1947, but two more posthumous volumes are planned, covering Pearson’s years as
Secretary of State for External Affairs and as Prime Minister.
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CANADIAN DEFENCE PRIORITIES: A QUESTION OF RELEVANCE.
By Couin S. Gray. Toronto: Clarke, Irwin, 1972, 293 pp. $9.50.

An imaginative, nonpolemical discussion based on the assumption that for “a
country like Canada, defence policy really equals equipment.” The author suggests
that the Canadian military will have “an increasing number of essentially civilian
duties to perform.”

THE THINGS THAT ARE CAESAR’S: THE MEMOIRS OF A CANADIAN
PUBLIC SERVANT. By ArNoLD HEENEY. Toronto : University of Toronto Press,
1972, 218 pp. $12.50.

During much of the middle third of this century the late author served as Sec-
retary to the Canadian Cabinet, a post consciously modeled on Lord Hankey’s role
in London. His memoirs are orderly and discreet as befits a classic public servant.

FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL DIPLOMACY: THE MAKING OF RECENT
POLICY IN CANADA. By Ricaarp SimroN. Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 1972, 324 pp. $10.00.

An original approach, with data taken from the 1960s, to an essential aspect of
Canadian government and the general nature of federalism.

CANADA AND IMMIGRATION: PUBLIC POLICY AND PUBLIC CON-
CERN. By Frepa Hawkins. Quebec: McGill-Queen’s University Press (for the
Institute of Public Administration of Canada), 1972, 444 pp. $15.00 (Paper, $3.75).

This thorough analysis of immigration into Canada since 1945 is skillfully set in
an international context.

CIVIL STRIFE IN LATIN AMERICA: A LEGAL HISTORY OF U.S. IN-
VOLVEMENT. By WirLiam Evererr Kane. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity Press, 1972, 240 pp. $10.00.

An excellent work, refreshing in its candor. U.S. interventions in Latin America
are seen as primarily preémptive, based on strategic rather than economic concern.
The author hints at the desirability of relaxing the traditional nonintervention
dogma and the manner of circumscribing such a liberalization.

THE RISE AND DECLINE OF FIDEL CASTRO: AN ESSAY IN CON-
TEMPORARY HISTORY. By MAuricE HALPERIN. Berkeley : University of Cali-
fornia Press, 1972, 380 pp. $12.95.

The author, six years a resident of Cuba, describes the rise of Castro and adum-
brates the decline of the Revolution. The period covered is 19591964 ; a compan-
ion volume will follow. The analysis is good and so is the extensive selection of
speeches and documents.

CUBA, CASTRO, AND REVOLUTION. Epitep By JamMe Sucrricki. Coral
Gables (Fla.) : University of Miami Press, 1972, 250 pp. $7.95.

The scholarship in these seven essays devoted to political, social and economic
structures in Cuba is solid and well grounded. Three of them focus on the Soviet
presence in the Revolution.

CHILE: A CRITICAL SURVEY. Santiago: Institute of General Studies, 1972,
324 pp.

The darker side of the new order in Chile is convincingly depicted in these de-
tailed and careful studies, whose combined scope covers the entire national life.
The 16 authors are respected scholars and others prominent in public affairs.
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POLITICS AND THE LABOUR MOVEMENT IN CHILE. By ALAN ANGELL.
New York: Oxford University Press (for the Royal Institute of International
Affairs), 1972, 289 pp. $17.00.

An account of the contributions of Chile’s deeply politicized labor unions to the
“revolution in liberty.” The author concludes that the unions have gone beyond the
function of conflict regulation and have provided direct support for political “revo-
lutionary activity,” however defined.

THE POLITICS OF LAND REFORM IN CHILE, 1950-1970. By RoserT R.
KaurMman, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972, 321 pp. $12.00.

In this study, the author traces with scholarly competence the impact of land-re-
form pressures upon Christian Democratic reforms and upon the balance of es-
tablished social forces during the two decades prior to Allende’s election.

TRADE UNION FOREIGN POLICY. By Jerrrey Hawrrop, Garden City:
Doubleday, 1972, 485 pp. $10.00.

An extensive analysis of the influence of British and American trade unions on
the Jamaican labor movement. One unexpected finding: contrary to precedent in
their home countries, unions and corporations tend to coGperate in foreign en-
vironments.

THE AFTERMATH OF SOVEREIGNTY: WEST INDIAN PERSPEC-
TIVES. Epitep By DAvip LoweNTHAL AND LAMBrROs CoMmrtas. Garden City:
Doubleday, 1973, 422 pp. $2.50 (Paper).

Ranging widely in time and space, the editors have skillfully assembled a di-
versity of materials on the topics of government, politics, and national and per-
sonal identity, chiefly in the Commonwealth Caribbean. Many of the sources are
little known and difficult to find.

Western Europe

THE SHADOW WAR: EUROPEAN RESISTANCE 1939-1945. By Hexri1
MicHEL. New York: Harper and Row, 1972, 416 pp. $8.50.

A comprehensive, analytical survey of this pan-European phenomenon, by the
doyen of French historians of the Resistance and the Second World War,

PETAIN: A BIOGRAPHY OF MARSHAL PHILIPPE PETAIN OF VICHY.
By RicumArp GriFFiTHS. Garden City : Doubleday, 1972, 379 pp. $10.00.

THE SORROW AND THE PITY: A FILM BY MARCEL OPHULS. New
York: Outerbridge and Lazard, 1972, 194 pp. $7.95.

