
Chapter Two AMITY AND
ENMITY
AMONG NATIONS

IN THE THEATER and in movies the actors attract attention

as individuals; yet, both actors and audience realize that the drama
arises from the interrelations among the actors. Similarly, although
individual nations and statesmen have a great and sometimes spec-
tacular impact on the course of events, international "relations" in

the literal sense require foremost attention. In the political arena,

conflict as well as co-operation is part of the interaction among the

actors; an actor's goals take shape in the form of demands on others;

the means each employs can be measured only in relation to the

means of others. Even in assessing the importance of a mountain

range or a stretch of ocean, the relationship between the nations

on both sides of the mountains or the sea determines whether they
constitute a protective shield or an undesirable barrier. The
Atlantic Ocean, for example, which once helped this country avoid

entanglements, has today become an obstacle to American protec-
tion of Western Europe. Not geography, but the relationship
between the United States and Western Europe has changed.
Terms like "amity" and "enmity" even more, terms like "friend-

ship" and "hostility" must be used with caution in discussing

interstate relationships. These terms are taken from the universe

of interpersonal relations and they convey a sense of emotional

involvement. In contrast, diplomatic postures of amity and enmity
do not depend on emotional conditions and may in fact contradict

them. Thus, some Americans may feel enmity for the colored races,

but this does not prevent "cordial" or "friendly" diplomatic rela-

tions between the United States and many African and Asian

nations. Again, while public opinion polls might indicate that the
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American people harbor little enmity toward the Chinese, relations

between Communist China and the United States are thoroughly

inimical. A government which represents a nation-state as corpo-

rate actor is expected to be guided not by sentiment the sentiment

either of the policy-makers themselves or of the people but by a

dispassionate assessment of the national interest. However, this dis-

sociation between the cold-blooded pursuit of the national interest

and human feelings is never complete. Only as a first step in the

analysis of the problem does it make sense to treat interstate rela-

tions as if they were immune to human sentiment.

Relations among states can vary in a wide spectrum from the

extreme of total enmity of two belligerents in a fight to the finish

to the extreme of amity when two states let down their guards com-

pletely, as have the United States and Canada. 1 Public attention

and most writers focus on the pole of inimical relations because

world affairs naturally arouse little interest when the going is as

smooth, for instance, as it has been in recent times between the

United States and Great Britain. Yet, even in an age of strife,

nations do not continuously remain, as Hobbes pictured them, "in

the state and posture of gladiators/'

There is a type of relationship that at first does not seem to fit

into the amity-enmity spectrum. It could be described as a state of

"minimal relations/' Nations deciding to "go it alone" in order to

avoid entanglement in the disputes of others, as illustrated by the

United States prior to World War II and by Switzerland to this

day, seek to minimize political contacts with other nations. They
work to convince others of their impartial friendliness, expecting
that abstention from making demands on and interfering with

others will evoke a response of at least diplomatic amity. They
may not succeed, however, in eliciting such a response if one or

more of these other nations is hostile to the very idea of nonalign-
ment or neutrality. John Foster Dulles' denunciation of neutrality
as immoral, barring exceptional circumstances, will be remembered
in this connection;

2 his attitude which threatened to disrupt cor-

dial relations between the United States and many nonaligned

1 Kenneth Boulding suggests classifying the "reciprocal relations of nations

along some scale of friendliness-hostility*' and calls the extremes "stable friend-
liness" and "stable hostility." "National Images and International Systems,"
International Politics and Foreign Policy, ed. James Rosenau (The Free Press
of Glencoe, Inc., New York, 1961), p. 374.

2
Secretary Dulles' remarks about neutrality occurred in a commencement

address, "The Cost of Peace/' at Iowa State College on June 9, 1956, and were
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countries was later revised, when the potential alternative to neu-

trality became alignment with the Soviet bloc.

Nonaligned countries seek to avoid not only conflict but also

commitments for common and co-operative action. Their positive
efforts in foreign policy are limited to proving the absence of inim-

ical intentions. One novelty of our age, however, deserves mention.

