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U.S.-SOVIET RELATIONS:

THE ARMS RACE AND COEXISTENCE

As we move further into the 1980s there are a number of

alarming trends in Soviet-American relations and in the
nuclear arms race: the development of so-cailed “coun-
terforce™ or “lirst-strike™ weapons: NATO's new Pershing
XR If missiles. which drastically reduce the warning time
of an American missile attack on the USSR, just as the
Soviet §S-20s threaten Western Europe: a U.S. command
system that. under conditions of intense crisis, says one
expert. “is subject to strains powerful enough to trigger
an unintended war™: increasingly sophisticated technology .
such as that which has produced the cruise missile, com-
plicating the verificution process of future arms control
agreements: a new and growing arms race in space; nuclear
proliferation: the discussion of “iimited™ nuclear war and
other strategic nuclear conceps: the failure of the U.S. to
ratify SALT I1...and the list goes on. .

Few of these problems can be addressed. much less
resolved, in the climate of deteriorating Soviet-American
relations that has obtained since the mid-"70s. And there
are few signs that this deterioration will be arrested soon.
What does remain is some time to halt or reduce the next
generation of nuclear weapons-—but that time is fleeting.

Euach of the superpowers bears a substantial degree of

responsibility for the present impasse. The closed and se-
cretive nature of the Soviet system has made ut difficult to
achieve the degree of mutual confidence in arms control
agrecments necessary for success. The Soviets do not seem
4

Donald S. Zagoria

to have developed a concept of nuclear sufficiency or.
indeed. of conventional military sufficiency. As a result,
they have given their adversarices reason to dwell on “worst-
case” sceenarios and to attribute the most malevolent in-
tentions to the Soviet leadership. The Soviets have re-
lentlessty sought marginal advantages in the Third World—
Angola, the Horn of Africa. Afghanistan - that have cu-
mulatively undermined their relations with the United States
and stimulated the view widely shared in the U5, that we
must counter this Soviet thrust with a military buildup of
our own. Further, the Soviets have demonstrated an ob-
sessive and shortsighteed preoccupation with “bhorder se-
curity.” This is presumably the reason for their tank buildup
in Eastern Europe, their deployment of fifty divisions on
the Chinese border. their invasion of Afghanistan, and so
on. Finally. the Soviets have refused to allow a process
of peaceful change in Eastern Lurope and have used their
own forces to suppress Communist governments that were
secking greater autonomy and internal reform.

But if the Soviets hold the main responsibility for the
breakdown of détente. it is the Reagan administration that
is contributing to the new and more dangerous relationship
developing in the 1980s. By secking to eain new military
advantages over the Sovict Union on the specious grounds
that the Soviets have achieved nuclear superiority . by pur-
suing a counterproductive policy of waging economic war-
fare against the Soviet Union. by nourishing false illusions



that we can outspend the Soviets and pressure them into
accommodation on our terms. it is the United States that
now bears an important part of the responsibility for the
present impasse. _

This is not to say that the administration’s policy is
entircly wrong. Many Americans agree that a new U.S.
military buildup is desirable to counter the USSR’s military
expansion of recent years; most Americans agree that ne-
gotiations with the Soviet Union arc always a difficult,
onerous task; few harbor any illusions about the nature of
the Sovict system or its ¢xpansionist ambitions. By indi-
cating to the Soviets that the U.S. is willing to compete
with the USSR as a global power, the Reagan adminis-
tration has performed a useful service and has provided a
nccessary corrective to the indecisive policies of the Carter
administration. Nevertheless, and unfortunately, it has failed
to offer the Sovicets an alternative to confrontation.

Lack of Coherence

In a recent speech at Columbia University, former National
Sccurity Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski offered a number
of rcasons for America’s difficulty in conducting a coherent
and consistent global policy: its youth as a global power;
a general lack of bipartisanship; the division between the
president and the Congress: political discontinuity, i.c.,
the changing not only of the president and the Congress
in periodic elections but of several thousand key officials
as well; the tendency of the press and television to focus
on personalitics rather than on trends.

Many other factors could be added to this list. As Henry
Kissinger contended in a recent article in Newsweek, the
United States “requires an armistice in the debate that has
rent our country for overa decade  between those extreme
conservatives who reject all negotiations {with the USSR
as a trap and cvery agreement as a surrender and those
extreme liberals who insist that most of our dangers are

self-induced. to be remedied by unremitting pressure on

our own government.”

From overselling détente in the 1970s we have switched
o overselling confrontation in the '80s. In the "70s we
envisaged massive trade with the Soviet Union as part of

the policy of “linkage.” In the '80s we ae conducting -

economic warfare against that country. Three American
presidents helped to negotiate SALT 115 a fourth rejected
it as “fatally flawed.”” Yet that same president continues
to observe its articles.

In the carly "70s the Nixon-Kissinger policy of détente
floundered on the shoals of Watergate and Vietnam. It was
also subverted by various picces of congressional legis-

lation, such as the Jackson-Vanik and Stevenson amend-

ments. President Carter’s policy toward Moscow alternated
between firmness and conciliation, which led t¢ Carter
being widely perceived as an indecisive president. Presi-
dent Reagan’s stance toward the Soviet Union has been
described by Stanley Hoffman as more of an “ideology™
than a “*policy™ and by Kissinger as an alternation between
“intransigent assaults on a caricature of the détente policy
of the 1970s™ and “sweeping gestures better suited to fend
off pressures than to achieve any permanent result.”
Under the American political system, only the president
or his sceretary of state can formulate and carry out a
coherent policy toward the USSR. For this policy to be
effective it must be communicated to the American people

and receive the support of the opposition party in Congress.
Neither Carter nor Reagan has been cffective in formu-
lating, much less communicating, such a policy or in
rounding up bipartisan support for it.

At the heart of such a policy would be the continuation
of our efforts to contain Sovict power and recognition that
the Soviet Union is a great power with which we must
negotiatc, particularly on ways to limit the nuclear arms
race and prevent war. To achieve our purposes we ought
to hold out both incentives and punishments. 1t should be
made clear that while we abhor many elements of the Soviet
system and are determined to contain its spread, particu-
larly when this is effected by military means, we also
harbor no illusions that we can roll back the Soviet empire,
that we can pressure the Soviets into accommodation on
our terms, that it is a system in imminent danger of col-
lapse, or that we can, by our efforts, change the system
in any fundamental way.

The Nuclear “Crutch”

A number of strategic analysts recently have made the
strong argument that America has used nuclear deterrence
as an “insidious crutch” for far too long. As one such
analyst, Mark Garrison, points out, the concept of “ex-
tended deterrence™ in American strategic jargon means “the
usc of nuclear weapons to deter the Sovict Union from
encroaching on anyonc the U.S. has taken under its wing.”
Surely this cannot be a credible policy now that the Soviets
have achieved nuclear parity.

Dimitri Simes argues that “the United States has always
rclied excessively on nuclear weapons and has always sought
strategic nuclear superiority over the Soviet Union.. .because
the United States was looking for a shortcut and was not
willing or able to respond to the Soviet challenge on a
conventional level.” Nuclear weapons were scen as cheaper
than conventional weapons, and we thought we “could
have credible deterrence without having credible war-fight-
ing capability.” According to Simes, “We cannot simul-
tancously have it both ways—enjoy meaningful nuclear
arms control and at the same time believe that under some
circumstances we may rely on first usc of nuclear weap-
ons....The road to nuclear disarmament lics...in a massive
conventional rcarmament.” It is this situation that is at the
heart of:the present strains in the Atlantic Alliance. Many
Europeans cannot believe that we would risk a nuclear
holocaust simply to defend Paris or Bonn; others fear that
the cure is worse than the disease—that we might try to
deter a Sovict attack on Europe by using tactical nuclear

weapons that would destroy Europe.

The solution to this dilemma may not li¢ in the “massive™
conventional rcarmament that Simes calls for. Too sharp
a break with our policy of nuclear deterrence may, in fact,
invite the Sovicts to usc their conventional superiority in
various parts of the world and, therefore, make nuclear
war even more likely. Nevertheless, serious consideration
must be given to restoring the military draft and to re-
building America’s conventional military strength. Thus,
in a crisis there will be alternatives to overrcliance on
nuclear weapons and nuclear threats.

A Concept of Nuclear Sufficiency

McGeorge Bundy is more responsible than any other prom-

inent strategic analyst for calling attention to the need for
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a concept of nuclear sufficiency. “We need,” Bundy says,
“a level of nuclear strength such that the notion of a nuclear
war will remain as deeply unauractive to the Soviet gov-

ernment as it is to us....It is fundamentally a question of

survivable and commandable retaliatory forces.™ Further-
more, we could “unilaterally move to a much more mod-
erate procurement policy, a much more restrained use
policy, @ much more hopeful national position.™ In his
view, the kinds of changes in our nuclear forces that are
“necessary for modernization and change are much smaller
than those on the drawing bouards and in the budget.”

The question of when “enough is enough™ to ensure
survivable retaliatory forces is, of course, an extremely
contentious one. But it sé¢ems difficult to disagree with the
heart of Bundy's critique: that we have too often erred on
the side of too much. 'L he difficulty of adopting a principle
of nuclear sufficiency inthe U.S. and making it stick would
scem to be a political problem more than anything clse.

What is required for the "80s is an American leadership
that is able to articulate to the American people, to Amer-
ica’s allies, and to America’s adversaries the rationale for
a more modest nuclear procurement strategy. Such a strat-
cgy would be based on a number ol assumptions. also
requiring carcful articulation: that we can assure the sur-
vivability of our nuclear forces without a new and massive
escalation of the arms race: that we will deliberately eschew
the development of “counterforee™ or “destabilizing”
weapons; that we do not believe that marginal nuclear
superiority in one or another category of nuclear weaponry
serves any uscful political advantage, much less offers a
potential for nuclear blackmail: that if the Soviets wish to
waste their resources on further nuclear buildups, we will
not he foolish ¢nough to join them.

Unless the U.S. soon develops a coneept of nuclear
sufficiency, it will risk fueling the neutralist movement in
Europe. Already even prominent “establishiment™ figures,
like Solly Zuckerman in England, are openly calling into
question the judgment of U.S. leaders on nuclear matters.,

Arms Control
Yet another way out of the present impasse requires a
continuing scarch for nuclear arms control agreements with
the Sovict Union. Unfortunately. the prospects for such
agreements do not seem bright. The U.S. has failed to
ratify the SALT T agreement; the new “deep cut™ proposals
advanced by the Reagan administration are regarded by
the Soviets as one-sided: and there apparently has been
little movement in the intermediate nuclear force talks.
Morcover, the results of arms control negotiations with
the Soviet Union in the "70s caused deep disillusionment
in the United States. As one analyst reminds us:

In November 1969, on the eve of SALT. the American-Soviet
ratio of nuclear warheads deliverable from central strategic
systems was approximately 2.300 to 1.400. In 1981, after
more than a decade of SALT. but with increasing fractionation,
the ratio approximates 9.000 to 6.000. 1f nuclear warheads
associated with intermediate- and shorter-range delivery ve-
hicles are included. the ratio approaches 30.000 to 20,000 with
another 20.000 warheads likely to be produced by both sides
over the next decade—ceven under a SALT regime.