A balanced, scholarly study of the Marshal, the “incarnation” of France in vic-
tory in World War I, in defeat in 1940, and of Vichy’s collaboration with the Nazis.
Especially illuminating on the continuity in the ideas and ethos of the traditional
Right. The intensity and persistence of these divisions in the French body politic
are appositely demonstrated in the script of Marcel Ophuls’ documentary film on
the fall of France and the German Occupation, translated by Mireille Johnston,
with a perceptive introduction by Stanley Hoffmann.

THE GOVERNMENT AND POLITICS OF FRANCE. VOLUME I: INSTI-
TUTIONS AND PARTIES. By DororrY PickLEs. London: Methuen, 1972, 433
pp. (New York: Harper and Row, distributor, $13.50; Paper, $6.75).
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Now that the Fifth Republic has survived the passing of de Gaulle, this solid
study by a noted scholar reassesses with insight the viability and continuity of
France’s institutions, parties and interest groups; a second volume will examine
political, economic, social and foreign policies.

BEAVERBROOK. By A. J. P. Tavror. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1972, 712
pp. $12.95.

Newspaper magnate, politician, financier and philanthropist, efficient cabinet
minister in two world wars, confidant of the powerful, bon vivant and raconteur—
Lord Beaverbrook’s life makes this adulatory biography spirited and amusing, and
furnishes one continuous and usually informative footnote to some 50 years of
Britain’s history.

PRESIDENT KENNEDY AND BRITAIN. By Davip NunNErLY. New York:
St. Martin’s Press, 1972, 242 pp. $8.95.

A deft historical essay on Britain’s “special relationship” with the United States
in the Kennedy years—an Indian summer when the working partnership, made
effective by close personal ties, was a positive process, strong enough to permit
differences yet provide benefits to both governments. Based chiefly on systematic
interviews with many of the principals involved.

STATES OF IRELAND. By Conor Cruise O’BrieN. New York: Pantheon, 1972,
336 pp. $7.95.

A cogent, impartial and highly personalized appraisal of the state of the Cath-
olic and Protestant “states” of Ireland, by the former international civil servant,
now an opposition member of the Dail. Dr. O’Brien has hope, not for unity, but
for rational and palatable diversity—surely “Cathleen ni Houlihan and King Billy
are not necessarily immortal.”

THE GREEN FLAG: THE TURBULENT HISTORY OF THE IRISH NA-
TIONAL MOVEMENT. By RoBerT Kee. New York: Delacorte Press, 1972, 877
pp. $15.00.

Irish nationalism from Wolfe Tone to Partition, told at length, as well as ob-
jectively and readably, by a British journalist. In its largely successful attempt to
separate myth from reality, the book performs a service to the cause of Irish
historiography.

THE ORANGE ORDER. By Tony Gray. London: The Bodley Head, 1972, 292
pp. £2.50.

An objective account of the root cause cf Ulster’s intransigence, indicating how
—and, to some degree, why—the Orangeman’s pertinacious dogmatism has re-
mained basically unchanged throughout three centuries.

WEST GERMAN POLITICS. By Georrrey K. RoBerts. New York: Taplinger,
1972, 206 pp. $10.05 (Paper, $5.95).

THE GOVERNMENT AND POLITICS OF WEST GERMANY. By Kurt
SonTHEIMER. New York: Praeger, 1973, 208 pp. $7.50 (Paper, $2.95).

THE WEST GERMAN LEGISLATIVE PROCESS. By GERALD BRAUNTHAL.
Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1972, 290 pp. $11.50.

The first two titles are competent examples of a useful genre—the concise sur-
vey of the operation of the country’s political system, its parties and interest groups,
persistent issues, etc. The third articulates the dynamics of the German political
process in its detailed study of the formulation of public policy.
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HITLER AND THE BEER HALL PUTSCH. By Harorp J. GorpoN, Jr. Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press, 1972, 666 pp. $19.50.

An exemplary investigation of the primary sources that provides an enlightening
case study of the roots of power, the weaknesses of the Weimar Republic and Ba-
varia’s position vis-d-vis National Socialism.

DIE ENGLANDPOLITIK GUSTAV STRESEMANNS: THEORETISCHE
UND PRAKTISCHE ASPEKTE DER AUSSENPOLITIK. By WERNER WEID-
ENFELD. Mainz: Hase and Koehler, 1972, 382 pp. DM. 42.
WESTORIENTIERUNG UND OSTPOLITIK: STRESEMANNS RUSS-
LANDPOLITIK IN DER LOCARNO-ARA, By MARTIN WALSDORFF. Bremen:
Schiinemann, 1971, 325 pp. DM. 35.

Concentrating on separate, circumscribed negotiations, both studies (solidly
based on the wealth of unpublished primary source materials) contribute to the re-
visionist reconsideration of Stresemann’s foreign policy as solely that of the “Good
European.”

DAS REGIERUNGSSYSTEM DER SCHWEIZ. By Kraus ScEUMANN. Co-
logne: Heymanns, 1971, 369 pp. DM. 6o.

LA SUISSE CONTEMPORAINE: SOCIETE ET VIE POLITIQUE. By Jean
Romgr. Paris: Colin, 1972, 349 pp. Fr. 14.

THE SWISS: A CULTURAL PANORAMA OF SWITZERLAND, By WALTER
SoreLL. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1972, 303 pp. $10.00.