No longer do all nonaligned countries shun political ties altogether;
most of them, in fact, co-operate within the framework of the

United Nations. They may expect such co-operation to bolster

rather than disturb friendly relations with others. Yet, this does

not necessarily follow, because nations lining up in the UN voting

process risk being counted on the side of one or the other disputant.
The cool, nonentangling relations of the kind sought by the non-

aligned countries can be pictured in our amity-enmity spectrum as

relations of minimal amity. Moving out toward the extremity one

approaches the more intense types of amity which can be described

as active co-operation or as a relationship of "going it with others."

Allies may even work toward merger or federal union. Go-operation
means sacrificing some degree of national independence with a view

to co-ordinating, synchronizing, and rendering mutually profitable
some of the political, military, or economic policies the co-operating
nations intend to pursue. Such co-operation can spring from two

incentives which are distinct in motivation and effects. Co-operation

may arise from a desire to improve relations within the co-operating

group, in which case the interest is turned Inward and is inde-

pendent of threats from outside the group. The second incentive

which, to the disappointment of idealists, proves much more potent
Is the desire to meet a common external threat by co-operative

effort; here co-operation is predicated on the continuance of the

threat.

The "inward-directed" co-operative relationship usually binds

together nations of a region and is treated, therefore, in the United

Nations Charter under the heading of "regional arrangements/' In

principle, however, there is no reason why geographically separate
nations should not be interested in organizational devices to further

reprinted in the Department of State Bulletin, Vol. 34 (1956) , pp. 999-1004.

The relevant section is as follows: "These treaties (mutual security treaties

between the U.S. and other countries) abolish, as between the parties, the

principle of neutrality, which pretends that a nation can best gain safety for

itself by being indifferent to the fate of others. This has increasingly become
an obsolete conception and, except under very exceptional circumstances, it is

an immoral and shortsighted conception."
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their common welfare by collective measures. The British Common-

wealth falls into the category of an arrangement among nations that

has no regional base. As of today, there is no regional inward-

directed arrangement that does not also pursue outward-directed

defensive purposes or is not strongly influenced by an external

threat. The Organization of American States is regarded as the

model of regional co-operation yet, since under the Rio Pact it

commits its members to take common action against outsiders as

well as against members who commit acts of aggression, it partakes

of the character of both types of co-operative arrangement. In the

case of Western European integration the inward-directed purpose

of promoting the peace and welfare of the area has been dominant;

yet the Soviet threat acts as a potent spur and it might, as some

feared, have changed the character of the process of integration if

the European Defense Community, clearly outward-directed, had

come into being.

Inward-oriented co-operation does not come easily to sovereign

governments. Only in exceptional cases, as in Western Europe,

have nations gone far in committing themselves to such co-operation

even in the economic field where the opportunity and the advan-

tages are most apparent. Usually sentiments of nationalism, as well

as vested interests, are blamed for the failure of "regionalism/' but

the chief obstacle lies elsewhere. In the absence of an external

threat requiring collaboration with others for defense, sovereign

governments aware of their prime responsibilities toward their own

people usually do not dare to relinquish their freedom of action;

on their continuing freedom in policy-making- rests their ability to

safeguard the national interest. Only in the case of genuine feder-

ation in which sovereignties are merged does this obstacle disappear;
then the national interest becomes the federal interest, and the

responsibility is shifted to the supranational or federal government.
It is an open question whether an intermediary stage referred to

as confederacy, union, or political community lying somewhere

between national sovereignty and federal or supranational sover-

eignty can provide a stable basis for close co-operation and effective

common action. Such an arrangement might become a source of

friction by impairing the freedom of action of national governments
without substituting a reliable new source of authority and respon-

sibility. Some form of regular and institutionalized political co-

operation among nations retaining their power of ultimate decision

perhaps after the model of the British Commonwealth may be
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able under certain circumstances to assure a high degree of amity

among the participants without interfering in the proper function-

ing of the national governments.
The second type of co-operative arrangement, which lines up

nations for mutual assistance against a common external foe, faces

fewer obstacles than the inward-directed type. All alliances or col-

lective defense agreements fall into this second category. As men-

tioned earlier in connection with inward-directed arrangements, the

distinction between the two categories is not rigid: allies frequently

supplement their co-operation for collective defense with some

inward-directed activities, as NATO has been seeking to do in the

political, economic, and cultural fields. Moreover, allies sometimes

play down their external purpose by not specifying an external foe

in their formal treaties in order not to provoke him. Governments
deceive themselves and their people, however, if they fail to appre-
ciate the difference between the two types of co-operation. Where
external defense rather than economic co-operation or the pacific