One’s view of the SALT process depends, however, on
precisely what one expects from it. Although reduction in

the number of nuclear missiles and weapons ought to be
a continuing goal, the consensus of most strategic spe-
cialists is that “the main goal of nuclear arms control with
the Soviet Union should be the achicvement of greater
crisis stability-—that is to say, limiting the types and levels
of nuclear forees so that there would be diminishing pres-
sure on cither side to use its stratcgic nuclear forces first
for fear that thesec would be vulnerable to attack by the
other side’s nuclear forces.”

An impressive case can be made that the SALT process
has helped to promotc nuclear stability. First, SALT II set
a ceiling on the number of missile launchers permitted to
each side. Setting a cap on launchers is a necessary con-
fidence-building measure. In addition, Jane M. O. Sharp,
writing in International Security, has pointed to a number
of other positive aspects of the SALT process of the 1970s.
SALT codified the status quo of the decade, made sub-
stantial progress in the monitoring of arms control agree-
ments by overcoming longstanding Soviet ies'stance to
satellitc reconnaissance, cnhanced communication be-
tween the two sides in the interest of crisis management,
established an agreed data base on Soviet and American
strategic systems, and successfully resolved all compliance
ambiguitics through the regularly scheduled meetings of
the Standing Consultative Commission.

Onc of the main obstacles to reaching new arms control
agreements with the Soviet Union in the 1980s is the dif-
ference in attitude between the Reagan administration and
its Soviet adversary. The Reaganites believe that arms
control is a function of the balance of power between the
two sides and that the nuclear balance will not be stabilized
until the U.S. is in a stronger military/strategic position;
the Sovicts do not believe they hold a strategic edge.

Nevertheless, the United States and the Soviet Union
do have a common interest in reducing the missiles that
are most destabilizing; and in this common interest there
lies a slim hope for a new agreement. The U.S. is most
concerned about the Soviet's heavy missiles that theoret-
ically can destroy our Minutemen. The Soviet Union is
most concerned about our projected Pershing 11 missiles
in Europe. It is conceivable that some tradeofT could be
agreed upon. Similarly, former Security Advisor Brzezin-
ski has advocated reducing the number of projected mis-
siles in Europe in exchange for a reduction in Soviet tanks.

However, time is running out for such agreements. If
the U.S. goes ahead with both the MX and the European
missiles on the grounds that we must improve our position
in the strategic arms race before the Sovicts will negotiate
seriously, the Soviet response is likely to be an increase
in its own nuclcar power. As a result, the world of the
1990s is certain to be more rather than less dangerous. A
prudent American government would ratify the SALT 11
agreement and enter into serious negotiations with the So-
viets on “tradeoffs™ that would reverse the present upward
spital of the nuclear arms race and help produce a more
moderate climate in Sovict-U.S. relations.

Institutionalizing Negotiations

"Both high-level summit talks between Soviet and American

leaders and lower-level discussions on nuclear arms control
must be institutionalized. Moreover, dialogue between the
United States and the Soviet Union ought not be made a
hostage to the prevailing state of bilateral rclations. We



must find ways to insulate discussions about the nuclear
arms race from *linkage” politics.

There have been a number of suggestions along both
these lines. Former President Nixon argued in a recent
interview that rcgular summit meetings between American
presidents and Soviet leaders might prevent subsequent
miscalculations. Of course such summit meetings must be
carefully prepared, and they should be preceded by meet-
ings of the Western Alliance. Joseph Nyc has suggested
a new framework for lower-level discussions, which he
calls “nuclear stabilization tatks.” According to Nye, Soviet
and Amecrican military leaders should meet regularly to
discuss specific matters relating to stability, force struc-
tures, planned-defense programs, and formal treatics deal-
ing with nuclear competition. _

The closest we have come to having a forum for such
a continuing dialogue is the SALT Standing Consultative
Commission, and this has worked quitc well. Under the
May, 1973, regulations, the SCC meets at least twice
annually, normally in Geneva, but with the option to call
special sessions at any time anywhere. According to Janc
Sharp, interviews with the two former U.S. commissioners
indicated that all SALT ambiguities “were resolved to the
mutral satisfaction of both sides after thoroughly profes-
sional and businesslike discussions.” But instead of lim-
iting such a forum to resolving compliance ambiguities in
previously agreed-to treaties, more could be achieved by
allowing Soviet and American military leaders to meet
with each other on a regular basis, frec from public scrutiny.

Behavior and Response

It is clear that we are at an important turning point in
Soviet-American relations---a moment that both Seweryn
Bialer and Zbignicw Brzezinski have identificd as similar
to the period between 1946 and 1949, when the cold war
begau, and the period between 1958 and 1960, when the
Soviets began to scarch for détente. It is still oo carly to
tell whether we are headed for a new cold war or a modified
détente—though this time a détente without illusions on
either side. Much depends on how we behave.

In some right-wing circles the theory is that nothing the
United States does can influence Soviet bchavior. The
pundit Irving Kristol recently noted in the Wall Street
Journal that the Soviets are Mafioso and that is all one

needs to know about them. Other conservatives voice sim-
ilar views, suggesting that Soviet foreign policy is the result
exclusively of some internal dynamic and is hardly influ-
enced by the international environment. But even the Mafia
is influenced by its environment. It is an illusion to believe
that we can make fundamental changes in the nature of
the Soviet system or can turn the Soviets into Jeffersonian
democrats, but it surely is no illusion to believe that the
Soviets respond to our behavior, as we do to theirs.

If we create an environment in which they can advance
without much risk—as was the case with Angola and Ethio-
pia, for example—they will seize the opportunity. If we
create an environment of firmness—as in Korea—they will
behave more cautiously. But if firmncss is half of the image
we must project, flexibility and a willingness to accom-
modate on issues of mutual interest is the other. So far
the Reagan administration has not projected such an image.

The Soviets are in deep trouble—not deep enough to
causc the system to collapse or the Soviet leadership to
bend to American pressure, but deep enough to welcome
a breather. They have substantial cconomic problems at
home, an intractable problem in Poland, and they are over-
extended abroad. They do not want a new arms race with
the United States. Their passivity in the recent Lebanon
crisis, their search for accommodation with China, and
their continuing interest in détente with the U.S. suggest
strongly that the Soviet leadership is aware of its problems
and anxious about rocking the international boat.

A conservative American president is in the best position
to open up serious dialogue with the Russians on improving
relations, damping down the arms race, quieting tensions
in the Third World, preventing further proliferation, and
more; a liberal president is certain to be accused of being
“soft” on Russia. But before President Reagan can take
advantage of the present opportunity, he will have to dis-
regard the advice of some of his most conservative advisors
about how to deal with Moscow. And even as he continues
to build up the American military and project a new image
of strength and resolve, he will have to present the Soviets
with some real options.

Donald S. Zagoria is Professor of Government at Hunter
College and a Fellow of the Research Institute on Inter-
national Change at Columbia University.

LEBANON: SHATTERED NATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Lebanon is the most recent example of an all too frequent
modern tragedy, the small nation rent by internal division
and external intervention: Korea, Vietnam, Cambodia.
Nicaragua, El Salvador, Uganda. And as with all tragedies,
the agony is both unique and universal.

Understandably, Americans are deeply troubled by the
latest chapter in Lebanon’s ordeal, for we have a religious,
moral, political, and, for millions of Lebanese-Americans,
profound familial investment in the country. America’s
involvement is older by far than the modern state of Leb-

Robert K. Olson

anon, having originated in the carly nincteenth century and

sgrown stronger with American relicf efforts during the
Christian-Drusc battles of 1860 and the establishment of
the Syrian Protestant College (now the American Univer-
sity of Beirut) in 1864. Lebanon is, in fact, a paradigm
of U.S. experience in the Middle East—indeed, every-
where in the world—exemplifying our best, and probably
our worst, influences throughout the globe. It is only nat-
ural and fitting that Americans should ask themselves what
happened, why, and what we should be doing about it.
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The Whys of It

The story of Lebanon is also the story of Syria and the
1970 coup that brought strongman Hafez al-Assad, an
enigmatic Alawite, to power. It is the story of Israel, of
its shock at the 1973 Yom Kippur war. of Menachem
Begin, Camp David, the West Bank, and Jerusalem. of
Palestinian terrorism that threatens Israelis the world over
as well as within the country’s borders. 1t is the story of
Anwar el-Sadat’s life and death, of the Iranian revolution
and the Persian Gulf war. It is the story of King Hussein
and his expulsion of the Palestinian fedaveen from Jordan
in September, 1970. And it is the story of the Palestinians
themselves, who retreated into Lebanon to fight again.

Sorting through the shards of recent history, we can
perceive a certain rough pattern of events. To begin with,
Lebanon is a badly faulted country, almost equally divided
between Christian and Muslim (no one really knows, for
there has been no census since 1932) and with a heritage
of feudal loyalties going back half a millennium at least.
While displaying all the attributes of nationhood, Lebanese
unity is the result of a precarious balance of forces worked
out among factional leaders—leaders who, in the time-
honored tradition of the East, hold personal responsibility
for assuring their respective followings a fair share of
privilege and profit. At the governmental level, an un-
written national covenant provides that the president shall
be a Maronite Christian, the prime minister a Sunni Mus-
lim, and the speaker of the house a Shiite Muslim.

For fiftcen years after independence in 1943, 1.¢banon
was a peaceful. prosperous. happily corrupt semi-an-
archy—the only working democracy in the Muslim world,
the pleasure dome of the Arabs. the “*Switzerland of the
Middle East.”™ Beirut was transformed from a French co-
lonial scaport into a powcerhouse of international banking,
a center of international intrigue, a world-class capital
boasting fine hotels—in short, an integral part of the great
world. Through its Western orientation and the prominent
role in the U.N. played by the impressive Dr. Malik,
Lebanon enjoyed an internationa’ <*stus disproportionate
to its stze and power.

Ironically, it was that very stature in the West and grow-
ing wealth and prestige that eventually brought Lebanon
down. The Arab nationalism that radiated out of Egypt in
1958 radicalized Lebanese Muslims. who long had been
resentful of what they considered Christian domination and
the country’s Western orientation, and Lebanon was plunged
into a sectarian revolution. A beleaguered President Cha-
moun, alleging an eaternal Communist threat. evoked the
Lisenhower Doctrine. This triggered an invasion by U.S.
Murines, followed by the clection of a compromise pres-
ident, Fu'ad Chehab. who sought to patch up and maintain
an uncaly balance.

Lebanon already had become a haven for refugees from
Palestine. As the years passed it became, incvitably, a
nursery for terrorism and revanchist politics. Within ten
years of the Marine landing, the forces leading to the
present tragedy had begun to gather momentum. In De-
cember, 1908, in retaliation for a Palestinian attack on an
El Al airliner at Athens, Isracli commandos attacked Beirut
airport, destroying thirteen planes. In October, 1969, the
PLO wrested control of Palestinian refugee camps from
the Lebancese army. And a year later, in what amounted
to another invasion. Palestinian main forces---expelled from

Jordan, the losers in a bloody trial of strength with King
Husscin—retreated into Lebanon.