Switzerland, according to a recent Gallup Poll of political leaders, is the world’s
best-governed country, The structure, operation and politics of her federal system
are thoroughly examined in Schumann’s study. Rohr ranges more widely (in con-
cise handbook fashion) over the changing structure of Swiss society and its com-
plex political life, counterpointing the myth with the current malaise. And if civic
stability is the precondition for fostering high culture, then Sorell’s engaging
“cultural Baedeker” amply demonstrates that truism.

POLITICS IN AUSTRIA. By Kurr STEINER. Boston: Little, Brown, 1972, 443
pp. $7.95 (Paper).

Not just another country study of government, politics, parties and processes,
but an analytically sophisticated volume which focuses on the metamorphosis of
Austria’s Second Republic from a ‘“‘consociational” or coalition-type government
into a “depoliticized” democracy.

THE REPUBLIC AND THE CIVIL WAR IN SPAIN. Eprtep By RAyMoND
Carr. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1971, 275 pp. $10.00.

IN HIDING: THE LIFE OF MANUEL CORTES. By RoNALD FrRASER. New
York: Pantheon, 1972, 238 pp. $6.95.

The fresh insights and sound scholarship of the nine contributing essayists com-
mend the superb collection edited by Carr to all readers interested in Spain and
the Civil War. How the events of the 1930s, and their consequences, were lived by
working-class Spaniards in rural Andalusia is movingly chronicled in Fraser’s
skiltfully rendered interviews with the Cortes family; these memoirs are a docu-
ment of prime importance.

HISTORY OF PORTUGAL. VOLUME II: FROM EMPIRE TO CORPO-
RATE STATE. By A. H. pe Oviveira MArRQUES. New York: Columbia University
Press, 1972, 303 pp. $15.00.
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A history of Portugal in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries which explains
much about this anomaly among today’s world polities—backward economy, cor-
porate state with all the trappings and iniquities of dictatorship, NATO member,
fossil empire stubbornly waging racial war to retain its overseas “provinces.”

NORWAY. By RoNarp G. PorrErRwWELL. New York: Praeger, 1972, 335 pp. $11.50.

Among other Scandinavians, the self-preoccupation of the Norwegians is pro-
verbial. That acute concern with “Norwegian-ness” is well conveyed in this addi-
tion to the “Nations of the Modern World” series; only about one-fifth of the text
covers the post-World War II years,

The Soviet Union and Eastern Europe

INTERNATIONAL LAW AND THE REVOLUTIONARY STATE: A CASE
STUDY OF THE SOVIET UNION AND CUSTOMARY INTERNATIONAL
LAW. By Ricrarn J. EricksoN. Dobbs Ferry (N.Y.) : Oceana/Leyden: Sijthoff,
1972, 254 pp. $15.00.

Thorough research into Soviet writings and practice underlies this comprehen-
sive study, the main theme of which is the Soviet Union’s general acceptance, with
due concern for its ideology and political aims, of much of customary international
law,

THE BOLSHEVIK SEIZURE OF POWER. By S. P. MeLcuNov. EpITED BY
Sercel G. PusHkAREV. Santa Barbara (Calif.): ABC-Clio Press, 1972, 260 pp.
$15.00.

English translation of a significant historical work first published in Russian in
Paris in 1953. The author, a liberal democrat, was an active participant in the rev-
olutionary events of 1917-1920.

AUGENZEUGE IM STAATE LENINS. By Paur Scurrrer. Munich: Piper,
1972, 449 pp. DM. 38.

Reprinted dispatches by the correspondent of the Berliner Tageblatt in Russia
of the 1920s. Scheffer’s personal ties with leading Soviet personalities and with the
German Embassy, described in Margret Boveri’s introduction, gave him a unique
semi-political role.

JEWISH NATIONALITY AND SOVIET POLITICS. By Zvi Y. GITELMAN.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972, 573 pp. $20.00.

An excellent monograph on the place of the Jews in the Soviet society of the
1920s. The theme is the interplay of the Soviet Communist Party, the Jewish Com-
munist leaders and the Jewish community in the combined process of moderniza-
tion and Bolshevization of a minority not easily torn from its religious identity.

THE POLITICS OF SOVIET AGRICULTURE, 1960-1970. By WEerNER G.
HamN. Baltimore : Johns Hopkins University Press, 1972, 311 pp. $12.50.

A detailed exercise in Sovietology, showing how the fortunes of political lead-
ers were affected by agricultural issues and decisions.

THE POLITICS OF ECONOMIC REFORM IN THE SOVIET UNION. By
ABraEAM Katz. New York: Praeger, 1972, 230 pp. $15.00.

A brief survey of basic economic policies since 1917, followed by analysis of the
reforms of 1965 and their outcome. The theme is the tension between two impera-
tives: that of the totalitarian system and that of rational economic relationships.
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THE HERO’S CHILDREN: THE POST-WAR GENERATION IN EAST-
ERN EUROPE. By PauL NeuBurc. New York: Morrow, 1973, 383 pp. $10.00.

An inquiry into the attitudes of youth (broadly defined), most revealing in that
it pictures the complex reality of East European societies a full generation after
the Communists came to power, rather than the stereotypes of either official ideol-
ogy or Western interpretation.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY IN SOUTHEAST EUROPE: A
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALBANIA, BULGARIA, GREECE, RO-
MANIA AND YUGOSLAVIA. By Georce W. HorFrMaN. New York: Praeger,
1972, 322 pp. $17.50.