Lebanon’s failure to absorb them is a complex story of
its own; it suffices to note here that once again Lebanon
saw a polarization between the Muslim Left and the Chris-
tian Right. The vicious civil war of 1975-76 brought the
almost total collapse of governmental authority, the com-
plete loss of control over the Palestinians, and intensified
outside intervention. Isracl and others began to arm the
Christians. Syria, Libya, and Iraq poured moncy and arms
into the Muslim Left and the Palestinians.

It was insane and it was dangerous. Until we are pre-
sented with a documenied history, the impression remains
that the moderate powers of the world—the u S.. Western
Europe. Egypt, Saudi Arabia. and Jordan—washed their
hands of the matter while the forces of disorder were tearing
Lebanon apart. “Why didn’t you do something? a dis-
tressed Lebanese friend asked me. “Why did you let them
do this to us? Why. indced. Eventually, Secretary Kis-
singer responded. The volatile. chaotic situation alarmed
even Syria. which, with U.S. blessings, invaded Lebanon
in June. 1976—not to support ecither side, but to restore
order and stabilize the situation.

The move merely delayed an incxorable process. By
1978 the stage was being set for the final act. In March
the Israclis invaded l.ebanon and began a three-month
punitive campaign. United Nations troops (UNIFIL) were
introduced as a buffer. As Isracli forces withdrew. inde-
pendent Lebanese forces under maverick Major Haddad
took over the southern border lands. Thus was Lebanon
broken into several picces: in the north Christians; in the
middle Syrians; and in the country south of Beirut, separate
zones under the Palestinians, UNIFIL, and Major Haddad.
In Junc of 78 the Israclis and the Christian Phalangist
leader Picrre Gemayel concluded an alliance. The Pha-
langists then proceeded to consolidate their own areas;
backed by Isracli arms and money, they drove the Syrians
and Palestinians out of Christian sectors. Phalangist forces
assassinated rival Christian leader Tony Franjich, and in
July, 1980, they wiped out the remaining rival forces of
former president and Christian leader Camille Chamoun.
Thus in June, 1982, with Israc] effectively acting as the
hammer and the northern Christians as the anvil, the PLO
(and half of Lebanon too) was crushed in between.

What Can Be Done

We may draw two usetul conclusions from such events.
The first is that the problem of Lebanon has been the
problem of outside interference generally, and of the Pal-
estinians in particular. Most Lebanese first welcomed the
Palestinians, and the country was thus the victim of a self-
inflicted, near-mortal wound. Whatever other results must
be weighed in the balance, the ejection of the PLO main
forces does give Lebanon a second chance.

We may also conclude that the shattering of lebanon
resulted at least as much from neglect by the international
community. We can only hope that Lebanon is not for-
gotten again, its problems relegated once more to the bot-
tom of the Middle East agenda. Yet alrcady the spotlight
of international attention is turning away and back to Isracl,
to the Palestinians, and Lo the Jordanian option for a Pal-
estinian homeland. One cven hears complaints that Leb-
anon has been diverting America’s attention from more
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important developments in Iran and the Gulf,

So far it appears that the U.S. administration has no
intention of lcaving Lcbanon in the same sort of limbo it
did during the *70s. A stronger U.S. commitment was
forged by U.S. mediator Habib during the fighting and
continues as hc and Ambassador Draper attempt to ne-
gotiate the withdrawal of forcign forces. Furthermore,
President Reagan gave recognition in his September 1 speech
at Burbank to the fact that “a stable and rcvived Lebanon
is essential to all our hopes for peace in the region,” and
he pledged that the U.S. would “help the Lebanese to
rebuild their war-torn country.” This pledge has been re-
affirmed since by Secretary of State Shultz and during the
October visit to Washington by Lebanese President Ge-
mayel. There have been no announcements or even hints

of the amount of assistance Lebanon will reccive. Still, as

one official put it, within realistic limits Amin Gemayel
has carte blanche in Washington. '

This is all to the good, but a better future for Lebanon
is far from assurcd. Sectarian strife is ever just around the
corner; vengeance is the worm that never dics. Lebanon
cannot be insulated from the strains and turbulence around
it. The U.S. has little control over surrounding nations,
and least of all Israel, it seems. Nor can the U.S., as Fouad
Ajami of Princeton has observed, “spare Middle East so-
cictics the agonies of social change, or prop up rulers who
have lost touch with their own people, or shelter socicties
from painful psychological and economic realities.™

Therefore, in the hard terms of international life. the

basis for a U.S. commitment to Lebanon must be a clear
view of U.S. interests, including a ready appreciation of
Amcrica’s limitations in carrying out its objectives. We
cannot afford another open-ended commitment that, in
Lebanon as surely as it did in Vietnam, could draw us into
a quagmirc. The possibility is not quite as farfetched as it

- might scem. America’s involvement in the Middle East is

widening stcp by step, embracing country after country.
Between 1970 and 1980 the Mideast’s share of U.S. In-
ternational Security and Economic Assistance rose from
17.4 per cent of the total to 35.3 per cent. The requested
budget authority for the Middle East in FY 1983 amounts
to $6.384 billion, or 67 per cent of the total (of which 75
per cent is earmarked for Egypt and Israel).

Camp David is “thc only game in town,” and the U.S.
is scen universally as the leader and sole arbiter of any
and all moves toward accommodation. This is the role the
U.S. relinquished in the 1970s; since the Soviet push into
Afghanistan it has resumed the role gradually, if rather
reluctantly, as if it were a destiny America could not escape.

Time will tell whether the U.S. has conducted itself in
such a manner that its commitment to fostering peace in
the Middle East, including its commitment to the recon-
struction of Lebanon, has enhanced, rather than croded,
its own strength and interests.

Robert K. Olson, a former U.S. Foreign Service Officer
who served in the Middle East, is author of U.S. Foreign
Policy and the New International Economic Order.

TRADE AND UNEMPLOYMENT:
GLOBAL BREAD-AND-BUTTER ISSUES

What do machine touis, motorcycles, and mushrooms have
in common? All are industries that, threatened by foreign
competition, have recently applied to Washington for im-
port protection. And American manufacturers are not alone.
Industrics across the globe arc pressing their governments

Benjamin J. Cohen

to restrict purchases from abroad as a way of saving jobs
at home. The story is an old one: When times are bad,
cut imports; export unemployment instead.

That times are bad is obvious. Since the first oil shock
a decadc ago, global economic growth has slowed to a
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snail’s pace. Not even the erstwhile “miracle™ cconomics

of Japan and Germany have been able to cscape the harsh
grip of recession. In the United States, one worker in ten
is out of a job. In the industrial world as a whole, 30
‘million pcople are now looking for work. At such times
it is tempting to resort to economic nationalism, to promote
employment at home at the expense of workers abroad.
Why buy Brazilian footwear or Belgian stecl when we can
give work to the New England shoe industry or the Pitts-
burgh steel mills?

In 1980, John Connally made protectionism a key cle-
ment of his unsuccessful bid for the presidency. He prom-
ised to be especially tough on imports from Japan. “You
had better be prepared,” he warned the Japanese rhetori-
cally, “to sit on the docks of Yokohama in your little
Datsuns while you stare at your little TV sets and eat your
mandarin oranges, because we've had all we're going to
take.” More recently. Walter Mondale has begun to sound

the same theme. “We've been running up the white flag’

when we should be running up the American flag,” he said
this fall. “What do we want our kids to do? Sweep up
around Japanese computers?”

Import protection is like the toadstool—superficially at-
tractive but potentially deadly. What protectionists prefer
to ignore is that while individual industries might well
profit from protectionism, at least for a time, the economy
as a whole will suffer as increasingly more resources are
locked into inefficient, low-growth activities. A healthy
economy must be capable of adapting continuously to
changes in the competitive environment. Capital and labor
must be able to shift readily into growing. high-produc-
tivity sectors. Otherwisc overall cconomic growth—the
ultimate guarantor of jobs—gradually will be stifled. His-
tory is replete with tragic examples of economices that have
choked on a diet of protectionism.

Nevertheless, protectionist pressures continue to rise in
this country and clsewhere. As the French Institute for
International Relations commiented in its latest annual re-

port on the world economy: “Trade, once the symbol of

global economic integration, is rapidly becoming the vic-
tim of the current recessionary cycle and of fising economic
nationalism.” Many observers worry that outright trade
wars might erupt, as happened during the Great Depres-
sion. At that time “beggar-thy-ncighbor” policies—tariffs,
quotas, currency depreciations, exchange controls—were
common. Not oniy did the trading system disintegrate but
10

the downward spiral of the world economy was intensified.

Yet trade wars are not in fact thc main threat today.
Governments do learn from their mistakes, cven 'if im-
perfectly. It was preciscly in order to avoid a recurrence
of open economic warfarc that the major trading nations
negotiated the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT) after World War I1. Onc of the primary purposcs
of GATT was to provide machinery for the resolution of
trade disputes through mutually agreed processes of con-
sultation and arbitration—in effcct, to act as policeman for
the trading system. And while few would deny there is
room for improving GATT’s cffectiveness, the fact remains,
that for more than a third of a century it has largely managed
to keep the peace on its beat. When one considers the
alternative, that seems no small accomplishment. -

Today the main threat to the trading system liés, iron-
ically, in precisely those governmental efforts designed to
maintain peace. Sector by sector, as trade frictions arise,
a nctwork of so-called orderly marketing agrcements
(OMAs) and voluntary export restraints (VERS) is spread
to forestall the threat of even more virulent protectionist
devices. In the name of free trade, restrictions proliferate.
The end fesult is a freezing of world commercial pattcrns
and a weakening of competitive incentives to correct un-
derlying problems.

The classic cxample is textiles. In the 1950s, when
domestic interests began putting pressure on the U.S. Gov- |
ernment for protection against cheap cotton-textile imports
from the Far East, Washington negotiated scveral informal
VERs with Japan and, later, Hong Kong. Ostensibly “tem-
porary,” they soon were imitated by major European im-
porters; and in 1961 all were formally consolidated into
the first of a serics of multilateral cotton-textile agreements,
later expanded to include woolens and synthetic fibers as
well. Now called the Multifiber Arrangement, and involv-
ing some forty countries in all, the scheme has evolved
into an claborate international market-sharing agreement
that allows virtually no room at all for significant structural
adjustment. Importing countries troubled by excess do-
mestic capacity and deteriorating demand are determined
not to allow lower-cost Third World exporters to threaten
cmployment at home. Consequently, a disproportionate
fraction of their workers remain tied to stagnant industry.

More recently a similar pattern seems to have developed
in the world steel industry, likewise plagued by excess
capacity and deteriorating demand. For some years Jap-



anese exports of steel to the.United States and Europe have
been subject to informal limitations. Now Washington,
under pressure from the domestic steel industry, has ne-
gotiated a cciling on imports from European countries as
wéll; the Europeans, in turn, have restricted imports from
such countries as Brazil and Taiwan so that domestic pro-
ducers may sell at home the output they no longer can
export to the United States. Independent experts see all
this as a clcar trend toward cartelization of the world steel
market, with the result of slowing, if not precluding, necded
renovation of older, morc inefficient facilities in Europe
and North America.’

Other examples could be cited—in shipbuilding, wherc
for several ycars market shares have been regularly ne-
gotiated among the major industrial countries; in consumer
clectronics and automobiles, where restrictions now affect
Japanese exports to virtually all markets in Europe and
North America; and even in agriculture, where there are
informal understandings between the United States and the
European Community regarding sales of food surpluses in
third countries. The proportlon of world trade hemmed in
by creeping cartelization is manifestly growing; Japan es-
timates that some 30 per cent of its exports to the U.S.
are covered by such restrictions. Is it any surprise, then,
that world trade has been stagnating? In the 1970s the
volume of world trade grew by an average of 4 per cent
a year. In 1981 trade growth ceased altogether, undoubt-
edly reinforcing the grip of recession in many countries.

The Real Trade-Offs

Protectionist pressures are not difficult to understand. From
the point of view of textile workers in Manchester, En-
gland, or automobilc workers in Detroit, Michigan, the
choice is clcar: Cut imports or go on the dole. Not for
them the economist’s theoretical arguments about the pre-
sumed advantage to the whole society of cheaper imports
and a more efficicnt allocation of resources. They are much
more impressed by, the quite practical disadvantages posed

for them as individuals:-the lost seniority, the obsolete -
skills, the expenses of relocation and retraining. For them -

it truly is a bread-and-butter issue, and the solution scems
obvious: Save jobs by restricting imports.

Unfortunately, jobs will not be saved forever if an in-
dustry is incapable of competing cffectively; and trade
barriers by themselves do nothing to make an industry

more competitive: The real trade-off is not between jobs

and imports. It is between jobs today and jobs tomorrow—
between nursing weak, inefficient activities or nurturing
strong, high-productivity ones. The real way to promote
cmployment is to encourage adaptation, not inhibit it; to
phasc out the “sunset” industries and facilitate development
of “sunrise” industries instcad.

How do we make our economies more amenable to
change? Governments can play an important role through
coherent programs to promote productivity and growth—
that is, through what is commonly referred to as industrial
policy. Labor mobility can be encouraged through pro-
grams for the retraining and relocation of workers. Busi-
ness modemization can be encouraged through such devices
as tax incentives and loan guarantees. It must be recognized
that government policies, from antitrust regulations to price
supports, already shape the operation of our economies,
but usually without any overall direction or theme. What
is called for is morc systematic forward planning that at-
tempts to adapt to the future rather than merely to per-
petuate the past.

In a coherent industrial pohcy, protection can play a
role—but only as a means of facilitating adaptation, not
resisting it. Workers and businessmen facing serious “‘mar-
ket disruption” from abroad do have a legitimate claim to
assistance from government, and that assistance could, in
principle, include import restrictions designed to safeguard
domestic industry. But such safeguards clearly must be
temporary if they are truly to support structural adjustment.
When instituted, a firm time limit must be set on their
duration and a mandatory sch«.dule established for their
gradual phasing out.

Present GATT rulcs concerning safeguards are among

"the most: unsatisfactory in the Agreement—witness the

extent to which cartelization has alrcady cntered into the
world economy. Because GATT s last round of multilateral
trade talks, the so-called Tokyo round that concluded in
1979, failed to produce agrecment on improvement, the
reform of safeguard rules should be high on the agenda of
any ncw round of negotiations. In the meantime, cvery
cffort should be made to contain pressures for new import
restrictions. The temptation to' export unemployment must
not be allowed to make our bad times even worse.

Benjdamin J Cohen is William L. Clayton Professor of
International Economic Affairs at The Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University.

AFRICA’S ECONOMIC SQUEEZE
POVERTY, HUNGER, AND REFUGEES

In the Horn of Africa the stubborn politics of military
regimes have caused as many as 750,000 people to scek
sanctuary across intcrhational frontiers. They will remain

in refugee camps until the various antagonists decide to -

compromisc what thcy term “‘unncgotiable™ national in-
terests. The centerpiece of the tale is Ethiopia, which, until
the revolution of 1974, worked to create a nation out of
an empire by transforming its many peoples into a typical

Harold G. Marcus

Christian peasantry, thereby alienating the Muslims and
pastoralists of the south, east, and north. Under Haile
Selassie it also brought great wealth to a tiny oligarchy
while impoverishing the masses, a process spurred during
the *50s and ’60s as the country was being integrated in
the world cconomy.

The tyranny of the market drove many sharecroppers
and renters off their land, increased landlordism, and made
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profits considerably more important than people. The peas-
ants’ surplus was appropriated, and, when drought and
famine struck northern and central Ethiopia in the carly
*70s, they had no reserves to fall back on. The imperial
government’s cavalier disregard for the unfolding tragedy
was severely criticized and exploited by internal and ex-
ternal dissidents, who long had sought to depose the em-
peror and his myrmidons.

Their cause was aided by the general world inflation.
the high cost of petroleum produgts, the senility of Haile
Selassie (eighty-two years old in 1974), and a dearth of
leadership in a government dominated by the person of
the emperor for more than fifty years. The situation was
tailor-made for action by Lthiopia’s one modern, disci-
plined force, the army. Here too there were contradictions
that fueled resentment: on the one hand, an aristocratic
high command. most of whose members owed their po-
sitions to imperial preferment; and, on the other, the officer
class in general, by 1974 a body of trained and educated
men. The junior and ficld-grade ranks were filled with men
of humble origin, close to the crises that afflicted both
countryside and city. They came to resent the policics that
led to the pauperization of the peasantry, ethnic risings in
the south and cast, and a major insurrection in Eritrea,
where dissidents claimed nationhood. They worried too
about the Somali government’s vow to integrate all So-
malis, including those in Ethiopia’s Ogaden and Bale re-
gions, into the Somali state. After Siad Barre’s “socialist™
revolution of 1969. the USSR 'had begun supplying So-
malia with weapons and technology. These the Ethiopians
deemed superior to the matériel supplied Ethiopia by the
United States under the terms of a 1953 militarv-assistance
trcaty. which also permitted Washington to operate a com-
munications basc in Eritrea. Finally. the more professional
and the younger officers and their men suffered an inflation
that undermined their salaries, a promotion system that
rewarded the well born and well connected, and a corrupt
high command that embezzled funds and equipment needed
to fight internal and external enemics.

In 1974, as Haile Selassie™s regime was falling apart,
the professional soldiers were assisted in opposing the
imperial government by a variety of home-grown student
radicals and cxiles, most of whom had become Marxist-
Leninists and. thus, anti-American and pro-Soviet. Even
before the emperor was deposed in September of that year,
the military had begun to use its allies™ vocabulary to
deseribe the corruption of the old order, thereby raising
Washington’s hackles. The U.S. Government became dis-
tinctly upset in November, when the new regime, the self-
proclaimed Provisional Military Administrative Council
(PMAC), exccuted sixty of Haile Selassie™s leading offi-
cials and gencerals. The mood in Washington turned to one
of anxiety in mid-December, when socialism and Jand
nationalization were proclaimed: Throughout 1975 the
PMAC, assisted by students and intellectuals, moved to
dismantle the imperial system of government.

In the Ogaden, where the emperor’s proxies were re-
moved, a power vacuum was created, permitting the West-
ern Somali Liberation Front (WSLF) to establish liberated
zones and to escalate its raids into company-level actions.
Indeed, Mogadishu allowed members of its armed forces
to volunteer for service in the Ogaden and provided heavy
equipment and weapons. In Eritrea, the sccessionists also
12

took advantage of a change of government in Addis Ababa
to step up their fighting and increasc their authority in the
countryside. And, in the northwest, the Ethiopian Dem-
ocratic Union (EDU). a ragtag coalition of aristocrats and
liberals, raised the (lag of reaction.

PMAC responded 1o these challenges by asking Wash-
ington for a massive infusion of arms. The U.S. Govern-
ment refused for several reasons. First, it long had been
a matter of policy not to provide Ethiopia with weapons
sufficient 1o upset the balance of power in the Horn. Fur-
thermore, the State Department was disturbed by the new
government's obvious radicalism. And. finally, the Na-
tional Sccurity Administration and the Pentagon felt they
no longer needed their Eritrean listening post. for Anwar
cl-Sadat was now offering the United States a better van-
tage point in the castern Mediterrancan and the Red Sea
than Ethiopia cver did. Notwithstanding the various threats
to Ethiopia’s unity. the U.S. left an old friend to its own
devices, going so far as to cut the flow of weapons and
matéricl already paid for.

Sanctuary

The PMAC incvitably turned to the Soviet Union, and
Moscow quickly and cynically divorced its partner in So-
malia to cmbrace a far more important ally in northeast
Africa. Within a short time the Soviets had begun to re-
supply and retrain the Lthiopian armed forces. In return,
Ethiopia openly eschewed the West and entered the so-
cialist bloc. During Ethiopia’s time of troubles in 1976-
77. Addis Ababa invited. and received. armed assistance
from Cuba and other “progressive”™ countries to aid in
repulsing the attacks of its many enemics. The general
strife produced the large populations that flowed across
international fronticrs in search of sanctuary. These ref-
ugees, the product of political and military confrontation,
now live subsistence lives in Somalia, Sudan, Kenya, and
Jibuti. Their problems cannot be solved until the political
and military problems are resolved. :

The problems are especially heightened in Somalia, where
650,000 refugees, mostly Somali, are located in camps
scattered throughout the country. As Somalis. they surely
would prefer to live under a Somali government: but they
and their ancestors managed to survive the previous cen-
tury, perhaps even to prosper in their way . under Ethiopian
rule. If the fighting were to stop, they doubtless would opt
to return rather than to continue living at subsistence level
in a Somalian refugee camp. Yet even that possibility is
constrained by a Somali government still bent upon “re-
storing™ the Qgaden to its own sovereignty and by an
Ethiopian government determined to maintain the bound-
aries of Haile Selassic’s empire state, even if that resolve
is now cloaked in Leninist and Stalinist rhetoric. And not
only the refugees but the various relief agencies, especially
the United Nations High Commisson for Refugees
(UNHCR), are caught in thc middle of such political and
military problems. With the Ogadeni captive in their camps,
the UNHCR is making no plans for their repatriation—the
only just answer to the refugee problem.

Morcover, right from the beginning the refugees have
served the needs of Somalia’s cconomy and it< international
politics. The various relief activities form a veritable do-
mestic industry, and the refugees are offered as evidence
of Ethiopian perfidy and cruelty. Mogadishu resists every



cffort to integrate the refugees into its own population,
even blocking any efforts to study the camps with an eye
to their future usc. 1t also resists holding negotiations with
Ethiopia to resolve the crisis, arguing that the matter is
thc Western Somalia Liberation Front’s alone. Its hope
here is that the Reagan administration’s concern with the

Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf will result in U.S.:

military and political support for Somalia’s objectives in
the Horn. Somalia’s contention that the catire crisis stems
from Ethiopian celonial domination over the Ogaden ob-
scures the fact that in 1977 Somali forces carried out an
attack on territory that is internationally recognized as Ethi-
opian and threatened the viability of the Ethiopian state.
What is clear is that the stalemate over the Ogadeni refugees
will not be ended until there is a lessening of political
differences betwcen Ethiopia and Somalia, and this will
not come about uniil Addis Ababa decides to grant regional
autoniomy to its larger nationality groups.