This ambitious book brings together a wealth of data and makes some interest-
ing comparisons. Though it is essentially a summary of economic planning and re-
forms, with no surprises, the geographer’s approach and the author’s firsthand
acquaintance with the area add other dimensions.

SOCIAL CHANGE AND STRATIFICATION IN POSTWAR CZECHOSLO-
VAKIA. By Jarosrav Krej¢i. New York: Columbia University Press, 1972, 207
pp. $11.00.

For the most part a book for specialists, Krejéi’s work also relates facts and
analysis of economics and social life to the broader subject of socialism with a
human face.

POLITICAL GROUPING IN THE CZECHOSLOVAK REFORM MOVE-
MENT. By ViapiMIr V. KusiN. New York: Columbia University Press, 1972,
224 pp. $11.00.

A revealing study of the pluralism in Czechoslovak society which emerged with
the gradual disintegration of the old structures of the Party, the trade unions and
other monopolistic organizaticns before August 1968.

HITLER, HORTHY, AND HUNGARY: GERMAN-HUNGARIAN RELA-
TIONS, 1941-1944. By Mario D. Fenvo. New Haven: Yale University Press,
1972, 279 pp. $10.00.

Relying on German documents and many other sources, Fenyo throws new light
on some of the lesser-known episodes of wartime relations, especially the German
Occupation of Hungary in 1943 and the abortive coup of October 15, 1944.

THE BULGARIAN JEWS AND THE FINAL SOLUTION, 1940-1944. By
FreEpERICK B. CHARY. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1972, 246 pp.
$9.95.

The best scholarly treatment of what happened to the Bulgarian Jewish com-
munity in Hitler’'s Europe, and especially of what did not happen and why—
because this community survived,.

The Middle East and North Africa

MOSHE DAYAN: THE SOLDIER, THE MAN, THE LEGEND. By SHABTAI
TeverH. Boston : Houghton Mifflin, 1973, 372 pp. $8.95.

A solid and informative biography by a talented Israeli journalist. A friend of
Dayan but no apologist, Teveth catches the personality which has infused his
military and political battles: his brilliance, egotism, unorthodox ways and popular
appeal.

JORDAN: A STUDY IN POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT (1921-1965). By
Naseer H. Arurt. The Hague : Nijhoff, 1972, 206 pp. Gldrs. 34.



642 FOREIGN AFFAIRS

General coverage of the various factors—internal and external—that limited
domestic consensus and thus inhibited Jordan’s attainment of nationhood.

UNITED NATIONS PEACEMAKING: THE CONCILIATION COMMIS-
SION FOR PALESTINE. By Davip P. ForsyTrE. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press (in codperation with the Middle East Institute), 1972, 201 pp.
$10.00.

The value of the book lies in the detailed history of the work of the CCP in
1949, which brings out some significant points and conclusions relevant to later
attempts at peacemaking.

THE THIRD ARAB-ISRAELI WAR. By Ebcar O’Barrance. Hamden
(Conn.) : Archon Books, 1972, 288 pp. $10.00.

The indefatigable O’Ballance continues his timely series of military histories of
recent small wars. His careful account of Israel’s victory profits from assistance
given by Israeli participants, but he had no comparable help from the other side
in chronicling the Arab defeat.

SYRIA. By TasiraA PeTRAN., New York: Praeger, 1972, 284 pp. $11.00.
Generally an informative historical and political survey, although the author does
not muffle her antipathy to Western policies, to Israel and to certain Arab leaders.

DER NEUE NAHE OSTEN. By Hans HeENLE. REVISED AND EDITED BY CURT
UiLericH. Frankfurt/Main: Suhrkamp, 1972, 526 pp. DM. 8.

This review of Middle East politics since World War II stresses the trends of
nationalism and socialism, the leading role of Nasser, and the futility of neo-
colonialism. Henle’s original book was published in 1966; Ullerich brings the story
to 1971.

THE CAIRO DOCUMENTS : THE INSIDE STORY OF NASSER AND HIS
RELATIONSHIP WITH WORLD LEADERS, REBELS, AND STATES-
MEN. By MoraMEp HassaNeIN Herkar. Garden City: Doubleday, 1973, 360 pp.
$10.00.

This American version (French edition reviewed in October 1972 issue) con-
tains additional information of particular interest to the U.S. audience, as well as
an introduction by Edward R. F. Sheehan.

South and Southeast Asia

BANGLADESH : TRAGODIE EINER STAATSGRUNDUNG. By Peter Hess.
Frauenfeld (Switzerland) : Huber, 1972, 227 pp. DM. 19.80.

Thorough, unbiased, compassionate, this is the best survey to date of the tragic
and ironic circumstances surrounding the birth of the latest new nation. Hess,
South Asia correspondent of the Neue Ziircher Zeitung, demonstrates again why
his Swiss paper’s journalistic standard remains among the world’s highest.

THE DYNAMICS OF INDIAN POLITICAL FACTIONS: A STUDY OF
DISTRICT COUNCILS IN THE STATE OF MAHARASHTRA. By Mary C.
Carras. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1972, 297 pp. $19.50.

It is a slanderous cliché that Indian domestic politics are caste-ridden and that
Indian politicians are motivated more by a search for personal power than by prin-
ciple. This painstaking piece of social research demonstrates that factional align-
ments, in one Indian state at least, depend primarily on conflicts of economic in-
terest, and that ethnic communalism and power-lust are no more decisive in India
than elsewhere,
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PARTNERS IN PEACE: A STUDY IN INDO-SOVIET RELATIONS. By K.
NEeELKANT. Delhi: Vikas Publishing House, 1972, 192 pp. (Portland, Ore.: Inter-
national Scholarly Book Services, distributor, $6.00).