Logic and Humanitarianism
The same problems and the same sort of resolution affect
the Eritrean refugees in the Sudan, who have been foreed
from their homes by a long civil war. In 1977 it appeared
that the sccessionists would succeed in their goal of inde-
pendence. But subscquent Ethiopian offensives, accom-
panied by massive firepower, forced the Eritrcan Pcoples
Liberation Front (EPLF) into a small, unsalubrious sanctu-
ary in the extreme northeast. They have defended it against
an effort as powerful as Addis Ababa’s recent, and fizzled,
Red Star Campaign, and the situation appcears stalemated.
Even if logic and humanitarian considerations demand po-
litical sacrifices, neither side appears able to compromise.
Using much the same Marxist rhetoric, both Ethiopians and
Eritreans justify their intransigence in the name of the peo-
ple and of the objective forces of history. That sort of blind
faith guarantees that even more refugees will enter the Su-
dan. Many of them will make for Khartoum, not only look-
ing for work but also hoping to convince the U.S embassy
that they are political refugees who should be permitted to
cmigrate to the United Statcs.

It is difficult to lault Washington's humanitarian pro-
gram of admitting a number of such refugees into America,
even if Addis Ababa makes the claim that Washington is

recruiting able-bodied young men to train for a counter-
revolutionary army—propaganda that serves to convince
the Ethiopian masses that the U.S. continues to betray its
old ally. Ethiopia’s officials know that Washington is doing
little to turn the balance of power in Northeast Africa
against Addis Ababa. And, in fact, nonintcrvention and
impartiality is the policy to follow in the Horn of Africa,
for any massive supply of arms to the Siad Barre regime
will only encourage further adventures in the Ogaden, thus
creating more refugees and making for even greater trag-
edy. The United States should, however, provide Somalia
with sufficient weaponry to defend its frontiers and guar-
antee internal security, although there is always the danger
that Siad Barre will use American support to keep his
increasingly despotic government in power. We may end
up, of course, backing the wrong and reactionary horse—
the usual case with us in matters involving the intcrnal
politics of a small country. Still, the hope is that Somalia
will come to feel secure enough to be able to negotiate a
compromise with Ethiopia. That is the goal that should
shape United States policy.

A compromisc also should be encouraged for Eritrea.
Perhaps the State Department will consider urging the
Marxist Ethiopian government to fulfill the Leninist version
of autonomy. But at no time should Washington aid the
Eritrean insurrectionarics. Were they to succeed, Ethio-
pia’s attempts to regain its access to the sea would lead
to generations of warfare and instability in Northeast Africa
and to many more refugees. To assist in peace-making,
Washington must reestablish a working refationship with
the government in Addis Ababa, for Ethiopia remains the
center of all action and response in the IHlorn. When the
Ethiopians realize the futility of warfare without compro-
mise, they will begin to move away from their major arms
supplier, for the Russians can provide little that a poor
country needs for development. Then the United States
can act as an honest broker and help to negotiate the com-
promises necessary to permit the refugees to go home.

Harold G. Marcus, Professor of History and African Stud-
ies and Chairman of the Committee on Northeast African
Studies at Michigan State University, is Fditor of Northeast
African Studies.

NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION:

WHO’S NEXT TO GET THE BOMB?

The scientific and technical knowledge that led in 1945 to
the explosion of the first atomic weapons cannot be erased;
as long as our civilization survives, so will our capacity
to build nuclear weapons. Awareness of this harsh fact has
sparked numcrous attempts to control their spread. The
hope was that nuclcar weapons could be confined to a
relatively few, politically stable countrics and then clim-
inated entirely.

In the Baruch Plan of 1946, the Urited States offered

10 turn over its nuclear monopoly to an international au-.

thority on the condition that other pewers do the same and

George S. Weigel, ]Jr.

that the most rigorous safeguards and inspection/verifi-
cation procedures be established and enforced. The Soviet
Union declined to go along. Thus the 1950s and early "60s
saw the spread of nuclear weapons, first to the Soviet Union
(accomplished by a combination of internal research and
intcrnational espionage), then to Great Britain and France,
and later to the People’s Republic of China (instigated by
the USSR and doubtless regretted by the Soviets today).

If the superpowers have regularly agreed on anything,
it is that the spread of nuclear weapons is in no one’s
interest. Thus in 1968 the U.S. and the USSR joined in
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devising the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which was subse-
quently signed by 116 nations. Yet some major pre-nuclear
states refused to go along—Brazil. Argentina, South Af-
rica, Isracl, India. and Pakistan—and France and China
were not signatories to the treaty. A nation may pull out
of the NPT with only three months™ notice if it determines
that its “supreme national interests” so require. Six years
after the NPT was negotiated India became the sixth mem-
ber of the world’s most dangerous “club™—another blow
1o nonproliferation efforts. Today, most experts agree that
both South Africa and Isracl have a nuclear capability or

can rapidly assemble nuclear weapons. By the end of the

1990s, according to some estimates, there may be as many
as twenty-five or thirty club members worldwide.

Yet the proliferating number of nations with nuclear
capability does not exhaust the proliferation dilemma. With
a relatively unrestricted flow of weapons-grade plutonium
around the globe comes the high risk that such material
will fall into the hands of terrorists or simply madmen. In
fact, it is not the threat of an all-out nuclear war hetween
the United States and the Sovicet Union that offers the
greatest danger at present but the possibility that a terrorist
will carry a nuclear device into downtown Manhattan or
Leningrad and demand an extortionate ransom; or that an
unstable regime will acquire or steal 2 nuclear weapon and
use it for either political blackmail or simply revenge.

Still other factors complicate the proliferation picture.
To many nations in the Third World, nuclear energy offers
the most affordable source of clectricity. To those for
whom development and change are more of an imperative
than international nuclear stability, the notion of great pow-
ers anguishing over the spread of nuclear energy technol-
ogy becausc under certain circumstances it can be turned
into nuclear weapons-producing technology rings increas-
ing hollow—particularly when the superpowers have done
so little since 1968 to live up to the NPT pledge to reverse
the nuclecar arms race.

In short, while the problem of nuclear proliferation—
like the problem of hunger-—is generally recognized, there
is precious little political will to do anything serious about
it. Even Iraq’s Osirik reactor and the publicity given its
destruction by Israeli fighter-bombers in June, 1981, proved
incapable of alerting the world that it lives on the edge of
a nuclear sword.

Sorting Out the Problem
The problem of nuclear proliferation is part of a complex
fabric of international conflict. international cconomic and
energy policies, and international legal and political in-
stitutions. Therefore, the first step toward a more effective
nonproliferation effort must be an attempt to sce the link-
ages among these different dimensions of the dilemma.
Capping nuclear proliferation is an arms control disarm-
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ament issue. But agreements to controi, reduce. or elim-
inate certain types of weapons are almost worthless unless
there are cffective international legal and political insti-
tutions and processes o verify compliance and punish
transgressors. Under the NPT the International Atomic
Encrgy Agency is assigned the compliance and verification
functions. But the IAEA lacks the authority to punish
offenders, and many of its critics arguc that it lacks the
ability cven to monitor with accuracy the flow of weapons-
grade material throughout the world. Chiel among the
rcasons for the IAEA’s ineffectiveness is the lack of po-
litical community among the nations that sponsor it and
the unwillingness of all to hand over to such an agency
even the smallest shred of nuclear sovereignty. In any
cvent, TAEA and the NPT are very weak reeds on which
to base nonproliferation efforts because they tack aggres-
sive support by Third World countries, interested in the
energy benefits of nuclear power much more than in ad-
dressing the perils of proliferation.

Thus, the problem of proliferation suggests that any
approach to solving it must work on four goals simulta-
neousiy: srms control and reduction, leading to disarma-
ment; the reduction of mass violence or threats of violence
by rechanneling conflict through international legal and
political -institutions; development of a sense of political
community on an international scale, sufficient to sustain
internationial law and political processes through “the con-
sent of the governed™: and effective economic development
strategies for those parts of the world where change. not
stability. is the first requirement.

Pursuing Objectives
Few will argue in the abstract that these are the wrong
objectives for a comprehensive nonproliferation strategy.
But how do we go about getting agreement on pursuing
those objectives? Negotiations have produced an NPT. to
be sure, and several weapons-free zoncs around the world—
the Antarctic. the seabed, and, under the Treaty of Tla-
telolco, Latin America. Even these fragile treatics, how-
ever, took an extraordinary amount of time to accomplish.
Given the speed at which the proliferation problem could
cxpand, a better way to achieve agreement is needed.
An initiative by onc or morc major powers could help
to pave the way for agreement on effective nonproliteration
measures. “Initiative™ in this context is an action under-
taken prior t0 any negotiated agreement that is intended
to produce reciprocal responses that set the ground for a
negotiated agreement. President Kennedy's initiative in
1963, which put a stop to U.S. atmospheric nuclear testing
for as long as the Soviet Union would do the same, sct
the ground for an Atmospheric Test-Ban Treaty. Might
similar measures help today in getting the Comprehensive
Test-Ban Treaty-—a key measure for any comprehensive



nonproliferation scheme—back on the track to negotiated
agreement? What initiative could the United States (in
conjunction with its allies or with the USSR) take to expand
the number of nuclear weapons-free zones throughout the
world? Could the Arctic join the Antarctic as a free zone?
Isracl, Egypt, and other states have expressed interest in
a nuclear weapons-free zone in the Mideast. What actions
by the superpowers (or by the United States alone) could
make such a zone both possible and enforceable?

U.S. initiatives for strengthening the IAEA, or creating

a necw agency with enhanced enforcement powers, should

be contemplated. An important first step was taken when
the U.S. refused to acquiesce in the agency’s becoming
another anti-Isracl forum. But what positive agenda for the
IAEA is being developed by the administration or its chal-
lengers? Can the United States be much tougher with its
allics—particularly the French and the West Germans—
on prolifcration problems? And can we *get tough” in such
a way that we take into consideration their export needs
as well as the cause of nonproliferation? Might the U.S.
and the USSR develop a joint nuclear-waste reprocessing
program, with facilities in both countrics open to inter-
national inspection and verification—a model for regional
reprocessing centers throughout the world, a way of con-
trolling the number of facilities from which weapons-grade
material can be obtained”? What spccific first steps can the
U.S. take to casc the way for agreement on such a model
demonstration project with the Soviets? Are there specific
economic and technological inceritives we can offer, in-
centives that would be attractive to the Sovicts without
actually jeopardizing our own sccurity position?

An antiproliferation effort that addressed these kinds of
questions, difficult as they are, and addressed them in the
context of the four interrelated objectives suggested above,
would be more likely to get actual agreement on capping
the nuclear genie than would piecemeal approaches to the
problem.

Advices and Cautions

Many of thosc in the West who address the problem of
nuclear proliferation bring to their appraisal of nuclear
technology a kind of Luddite quality: It is the technology
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itself that must be resisted, even smashed. This position

lacks moral perspective and is utterly unacceptable to much
of the Third World. It lacks perspective because it ascribes

moral qualities to inanimate objects. Nuclear power plants
themselves are neither good nor evil; they can be put to
appropriate purposes or to evil ones. They can be cost-
effective or a dreadful waste of economic resources. These
are the sorts of calculations that must be made before
specific meysures are urged or taken. The Third World’s
resistance td Western Luddites is quite understandable; and
to an African, to a South Asian, or to a Latin American
minister of energy, Western cnvironmentalism in its ex-
treme form seems like an indulgence of the upper middle
class—which in large part it is, of course. In short, any
analysis of the problems of nuclear power generation must
move out of the realm of demonology and into one that
permits an ethical calculus of consequences and interests.

Thosc grappling with the proliferation issue also must
recognize that at the root of the nuclear weapons problem
is the endurance of conflict in the world. International legal
and political institutions capable of scttling conflicts with-
out war or threat of war are the optimal goal. To get
between here and there, we must take into account the
very real security needs of countries that are now threat-
ening to “go nuclear.” By continuing to isolate Israel, for
example, the elites in the West are even less likely to be
cffective in keeping Isracl out of the nuclear club. The
same is true lbr arcas like Latin America, South Asia, and
East Asia. Some nations may have to raisc their conven-
tional sccurity requircments if further proliferation is to be
avoided. Here, effective regional organizations would be
a valuable resource; a revitalized QAS might help to keep
Argentina from going nuclear as it continues to eye the
Falkland islands.

The problem of nuclear proliferation is no more intract-
able than many others on the international agenda. What
is required is the imagination to place the problem in its
proper global context and the courage to undertake the
initiatives that could aid the causc of nonproliferation.

George S. Weigel, Jr., is Scholar-in-Residence at the World
Without War Council of Greater Seattle.

ASEAN AND ITS COMMUNIST NEIGHBORS

Seven years after the fall of Saigon and three and a half
after the Victnamese invasion of Cambodia/Kampuchea,
Southcast Asia is an area in search of equilibrium. That
search provides the key to understanding the relations be-
tween and among the various states in the region.
Vietnam’s foreign policy objectives have been fairly
clear and in a sense straightforward, at least since 1979.
It wants de jurc rccognition of the status quo; that is, of
a unitary Vietnamese state (now widely granted) and of
both the Heng Samrin government in Cambodia and the
Kaysone government in Laos (far less widely granted).

Gerald Franklin Hyman

Vietnam says it is seeking a normalization of relations with
ASEAN and China'’ for itself and on behalf of the other
two Indochinese governments.

The ASEAN countries resist Vietnam's blandishments
on two grounds. First, they do not want to legitimate what
they regard as Vietnamn’s military conquest of Cambodia
and its domination over Laos. The five ASEAN member-
states arc small and relatively weak nations. To thus reward
acts of aggression, thcy feel, might set a precedent for
anybody clse who contemplates calling one of the present
governments illegitimate and attempts to replace it.
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The ASEAN countries also worry that Vietnam would
not be content with mere’ recognition—that, in fact, it
wishes to branch out both territorially and ideologically.
The Thais have had a box seat from which to view In-
dochina, and they have noted the discrepancy between what
the Vietnamese have said and what they then have done:
the proclaimed independence of the National Liberation
Front and its governance of the southern “sectors” of Viet-
nam so quickly followed by the intercession and control
of Northern troops; the *“independence” of Laos so quickly
redefined as indcpendence under the guidance of the Vi-
etnamese; and, of course, the outright invasion of Cam-
bodia, where 200,000 Vietnamese troops remain in
occupation. All Indochina is Vietnamese.

The Chinese too are alert to the possibility of Vietnamese
invasion of other parts of Southeast Asia. They themselves
invaded fifteen miles into Vietnamese territory in February,
1979, withdrawing seventeen days later. As Deng Xiao-
ping put it to the late Prime Minister Ohira of Japan: “It
is wise for China to force the Vietnamese to stay in Kam-
puchea because that way they will suffer more and more
and will not be able to extend their hand to Thailand,
Malaysia, and Singapore.”

The Thais’ fear of Vietnamesc ambition has even greater
justification. There already have been border disputes, Vi-
etnamese incursions into Thailand, the shelling of Thai
villages, and a few abductions of Thai villagers.

To be sure, the Vietnamese have had their reasons. For
one thing, the forces of Khicu Samphan’s Khmer Rouge,
of Prince Sihanouk’s Moulinanka, and of Son Sann’s Khmer
Pcople’s National Liberation Front all have Thai bases.
The Vietnamese tell the Thais that if they do not offer
sanctuary to these forces, they can have nothing to fear.
But the Thais see the 200,000 Vietnamesc troops, the MIG
23s, the Soviet tanks, antipersonnel weapons, trucks, and
armored carriers and they are afraid. Preferring that the
Cambodians fight the Victnamese, they continuc to provide
sanctuary even for the Khmer Rouge.

Without a commor: border with Indochina, the other
ASEAN countries view the situation with slightly less alarm.
But just as the Thais want a buffer between Thailand and
a powerful Vietnam, so thc Malaysians want a Thailand
secure in its own borders. As recently as last October, in
addressing the perennial General Assembly resolution call-
ing for Victnamese withdrawal from Cambodia, Singa-
pore’s U.N. Ambassador Tommy Koh reiterated the
ASEAN fear: Unless Vietnam returns to its own territory,
“it will begin to cast an avaricious eye on the other states
of Southeast Asia.” If there is any difference of opinion
among the five ASEAN nations on the matter of threats,
it is not a difference over whether they are threatened but
over whether China or Vietnam is the greater threat.

The Enemy Within

It is not so much direct invasion that worrics the ASEAN
countries as the threat of indirect subversion carried out
with the help of a neighbor friendly to the insurgents or
willing to offer sanctuary.

The Thais, for their part, have three or four guerrilla
movements, depending on how you count: one in the north-
east, one in the northwest, and two in the south. The
northwest guerrillas belong to a complicated mélange of
groups, some presumably concerned with governing Burma,
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some with governing Thailand, and some with the greedy
hope of monopolizing the opium trade. Of the two in the
south, the one by Malay-speaking Muslims sccks the seces-
sion of the Patani States from Thailand and their federation
with Malaysia. The other is not really concerned with
Thailand at all; it consists of the rump of the Malaysian
Communist party (MCP), which cnjoys limited sanctuary
in Thailand in exchange for an implicit promise to attack
the “feudalist” Malaysidn forces but not the “feudalist”
Thai equivalents—a kind of tactical live-and-let-live
accommodation.

The last of these guerrilla movements, in the northeast
along the Laotian border, poses the most fundamental threat
to Bangkok. It hopes to transform Thai society and estab-
lish a Marxist government. Before the Byzantine feuds
among the Chinese, the Vietnamese, the Laotians, and the
Cambodians, these guerrillas were well armed and made
steady advances. Now the supplies and the sanctuaries have
been cut, the guerrillas forced to choose among what had
once been a union of benefactors. In need of them all, the
guerrillas have suffered the loss of some, and the Thais
have been able to reassert their authority in large parts of
the area. Naturally, the Thai Government fears an entente
that would change the odds once again: .

It is the potential for a change of odds in Thailand that
worries the Malaysians as well. While irritated by the
quasi-sanctuary “their” guerrillas enjoy in what is supposed
to be a friendly country, they know that matters would
become far worse were the regime in Bangkok to change.
To be sure, the Thais do not harass the Malaysian guerrillas
excessively, but they do permit the Malaysians to do so
and to do so on Thai soil—sometimes implicitky, some-
times by explicit agrcement. So when one of the MCP
forces mounts a raid in Malaysia, the Malaysian Armed
Forces are allowed to pursue them for a time in Thailand.
That, and the difficulty in obtaining ncw supplies, has kept
the MCP at the level of nuisance rather than of threat. The
MCEP itself is split into an array of pro-Peking and pro-
Soviet factions that attack each other as well as the Royal
Malaysian Forces; after scveral bloody purges, they arc
said to be rather disspirited. .

While the Singaporeans have no guerrilla movement,
they did have an underground in the past and they worry
about unrest. What is indisputable, though, is that they
depend on the goodwill of Malaysia, from whose territory
many Singaporcans now commutc, from which they get
their drinking water, and which serves as their trade en-
trepot. Singapore is like Hong Kong, a city without a
hinterland. It would have as much difficulty with a hostile

‘Malaysia as would Hong Kong with a hostile China.

The Philippines, it is true, shares no border with another
state, but it does have thousands of miles of coastline to
guard, and the waterways that separate it from its neighbors
are easily traversed. The Marcos government suspects—
and sometimes accuses—the Malaysian government of ap-
proving, and even aiding, Muslim guerrillas in Mindanao
because of the Philippines’ latent claim to part of Sabah.
True or not, there is no doubt that, in the past at least, the
Moro National Liberation Front, itself a mélange of cthnic
forces, was able to smuggle Libyan-supplied weapons
through Sabah. And given the right political and logistical
climate, such weapons easily could be placed in the hands
of the New People’s Army, which is the more substantial



threat to the Philippine government. The present Malaysian
government has kept the flow of weapons to a trickle, and
the Filipinos would not like to sce it replaced.

As for the Indonesians, they share the Kalimantan border
with Sabah and Sarawak. More important, the archipel-
ago—13.000 islands strung over 750,000 squarc miles -
is impossible to police. There would be little difficulty
penctrating Indonesian waters with supplies; and, unlike
other ASEAN countries, Indonesia had a very strong, and
legal, Communist party, which necarly succeeded in top-
pling the government in 1965. The Indonesians want to
take no chance of that happening again.

So Thailand is worried about Cambodia, Malaysia is
worried about Thailand, Singapore is worried about Thai-
land and Malaysia, and the Philippines and Indonesia are
worried about them all. Sounds a bit like the “domino
thcory”—not that any of them believes the first topple leads
incxorably to the last but, rather, that each topple changes
the odds in the region, increasing their own sense of
isolation, and certainly dooming any future cooperative
efforts to reverse the momentum of insurgency and
invasion.

As this non-Communist (though not anti-Communist)
grouping of states looks around today, it sees an uncertain
picture. Victnam appears increasingly a Soviet proxy; and,
in fact, the whole of Indochina seems inimical to Asia’s
health. The Sovicet flect is growing and has a rcady basc
in Vietnam. India’s relationship with the Soviets is flow-
ering. Afghanistan offers little encouragement. China may
lend tactical support but, while seeking to cstablish normal
state-to-state relations, refuses to sever its party-to-party
relations with various Communist guerrilla movements,

Of course there is Japan, Australia. New Zealand, Ko-
rea, and in some measure the United States. But South
Korca is a small country and still locked in combat with
the North. Australia and New Zealand arc ambivalent about
their relations with Asia. The other Asians arc at best
ambivalent about a rearmed Japan, and Japan is in no hurry
to recarm anyway. The U.S.. it goes without saying, is
viewed ambivalently, and, like Japan, America is gun-shy
after its Yecent war experience.

Looking West
No one in Stutheast Asia or in the United States is asking
for anything like large-scale and direct U.S. intervention—

which, 'in any case, probably would do more harm than
good. But given the increasing Soviet presence in the area
and ASEAN’s hope of some.countervailing power, its
governments necessarily look in this direction. In thinking
about its role in the arca, the United States must make a
decided effort to overcome by force of will the emotional
scars left by the Vietnam experience that threaten to distort
our moral and political vision. If we were overinvested in
Southeast Asia before, we are underinvested now.