A panegyric to Indo-Soviet codperation. The author notes that Indian policy
toward Kashmir, China, Goa and Pakistan has always found Soviet support, and
suggests that such support is essential to counteract “Sino-American intervention.”

NEPAL: RAUM, MENSCH UND WIRTSCHAFT. By Worr Donngr. Wies-
baden: Harrassowitz (for the Institut fiir Asienkunde, Hamburg), 1972, 506 pp.
DM. 128.

The physical, industrial and social geography of Nepal is treated here in extraor-
dinary detail; essential for specialists.

THE POLITICS OF HEROIN IN SOUTHEAST ASIA. By Arrrep W. McCov,
wiTH CATHLEEN B. READ AND LroNARD P. Apams, II. New York: Harper and
Row, 1972, 464 pp. $10.95.

A fine and infuriating study of the intricate history of drug addiction and drug
supply in the Southeast Asian “Golden Triangle” and the United States. Its star-
tling thesis: that present U.S. policy maintains the national security of Asian satel-
lite governments while destroying its own national health.

REGION OF REVOLT: FOCUS ON SOUTHEAST ASIA. By Mivton Os-
BORNE. Baltimore: Penguin, 1972, 201 pp. $2.25 (Paper).

This concise but wide-ranging analysis puts the chronic Southeast Asian political
instability of the last quarter-century in an historical and sociological perspective.
The author, Australian diplomat and history professor, sees little prospect of last-
ing peace until the transition from economic poverty to sufficiency and from cul-
tural traditionalism to modernity is further advanced.

THE END OF NOWHERE: AMERICAN POLICY TOWARD LAOQOS SINCE
1954, By CHARLES A. STEVENSON. Boston: Beacon Press, 1972, 367 pp. $8.95.

How is U.S. foreign policy made? For Laos, at least, not by the President or
Congress, but by the pulling and hauling of various bureaucratic factions—State,
Defense, CIA, AID—all with vested interests, and with the man on the spot often
subject only to the most tenuous central control.

SUKARNO: A POLITICAL BIOGRAPHY. By J. D. Lecee. New York: Prae-
ger, 1972, 431 pp. $10.95.

Leader in the independence struggle, charismatic politician, father of his coun-
try—Sukarno was one of a small group of contemporaries throughout Africa and
Asia who played this remarkable role. Legge catches the flavor of the times and the
man : the latter, perhaps, a tragic figure in the classical sense, betrayed by the vices
of his virtues.

MALAYSIA—A COMMENTARY. By S. Nrrar SINGH. New York: Barnes and
Noble, 1971, 268 pp. $10.00.

Tracing the troubled history of the Malay nations over the last decade, the au-
thor, Southeast Asia correspondent of The Statesman of India, concludes that
regional integration along the lines of the “Maphilindo” concept offers the only
long-term hope for stability. His analysis suggests that hope, rather than prob-
ability, is the appropriate term for that outcome.

THE FUTURE ROLE OF SINGAPORE. By Dick WiLson. London: Oxford
University Press (for the Royal Institute of International Affairs), 1972, 120 pp.
£1.30 (Paper).
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One of the best of the seasoned Southeast Asia correspondents ponders the eco-
nomic, social and political quantities in the Singapore equation. His solution: Sing-
apore must become a “global city,” a neutral mercantile and diplomatic entrepdt
for all the powers in Asia.

East Asia and the Pacific

THE LONG REVOLUTION. By Epcar Snow. New York: Random House, 1972,
269 pp. $6.95.

The last notes of the journalist who, more than any other, has explained China
to the world. These interviews (with Mao and Chou in 1970), political sketches
and travel jottings are of the same standard as their predecessors. One striking
image, among others: “[Mao] said he was not a complicated man, but really very
simple. He was, he said, only a lone monk walking the world with a leaky umbrella.”

DIE AUSSENPOLITIK DER VOLKSREPUBLIK CHINA. By JtrGeNn DomEs
AND MARIE-LUIsE NATH. Diisseldorf: Bertelsmann Universititsverlag, 1972, 221
pp. DM. 19.80.

In a precisely detailed examination the authors predict neither a reanimation of
Soviet-Chinese ties nor a return to the politics of militant Afro-Asian solidarity,
but a delicate approach to a three-cornered coexistence with the United States and
Japan.

THE LIMITS OF FOREIGN POLICY: THE WEST, THE LEAGUE AND
THE FAR EASTERN CRISIS OF 1931-1933. By CrrisToPHER THORNE, New
York: Putnam, 1973, 442 pp. $12.95.

A landmark study of a landmark event, in which the author utilizes the full
range of Western-language sources as well as a formidable array of private pa-
pers to put events into their contemporary setting. While none of his conclusions
are strikingly new, the work illuminates not only one crisis but a generation of
British and American policy in Asia.

NEW ERA IN THE PACIFIC: AN ADVENTURE IN PUBLIC DIPLO-
MACY. By Joan HomeEnBErG. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1972, 539 pp.
$11.95.

The author, a professor of journalism, weaves personal interviews with many
Asian leaders into an historical tour of the Pacific and South Asian horizon since
World War II. He concludes that the United States should willingly contribute to
the coming era when Asians “become the masters of their own continent.”