We should, in any case, continue to follow the ASEAN
lead on Indochina. Though some have suggested that the
isolation of Vietnam is countcrproductive, the ASEAN
countries have replied—quite rightly, it scems to me—that
the isolation of Vietnam will end when it no longer occupies
its immediate neighbors or threatens those beyond. In fact,
we have here just what the Nixon Doctrine envisioned:
five nations attempting to put their house in order. For the
moment at least, the U.S. would do well to play a sup-
portive role well off center stage but clearly within sight.

And we shouid be prepared for a more public and com-
mitted role if the governments of the region themselves
seck it and after they themsclves have worked out the
modalities for effecting it. In the long term it cannot be
the Philippines alone that accords us the facilities to play
a role in the region—and, for that matter, we cannot he
asked continually to renegotiate the sum we are willing to
pay for the privilege of playing it. If it is in ASEAN’s
interest that we be there, they must make room for our
presence.

Finally, here is a security matter that cries for construc-

. tive cooperation between the U.S. and Japan. While the

countrics of the region are wary of a substantially expanded
Japancse military presence, Southeast Asia is surely the
area in which Japan ought to begin playing a role com-
mensurate with its power and responsibility. Perhaps by
joint venturcs or cven with simple moral and political
support, the U.S. can nurture the evolution of Japan from
a reluctant international actor into a more confident one.
The prospect would scem to serve the interest both of the
Asia Pacific region and the United States.

Gerald F. Hyman, formerly of the Department of Sociology
and Anthropology at Smith College, was recently a Fellow
at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Re-
search in Washington.

INTER-AMERICAN SECURITY:
LESSONS FROM THE SOUTH ATLANTIC

The Falklands conflict left in its wake a remarkable amount
of psychological and conceptual disarray—even conster-
nation—in both Latin American and U.S. policy-making
circles. As a consequence, there is a good deal of stock-
taking on all sides regarding the nature of hemispheric
relationships and where to go from here. This has occurred
not because the Falklands crisis itself created substantialty
new facts or circumstances but because it made explicit
cértain international trends and new realities that up to now

Viron P. Vaky

have been implicit and only partially understood.

The conflict demonstrated, for example, the persistence
and primacy of national interests in motivating individual
Latin American countries, and also how discontinuous such
interests can be with larger global issues. It illustrated the
complexity of state-to-state relations in the hemisphere and
the fact that there really is no homogenous “Latin America”
any more than there is a single, coherent “Europe,” al-
though it did show how déep and persistent are such con-
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cepts as Hispanidad and the competitive feelings between
the developing and the developed worlds. And the crisis
created a sharp awareness of just how greatly regional
dynamics have been changed by the “globalization” of
hemispheric politics and economics and by the enlargement
of national capacitics after morce than twenty years of sig-
nificant and sustained economic growth.

The crisis was also a clear illustration of a basic global
trend that has been under way for some time: the diffusion
of power in the international system to a growing number
of “middle powers” that are increasingly willing and able
to pursue their national interests even by force; that have
moved beyond the traditional framework of cold war co-
alitions, the dominant ordering element in international
relations for so long after World War II; and whose def-
initions and priorities regarding world or regional stability
differ markedly from those of the “big powers.” (The Iran-
Iraq war and Isracl’s invasion of Lebanon are of this same
broad genre.)

Excepting Argentina, of course, the Falklands episode
'had little effect on U.S. bilateral relations with the nations
of Latin America. For most, the U.S. remains the largest
single market, the main source of capital and technotogy,
and 2 partner in a whole range of close socictal links,
including personal and institutional ties of commerce and
finance, educational and scientific exchange, migration,
and the like. The United States, in short, continues to bulk
very large in the cconomic and political future of these
states, and they cannot afford to ignore or disrupt these
relationships.

Tactics and attitudes, however, may be something else
again. Latin American perceptions of the U.S. role in the
Falklands affair did affect the psychological dimension of
various international relationships. The crisis clearly
strengthened cxisting Latin American fears of “depen-
dency” on the U.S., reinforced previously held convictions
of the need to diversify their political and economic ties,
and confirmed many in their belief that the U.S. is an
unpredictable ally. Above all, it resurrected latent but deep
suspicions that the European/Anglo-Saxon world thinks of
them as “lesser breeds.™

Short and Long-Term Consequences

The war has resulted in an immediate spin-off in terms of
initial resentments, tactical responsecs, and cathartic ac-
tions, such as the cancellation of UNITAS naval exercises
with the United States. Support for the New International
Economic Order, the Non-Aligned Movement. and the
North-South dialogue has been restimulated. There has
becn a fairly strong resurgence of proposals for intra-Latin
American cooperation and coordination to optimize Latin
American leverage in dcaling with the United States. And
there is considerable suspicion about anything that cma-
nates from Washington, thereby limiting the ability of the
U.S. to influence and persuade.

Still, such things have occurred before. Feelings about
the United States have ebbed and flowed, waxed and waned
according to circumstances. And there is a good possibility
that the old love/hate relationship will move back to the
more customary midway point in due time. It is important
to understand, however, that there is a real difference
between these normal tactical and mood swings and the
deeper, more basic geopolitical shifts. The two are easily
18

confused, and much of the current consternation in North
America comes from just such confusion: --as well as from
a propensity to view events from a short-range perspective.

Onc arca in which the post-Falklands “climate of atti-
tudes”™ probably will have a direct, causal, and long-range
cffect, however. is that of multilateral cooperation—spe-
cifically. the Inter-American System. To understand this
phenomenon one must distinguish between two mcanings
of the term. One is the narrow, literal definition denoting
the current formal institutional framework, i.c., the Or-
ganization of American States and related agencies. But
the term also connotes an aggregate of historical experi-
ence, patterns, and habits of cooperation, intermediation,
and association, both formal and ad hoc, based on a history
that began long before the founding in 1948 of the OAS—
in short, the “ethos™ of regional governance and the com-
mitment (o it. Paradoxically, the Falklands conflict put in
question the viability of the former while demonstrating
the decp-rooted nature of the latter.

Dissatisfaction with regional institutions existed cven
before the Falklands affair. The larger countries in partic-
ular'had been assuming a protectionist position within the
OAS while making moderate use of the organization’s
specialized agencies. The smaller Latin American coun-
trics, on the other hand, have been much more concerned
with using the System because of their need to find ways
of compensating for their relatively weaker bilateral
leverage.

It is curious that, ¢ven after the Falklands crisis, the
dissatisfaction with current institutions did not translate
into a scrious suggestion that regional cooperation be ter-
minated and the “System” abolished. Instead, the reflex
is to scarch for ways of restructuring patterns of cooperation
$0 that governance may become more effective. In recent
months the Peruvian, Colombian, and Chilean forcign min-
isters have called for continued support of a “more efficient
0AS.” and the newly inaugurated Colombian president,
Belisario Betancur, suggested in his inaugural address that
the hemisphere’s heads of state mect to review inter-Amer-
ican cooperation. Plans to hold such a mecting, to be
preceded by a meeting of foreign ministers, are being
discussed actively’.

Suggestions that Latin America organize to exclude the
United States from regional forums never have gone be-
yond the emotional level and cannot be considered serious.
On the other hand, there have been persistent and serious
suggestions that Latin Americans get together in order to
deal with the U.S. in intemational forums. A fair amount
of Latin American discussion and consultation has taken
place about ways to coordinate positions and policics, o
systematize a kind of “Latin American caucus™ for coor-
dinating Latin American participation in the OAS and elsc-
where. Proposals of this kind have been made before, but
in the aftermath of the Falklands crisis many Latin Amer-
icans appear convinced that it is now essential to optimize
their bargaining leverage.

Then and Now .
The hemisphere’s current disarray is reminiscent of its
situation in the 1950s, when Latin American countries were
beginning to agonize over major problems of moderni-
zation they held in common. By the close of the decade
these social and cconomic—and ultimately political—



problems were causing real alarm and were compounded
by the U.S. obsession with cold war objectives and, con-
scquently, its insensitivity and cven opposition to what
Latin America perceived needed 10 be done. Throughout
the decade the United States had been fighting tooth and
nail against proposals for a regional development bank and
an international coffec pact. T

In the face of discontent and disarray, Latin American
leaders began discussing such matters among themselves,
testing ideas and proposals for joint approaches. The cul-

mination of this process was “Operation Pan America,”

put forward by Brazilian President Kubitschek in 1958,
outlining multilatcral measures to combat underdevelop-
ment. The U.S. had begun to lister: by then—-due largely
to the sensitive leadership of Douglas Dillon, but also
spurred by Castro’s accession to power and the explosion
of anger at the U.S. that grected Vice-President Nixon
during his South American trip. The result was formation
of the “Committee of 21"—a committee of the whole of
the then twenty-one OAS members—and approval in carly
1960 of the remarkable Act of Bogotd, which cxtended
the OAS into the entirely new dimension of social and
cconomic development. This document laid the ground-
work for the Alliance for Progress. R

Today, as then. the conviction is becoming stronger that
the available institutions are inadequate for handling mod-
ern problems. Today, as then, leaders are scarching for

ways to cope. Today, as then, the U.S. presence and .

influence is of such dimension that its “role” in the hemi-
sphere is at the center of attention and a source of contro-
versy. And today, as then, the reflex of the Latin Americans
is not to dissolve multilateral cooperation but to find ways
of making it more effective. :

To the extent, therefore. that the Falklands conflict
stripped away illusions, it may be viewed as providing an
historic opportunity for restructuring hemisphere relations
and placing them on a more realistic basis.: Yet. the nature
of this opportunity must be cleag, It is not just a question
of tinkering with the OAS Charter or the Rio Pact, offering
an amendment here or there. To' grab the moment means
to accept a conceptual tabula rasa and then to proceed with
a free-ranging, imaginative exploration of how large issues
can be handled cffectively on a multilateral basis.

. The nations of the hemisphere must ask themselves about
which issues and problems can be handled best, or must
be handled, cooperatively and only then begin to explore
the sort of instruments that can be structured or utilized to
that end. Future patterns of regional governance are likely
to be cffective to the extent that they arc problem-oriented
or problem-centered. They will be less effective to the
degree that they are ideologically based or attempt to en-
. force consensus. To be effective, any future system prob-
ably will have to be more loosely structured than in the
past, and undoubtedly will incorporate other significant
contributors to hemispheric life, for example, Japan, Can-
ada, and the other OECD nations. It will also have to be
related more systematically to both global institutions and
subregional arrangements. In'sum, circumstances now dic-
tate not a political alliance but a service-oriented, “prob-
lem-solving” set of institutions and processes.

If hemispheric governance and modalities are to be so
drastically restructured, it will probably be—as in the late
1950s—Latin American leaders who take the initiative,
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first by quict, informal consultations and exchanges of
views and then by more formal proposals and exchanges.
The United States should encourage this sort of process,
cntering the discussions as circumstances indicate. What
the U.S. must not do is attempt to take the initiative to
define priorities or design structures; resentment and dis-
trust arc too strong.
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The U.S. Interest

To say that an opportunity is at hand is r.ot, of course, to
say that it will be seized. There is no cerwinty that either
Latin American or U.S. statesmanship will rise to the
occasion; or that either Latin or North Americans can shed
the blinders of self-interest. The odds are that contending
interests will negate each other and hemispheric rclations
simply drift along adventitiously. The OAS and other re-
gional agencies are unlikely to disappear or be formally
abolished in any case; international institutions scldom die,
they just lapse into desuetude.