JAPAN AND EAST ASIA: THE NEW INTERNATIONAL ORDER. By
Dowawp C. HELiMaNN, New York: Praeger, 1972, 243 pp. $8.00 (Paper, $2.95).

In this thorough analysis of the choices facing Japanese foreign policy in Asia,
Hellmann eschews the temptation to go out on any limbs of prediction. But he notes,
correctly, that the present policy of peaceful economic status depends on the con-
tinuation of both reasonably amicable relations with Peking and a credible U.S.
security guarantee or the functiona! equivalent thereof.

BLACK STAR OVER JAPAN: RISING FORCES OF MILITARISM. By Ar-
BERT AXELBANK. New York: Hill and Wang, 1972, 240 pp. $7.95.
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Will Japan again seck the status of a military great power ? The author, ex-UPI
Taiwan correspondent, paints an overwrought and one-sided picture of traditional
militarism, nuclear revanchism and the like. However, his own interviews suggest
that most influential Japanese leaders are opposed to such a prospect, and for ex-
cellent reasons. (The book was written before the normalization of Japanese re-
lations with China.)

THE CONTROL OF IMPORTS AND FOREIGN CAPITAL IN JAPAN. By
RoBerT S. OzAkI New York: Praeger, 1972, 309 pp. $18.50.

Both U.S. and European business communities have accused Japan of unreason-
able and illegal restrictions on foreign investment, while deploring Japanese pene-
tration of their own bailiwicks. Ozaki, however, has provided a view of the situa-
tion which is both a valuable compendium of Japanese legislation and policy state-
ments and an analysis of how, under certain circumstances, a policy of limited and
strategic protectionism can work spectacularly well.

JAPANESE FOREIGN PCLICY ON THE EVE OF THE PACIFIC WAR: A
SOVIET VIEW. By Leonip N. Kutagov. EDITED BY GEORGE ALEXANDER LENSEN.
Tallahassee (Fla.) : Diplomatic Press, 1972, 241 pp. $15.00.

Soviet scholar and now a U.N. Under Secretary-General, Kutakov argues that
the Pacific war was facilitated by the unavailing U.S. and British attempts to ar-
range a peaceful scttlement with Japan, and that they only joined the Soviet Union
in common opposition when vital Anglo-American interests were threatened. The
fact that the U.S.S.R. was the only power to conclude such agreements—not only
with Japan but with Germany as well—vitiates the holier-than-thou tone but not
the essential argument.

GOVERNMENT AND POLITICS OF KOREA. Eprtep By Se-JIN Kim anp
Cranc-Hyun Cwuo. Silver Spring (Md.) : Research Institute on Korean Affairs,
1972, 331 pp- $4.90.

A group of expatriate Korean scholars analyze the mechanisms and antagonisms
of government in both the northern and southern states, and the outlook for con-
tacts between the two. The collection of essays is perceptive and largely unbiased
by ideological preconceptions.

COLONIALISM, DEVELOPMENT AND INDEPENDENCE: THE CASE OF
THE MELANESIAN ISLANDS IN THE SOUTH PACIFIC. By H. C. Broox-
FIELD. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1972, 226 pp. $16.50.

The fate of the Melanesian islands—ruled severally or successively by Holland,
Germany, Britain, France, Australia, Japan, Indonesia and the United States—
has been chaotic and traumatic. This study attempts to place it in the context of an
historical process of colonial penetration, economic transformation and the growth
of political resistance. The author’s disturbing forecast for the area: great-power
conflict, ethnic rivalry and social turmoil.

AUSTRALIAN DIPLOMAT: MEMOIRS OF SIR ALAN WATT. Sydney:
Angus and Robertson (in association with the Australian Institute of International
Affairs), 1972, 329 pp. A$8.50.

Diplomatic reminiscences of a generally chatty and personal nature. Hints for
the neophyte: Japanese domestic servants are the best; Washington, D.C. is not
a safe city to live in; “Moscow tummy” is horrible; visiting Australians are a pain
in the neck.
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Africa

CULTURAL ENGINEERING AND NATION-BUILDING IN EAST AF-
RICA. By Avr1 A, Mazrul. Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1972, 301
pp. $10.00.

The political intentions and cultural characteristics which have shaped the differ-
ing national institutions of Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda emerge clearly from this
straightforward but richly detailed study by the eminent East African political
scientist. Though fairly objective throughout, Mazrui sees fewer pitfalls in Kenya’s
version of “African capitalism” than in Tanzania’s self-reliant (and denying)
communalism or Uganda’s mixture of the two.

THE FRENCH PRESENCE IN BLACK AFRICA. By Epwarp M. CORBETT.
Washington : Black Orpheus Press, 1972, 209 pp. $12.50.

Modernization will inevitably erode France’s influence in her ex-colonies, in the
author’s view. However, his account indicates in dispassionate detail that French
permeation into every phase of institutional life in these ex-colonies is still im-
pressive, as well as profitable for all concerned.

NIGERIAN MODERNIZATION: THE COLONIAL LEGACY. By UxrANnbDI
Gopwin DamacaI. New York: Third Press, 1972, 145 pp. $7.95.

A Nigerian social scientist looks at what the West has wrought in his country,
accepting as inevitable the growth of social stratification, the decline of family and
tribal ties, the increasing urbanization.

SOUTH AFRICA: CIVILIZATIONS IN CONFLICT. By Jim HoacLAnD.
Boston : Houghton Mifflin, 19772, 428 pp. $10.00.

The Africa correspondent for The Washington Post eloquently and perceptively
surveys southern Africa—within and outside the laager—sketching the daily lives
and besetting problems of all strata of the separated societies. He advocates a uni-
fied attempt on the part of the United States and the Soviet Union to gain conces-
sions from the white minority.

SWAZILAND: THE DYNAMICS OF POLITICAL MODERNIZATION. By
CaristiaN P. PoraoLM. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1972, 183 pp.
$8.00.

The story of a wise and powerful king, the traditional ruler of the Swazi people,
who bent but did not break in the winds of change and who was elected head of
state when his country became independent. This harmonious alliance of the tra-
ditional and the modern is unique in independent Africa.

IN THE EYE OF THE STORM: ANGOLA’S PEOPLE. By BasiL DAVIDSON.
Garden City: Doubleday, 1972, 367 pp. $7.95.

A prolific historian looks at Angola’s past and present struggles through the eyes
of the African insurgents. He feels that only through the sort of “participation”
by Africans in their own destinies forged in such a revolutionary struggle can the
ex-colonies be really free.

AFRICA AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF INTERNATIONAL LAW. By
T. O. Evrias. Leyden: Sijthoff/Dobbs Ferry (N.Y.): Oceana, 1972, 261 pp. $13.00.

The author is Dean of the Faculty of Law at the University of Lagos; his book
—whose separate chapters were written for diverse occasions—is a mixed bag.
Recommended: sections on government under law in Africa, the new states and
the United Nations, the legality of illegal regimes in Africa.
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I. DOCUMENTS
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AFRICA

THE AGRICULTURAL economy of Nigeria. Washington, Dept. of Agriculture, Economic
Research Service, 1972. 47 pp. (ERS-Foreign 329.)

Basic facts on the Republic of South Africa and the policy of apartheid. N.Y., 1972. 41
pp. (72.11.K.10.) $1.50.
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mittee on Foreign Affairs, House, May 4-Dec. 7, 1971. Washington, 1972. 2 pts.
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BoMBING in Vietnam by the United States, Hearing, Committee on Armed Services,
House, on H. Res. 918, Apr. 18, 1972. Washington, 1972. pp. 9037-9176.
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Investigating Subcommittee, Committee on Armed Services, House, under authority of
H. Res. 201, Dec. 15, 1972. Washington, 1972. 12 pp. (Com. Print.)
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1211, J1. 20, 1972. Washington, 1972. 34 pp.
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Towarp a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty. Hearing, Subcommittee on Arms Con-
trol, International Law and Organization, Committee on Foreign Relations, Senate, on .
Res. 230 and 8. Res. 273, May 15, 1972. Washington, 1972. 152 pp.

Atomic Energy Commission appropriations for fiscal year 1973. Hearings, Subcommittee,
Committee on Appropriations, Senate. Washington, 1972. Pt. 3.

COMMERCIAL PoLicy aND TRADE

MULTINATIONAL shipping enterprises. Report by the Secretariat of UNCTAD. N.Y., 1972.
24 pp. {72ILD. 17.) s50¢.

SHIPPING in the seventies. Report by the Secretariat of UNCTAD. N.Y, 1972. 42 pp.
(72.J1.D, 15.) $1.00.

Trabe adjustment assistance. Hearings, Subcommittee on Foreign Economic Policy, Com-
mittee on Forcign Affairs, House, on H. Con. Res. 546-549, Apr. 24-May 17, 1972. Wash-
ington, 1972. 760 pp. )

. Report, Aug. 29, 1972. Washington, 1972. 28 pp. (Com. Print.)
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Tariffs and Trade, 1972. 53 pp. (GATT Studies in International Trade, 3.)

ExTENsION of the Export Administration Act of 1969. Hearing, Subcommittee on Inter-
national Trade, Committee on Banking and Currency, House, May 30, 1972. Washingten,

1972, 226 pp. . .
. Hearing, Committee on Foreign Relations, Senate, on 8. 3726, J1. 19, 1972. Wash-

ington, 1972. 41 pp.
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SALE of wheat to Russia. Hearings, Subcommittee on Livestock and Grains, Committee
on Agriculture, House, Sept. 14-19, 1972. Washington, 1972. 293 pp.

U.S.-Sovier commercial relationships in a new era, by P. G. Peterson. Washington,
Dept. of Commerce, 1972. 79 pp.

DEeveLOPING NATIONS

INvESTING in developing countries: facilities for the promotion of foreign private invest-
ment in developing countries. Paris, OECD, 1972. 110 pp. $3.25.

Economic analysis of agricultural projects, by J. P. Gittinger. Baltimore, Johns Hopkins
Uni;. Press (for the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development), 1972. 221

. $3.00.
PPRESTRICTIVE business practices. The operations of multinational United States enterprises
in developing countries: their role in trade and development, by Raymond Vernon. N.Y,,
1972. 26 pp. (72.11.D.16.) so¢.

CopPER production in developing countries. Report of the Seminar on the Copper Indus-
try held in Moscow, 1-6 Oct. x970. N.Y,, 1972. 64 pp. (72.1LB. 13.) $r1.00.

DISARMAMENT

AGREEMENT on limitation of strategic offensive weapons. Hearings, Commmittee on For-
eign Affairs, House, J1. 20-Aug. 9, 1972. Washington, 1972. 155 pp.

——. Report, Committee on Foreign Affairs, House, to accompany H.J. Res. 1227, Aug.
10, 1972. Washington, 1972. 6 pp. (H. Rept. 92—1324.)