In many ways it is the United States that faces the greatest
challenge in terms of demonstrating innovative statcsman-
ship and historic sensitivity. Within the U.S. administra-
tion at present three contending policy concepts may be
detected, not one of which is promising.

One dismisses the Inter-American System as 100 slow,
incffective, and frustrating and argues for concentrating
simply on bilateral relations, especially with the larger
countries. When this concept is advanced, it is as if mul-
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tilateral and bilateral relations were mutually exclusive. In

fact, of course, bilateral relations are important, much of

our interaction with the nations of the hemisphere.is ines-
capably bilateral, and good policy works both the multi-
lateral and bilateral sides of the street, with neither of them
making the other more difficult or impossible. What this
concept does, therefore, is miss the real problem-solving
potential of multilateral cooperation and the fact that an
effective multilateral “system™ relieves the United States
of the pressure of having 1o deal with every problem as a
bilateral policy issuc. It also ignores something else that
‘is becoming apparcnt: Increasingly, issues that cannot be
effectively dealt with bilaterally are moving to the center
of our agenda, including trade, environment, and conflict
resolution. This concept also rests on the unﬂpokcn l'cur
that multilateralism will allow other nations to *gang up”
on us, make it more diftficult for us to do what we want
to do, and thus will be “confrontational.”™ It argues, in
effect, that what we ought to do is optimize our power
margin and diffuse or deflect joint Latin American ap-
proaches. Whether we admit it or not, this concept reflects
a basic unwillingness to trim national subinterests for larger
concerns or to forgo independence of action—a kind of
“if it isn’t done my way. | won’t play”™ mindset.

A second concept is the “go slow.” status quo approach.
It would consider incremental. changes in mechanisms,
procedures, and approaches but resists suggestions for large
revisions as “‘unnccessary” and probably leading to pro-
posals that the U.S. would find unacceptabie or confron-
tational. As with the first concept, this onc also reflects
an unwillingness to forgo American prescriptions or {0 risk
additional pressure to do things we do not want to do. Its
basic flaw is that tinkering with the system may well be
inadequate to helping the nations of the hemisphere cope

with current problems. It is, in reality, a reprise of the
U.S. attitude of the 1950s.

The third concept is somewhat the obverse of the lusl
It envisages reconstructing the “system” to make ita U.S.-
led alliance that lends assistance in cold war 11. Exempli-
fying this view are the recent comments by Lt. General
Wallace Nutting, commander in chicf, southern command,
to the effect that it is up to the United States to cnsure
cohesion in the hemisphere because the USSR considers
Latin America the “strategic rear” of the United States.
Efforts to establish this kind of hegemonic leadership would
be incongruent with the region’s diversity and its growing
nationalism. Doubtless it would also polarize the region;
more $0 if such a policy made it tempting for the United
States to affect various national policies in the region by
dealing with sectors within cach nation, supporting some
(military establishments) and opposing others (left-of-cen-
ter political partics.)

If the administration were to misperceive the long tra-
dition, rich expericnce, and real potential in attempting
common approaches o common problems: if it were to
ignore or neglect the Inter-American System; or if it defines
its policy task simply as that of reestablishing U.S. influ-
ence, leadership, and dominance to control developments
or marshal a U.S.-led coalition to confront the Soviets or
Cubans—then it will join the rather select group of rulers
that includes the likes of Louis XVI, who, it was said,

never learned anything and never forgot anything.

Viron Vaky has served as Assistant Sccretary of State for
Inter-American Afjuirs and U.S. Ambassador to Costa Rica,
Colombia, and Venezuela. He is currentlv Research Pro-

Sfessor in Dlplumm\ ar the School of Foreign Sw vice,

Georgetown Universiry.

WEST GERMANY AND THE U.S.:
WHAT’S WRONG WITH THE ALLIANCE?

Some of NATQ's faults are birth defects and others are
accidents of history or the usual sort of problems that beset
any human institution during a third of a century. Yet
despite internal strains and external challenges, NATO
watched over the political and cconomic reconstruction of
Europe and has kept the peace. Today, new and multiple
tensions strain the Alliance still {further. Will the NATO
that survives-—and few actually contemplate its demise—
be as successful?

The original deal was this: We would protect Western

Europe from the Soviet Union” and in return the nations of

Western Europe would remain friendly to us and to Western
ideas of government and intcrnational relations. West Ger-
many also would be protected and, eventually, allowed to
contribute to its own defense. We would not cven ask the
Germans to abandon hope for reunification or concern for
their brethren to the east. Despite the onset of an unsettling
balance of terror and the later embrace of détente, we have
continued to live by the carlier agreement. But the pro-
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tection afforded by the U.S. today is fraught with even
greater problems, and oot the least of them is the rising
cost of the Federal Republic's Ostpolitik.

The most recent series of difficulties dates from the U.S.
opening to China and the latest arms push by the Soviet
Union. With the development of a Sino-American under-
standing caine a reduction of America’s stake in inducing
the USSR to become a partner in establishing world order.
This was also the time of the Soviet arms buildup, which
alarmed many people who felt that the ability of the U.S.
to defend Western Europe was now seriously compro-
miscd. Then came Angola, Afghanistan, and Poland.

The U.S., already skeptical about the value of détente,
responded with great hostility to these Soviet actions. The
chill contributed to the election of a U.S. administration
notably suspicious of the cffects of cooperation and pes-
simistic about the direction of Soviet policy. The instal-
lation of a new generation of intermediate ballistic missiles
by the USSR had led the Alliance to agree to the installation



of Pershing IIs and cruisc missiles in Western Europe. The
Reagan administration, once on the scene, voiced great
alarm at a so-called “window of vulnerability,” stressing
the need for several new missile and bomber forces. There
was tough talk from Washington about other aspects of
defense preparedness and also about Central America; in-

sistence that the installation of theatre nuclear forces in -

Europe be seen as a test of the Alliance; vigorous opposition
to the gas pipeline linking the USSR and Western Europe;
and open talk about “war-fighting capability.”

This did not sound at all like the language of détente,
which had calmed people’s fears and had proven so con-
venient in human and commercial terms. Indeed, for many
the new rhetoric was downright frightening. The tough talk
and the new posture provoked substantial opposition in
Western Europe. In West Germany, in deference to strong
public protests that were soon followed by major dem-
onstrations, the government was slow to endorse the boy-
cott of the Moscow Olympics, stow to condemn the USSR
for events in Poland, and circumspect in taking a public
position on the Pershing IIs and cruise missiles. Quictly
at first, and then most overtly, it also resisted U.S. cfforts
to quash the pipeline deal.

For NATO, the Federal Republic of Germany is si-
multancously the most important European contributor, the
principal potential battleground, the prime political raison
d'étre, and the military linchpin. It is also onc of the
Alliance’s two biggest héadaches; the U.S. is the other.
Understandably, America’s global re$ponsibilities crecate
risks and burdens for the Europeans. But West Germany's
situation is even more troublesome. As a military power
without nuclear weapons, it is forced to depend on others.
Committed to bargaining for concessions for Germans in
the East, it seeks to avoid confrontations. Meanwhile, it
has consented to take part in a military strategy that views

its own territory as the battlefield in a conventional conflict

and the home base for new missiles that would be the first
target in a nuclear exchange initiated by the USSR.

Then there are short-term, less fundamental disputes
between the U.S. and NATO allies. which take a toll in
goodwill, cooperation. and commitment. When the Reagan
administration imposced sanctions in connection with the
pipelinc affair, it provoked genuine outrage in Europe.
There are also the troubles concerning steel, agriculture,
aircraft, and credits, with serious repercussions for the
domestic political situation in NATO member-states. The
U.S. decision to treat the intermediate forces issue as a
test of the Europcans’ mettle rightly has been called a
“self-inflicted wound,™ since it forces the other govern-
ments to confront public fears and opposition in ways that
affect the delicate workings of Alliance diplomacy. Highly
publicized statements about threats and the possibility of
war have made it more difficult for member governments
to support whichever of the measures they themselves deem
desirable. In West Germany, even among the older and
better-educated citizens, long the mainstay of pro-Amer-
ican opinion, there is much skepticism about U.S.-sup-
ported policies and a greater openness to go-it-alone policics
that emphasize Germany’s particular interests in trade and
cooperation.

Finally, the economic downturn that affects Europe and
America alike has served to heighten squabbles and re-
sentments about “burden sharing™; Why don’t the Germans

organize their rescrves? Why don’'t they improve the billets
they provide for American servicemen? Why don’t they
pay a higher proportion of GNP for defense? Indeed, why
have defense expenditures been allowed to drop below-the
agreed 3 per cent per annum increase?

Since U.S. Secrctary of State Shultz has taken office
some progress has been made on short-term issues. Agree-
ments on trade with the Soviet Union, on credits, on sanc-
tions, on steel, and on negotiations seem 1o be in the works
or close to completion. There has been less in the way of
publicly aired recriminations, and therc have been no dra-
matic speeches or gestures on either side of the Atlantic.
Even the U.S. announcement of increased grain sales to
the Soviet Union resulted in only a relatively mild outery
from our European friends, despite their conviction that
the selling of grain and the disputed purchase of gas via
pipeline from the USSR had much in common. Can it be
that all partics are relearning the Icsson that alliance is a
two-way street?

Vital Signs

What will be the nature of Alliance politics over the long
term? NATO has outlived the generation that gave it birth.
and it is nccessary to ask what valucs, emotions, and
loyalties will replace thosc that sustained the Alliance in
its first third of a century, cnabling it to overcome future
strains and crises.

Perhaps disenchantment with the U.S. will be an in-
centive to greater unity in Europe. Or perhaps the United
Statcs will be able to deal with more independent, less
deferential, even more selfish allies. Can we define the
goals of the Alliance in contemporary terms and in such
a compelling way that the wear and tear of ordinary eco-
nomic, political, and military disagreements do not destroy
the fabric of what has been created?

NATO’s vitality depends on the consent of independent
states to make sacrifices in a mutually beneficial cause. A
new generation must renew its consent. Although U.S.
dominance remains a given of the Alliance relationship,
the European states of today are far stronger and more
self-confident than they were in 1949 and must be treated
accordingly. The distinction between leadership and bul-
lying must be drawn more carefully; the operational term
is “gentle strength.” NATO is important to America’s own
security and well-being, and the decline of Western Europe
would be a disaster for the United States in moral as well
as political and cconomic terms. Even after so many years
of marriage, we must remain suitor as well as protector.

The Federal Republic of Germany has been a remarkably
cooperative tenant of this communal house of ours. Surely
its own internal constraints and external needs are worthy
of recognition. Its citizens have family tics to East Germany
and its businesses trade heavily with Eastern Europe. The
old taboo on disputing matters of foreign policy has little
effect on a new generation, which is up in arms about
arms, while everyone recognizes how vulnerable the nation
is if deterrence fails. A nation whose popular support has
rested on an cconomic miracle is having serious economic
problems for the first time in a generation, and the mem-
orics of its leaders make them fearful of such conditions.

None of this is to say that the U.S. must concede all
the issucs in disputc. The Europeans do spend less on
defense than we do and largely.depend on the U.S. to take
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