——. Act, approved Sept. 30, 1972. Washington, 1972. 2 pp. (92-448—IH.J. Res. 1227.)

THE MILITARY implications of the strategic arms limitation talks agreements. Hearing,
Committee on Armed Services, House, J1. 25, 1972. Washington, 1972. pp. 15067-15153.

DisarMaMEeNT and development. Report of the Group of Experts on the Economic and
Social Consequences of Disarmament. N.Y., 1972. 37 pp. (73.IX. 1.) $1.00.

East AND WEST

ConrFeErReNCE on European Security. Hearings, Subcommittee on Europe, Committee on
Foreign Affairs, House, Apr. 25-Sept. 27, 1972. Washington, 1972. 195 pp.

EasTerN EuUrore

THe Decision-Making process in respect of imports in selected socialist countries of
Eastern Europe. Study by the UNCTAD Secretariat. N.Y., 1972. 22 pp. (72.IL.D. 14.) s0¢.

INTERNATIONAL negotiation: Chinese comment on Soviet foreign policy. Comp. by the
Subcommittee on National Security and International Operations, Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, Senate, pursuant to 8. Res, 258 [Oct. 27, 1972]. Washington, 1972. 16 pp.
(Com. Print.)

FunpING of Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty. Hearings, Committee on Foreign
Relations, Senate, on 8. 3645, Je. 6-7, 1972. Washington, 1972. 83 pp.

~—. Act, approved Aug. 20, 1972. Washington, 1972. 1 p. (92-394-S. 364s.)

CULTURAL policy in Bulgaria, by Kostadine Popov. Paris, UNESCO, 1972. (Studies and
Documents on Cultural Policies.) $2.00.

ENVIRONMENT

StockHoLM and beyond. Report of the Secretary of State’s Advisory Committee on the
United Nations Conference on the Human Environment. Washington, 1972. 152 pp.

Law of the sea. Hearing, Subcommittee on Oceans and Atmosphere, Committee on Com-
merce, Senate, Oct. 3, 1972. Washington, 1972. 137 pp.
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DELINQUENT international debts owed to the United States, Hearings, Subcommittee,
Committee on Government Operations, House, Apr. 6, 1971-Feb. 18, 1972. Washington,
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Gorp and the central bank swap network. Hearings, Subcommittee on International Ex-
change and Payments, Joint Economic Committee, Sept. 11-15, 1972. Washington, 1972.
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—E. Report, Nov. 18, 1972. Washington, 1972. 1z pp. (Jt. Com. Print.)
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CaNapa-U.S. relations: options for the future, by Mitchell Sharp. Ottawa, Information
Canada, 1972. 24 pp. (International Perspectives, Special Issue.)

INTER-American relations: a collection of documents, legislation, descriptions of inter-
American organizations. Committee on Foreign Affairs, House, Oct. 10, 1972. Washington,
1972. 648 pp. (Com. Print.)

AMEerICAN-Mexican Boundary Treaty Act of 1972. Report, Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, Senate, to accompany H.R. 15461, Oct. 10, 1972. Washington, 1972. 5 pp. (8. Rept.
92—12835.)

——. Act, approved Oct. 25, 1972. Washington, 1972. 3 pp. (92-549—H.R. 15461.)

II. OTHER PUBLICATIONS

AperpHi Papers. London, International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1972.

89. Military technology and the European balance, by Trevor Cliffe. 58 pp. $1.00.

ApEN AND BRrITISH STRATEGY 18391968, by Harvey Sicherman. Philadelphia, Foreign
Policy Research Institute, x972. 53 pp. (Research Monograph Series, 12.) $3.50.

AMERICcA’S AFrRICA PoLicy: ReporT, FIRST AFRICA-BASED CONFERENCE, CONFERENCES OF
AFRICAN AND AMERICAN REPRESENTATIVES, LUSAKA, ZAMBIA, JAN. 17-21, 1972, ed. by
R. L. Denerstein. N.Y., African-American Institute, 1972. 40 pp.

ArMS AND AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT: PROCEEDINGS OF THE FIrsT PAN-AFRICAN CriTizENS’ CON-
FERENCE, ed. by F. S. Arkhurst. N.Y., Praeger (for the Adlai Stevenson Iunstitute of In-
ternational Affairs), 1972. 156 pp.

Asia aND CONTEMPORARY WoRLD PROBLEMs: A Symrosium, ed. by P. K. T. Sih. N.Y,, St.
John’s Univ. Press (for the Center of Asian Studies), 1972. 69 pp. (Asia in the Modern
World, 11.)

Asia AND THE Major Powers: IMPLICATIONS FOR THE INTERNATIONAL ORrDER, by R. A,
Scalapino. Washington, American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research; Stan-
ford, Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, 1972. 117 pp. (AEI-Hoover
Policy Study, 3.) $3.00.

THE ASIAN Bavrance: Japan aAnNp Unitep StaTtes Poricy, by Franz Michael and G. J.
Sigur. N.Y., National Strategy Information Center, 1972. g2 pp. $1.00.

AstaN PropLEs’ ANTI-COMMUNIST LEAGUE. Taipei, Author, 1972. Pamphlets.

160-161. Bitter lessons from diplomatic relations with the Maoists, by Tung Chia-pi. 2
pts. $1.00 each.

BericuTE, Cologne, Bundesinstitut fiir Ostwissenschaftliche und Internationale Studien,
1972.



SOURCE MATERIAL 651

36. Die westeuropiischen Kommunisten und die europiische Gemeiuschaft, by Heinz
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