settlement of disputes among members of the group is the essential

aim as in an alliance, any diminution of the external threat or of

the will to meet it will tend to undermine cohesion and render

futile any attempts to save the alliance by inward-directed "diver-

sions." Also, because the external threat is essential, it is erroneous

to see multilateral agreements for collective defense as a step in the

direction of universal collective security or world government. Such

agreements are predicated on the existence of at least "two worlds"

or two antagonistic camps and, like national armaments, are a symp-
tom of international conflict rather than of growing world unity.

While amity among allies, particularly among wartime allies, may
be as intimate as relations between independent nations can ever

become, it would be a mistake to underestimate the strains that

almost any alliance in war or peace places on such amity. More
will be said about these strains in a later chapter.

3 It is enough
to say here that most dangerous to the amity between peacetime
allies are suspicions concerning the reliability of allied pledges of

future assistance; most disruptive in wartime alliances are suspicions

that one ally may be contemplating a separate peace with the

enemy. Because coercion as a substitute for diplomatic persuasion
has little place among allies, "amical diplomacy" directed at the

prevention or resolution of interallied conflict becomes particularly

important here.

3 See Chapter 13, "Stresses and Strains in 'Going it with Others/
"
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Enmity reflects the existence of a conflict of interests. Peace is

threatened at that stage of the conflict when physical coercion, by

one side or both, becomes a practical possibility.
Relations between

inimical but nonwarring nations are often described as competition

or rivalry and are compared with the competition of athletes on

the race track or of businessmen on the market. But these analogies

are misleading. Members of the groups just mentioned are engaged

in parallel efforts to reach a common goal by outdoing one another.

Among nations in conflict competition usually exists too, but it

pertains only to their struggle to equip themselves with arms and

alliances as the means of attaining their objectives. When it comes

to the objectives, the conflict resembles a head-on collision of parties

pursuing different, opposing, and incompatible goals. The clashes

between football teams or between capital and labor during a

strike offer better analogies for relations between inimical but non-

warring states. It would be ironic to characterize the relationship

between Israel and its Arab neighbors as a competition for territory

when the latter desire to wipe the former off the map while the

former is seeking to hold on to or possibly enlarge its territory.

If it is true that competition, even the competition for arma-

ments, is not what lies at the heart of conflict and enmity, then

certain conclusions follow with respect to disarmament, As long

as the incompatibility of the goals has not been resolved by com-

promise or by renunciation on the part of one of the opponents, it is

hard to conceive of any side intentionally giving up an advantage in

the competition for means. The only restraints on competitive

efforts that have a chance of gaining favor are those that assure

equal advantage or equal disadvantage to both sides. In view of

the extraordinary difficulties in devising such symmetrical accords

on armaments and in convincing both sides that the effects will

indeed continue to prove symmetrical throughout the duration of

an accord it is not surprising that agreed measures of disarmament

or arms control have materialized only in exceptional cases so far.

Agreement to restrain the competitive quest for allies to my knowl-

edge has not ever been attempted.

The reasons for enmity in any multistate system are so plentiful

and various that stable friendship between all the members of the

system can hardly be more than a rare exception. As long as there

are conflicting aims, there will be instances of enmity. But enmity
need not lead, and has not regularly led, to a resort to coercive

power. If it did, there would be war permanently. Since it takes
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two to make a war, two parties must decide that war is preferable
to its alternative. The alternative, in the case of a country seeking
to change the status quo by force, consists in foregoing such change
as is attainable only by coercion; in the case of a country that can

preserve the status quo only by resisting attack, the alternative to

war consists in acceptance of those changes that only the use of

counterforce could prevent.
In the absence of war, enmity may continue indefinitely and may

be expressed in several ways, from a mere cessation of friendly
intercourse to exchanges of any of the many types of inimical acts

that fall short of war in the technical sense of hostilities involving
the use of regular military forces. On whatever level the inimical

confrontation takes place, it is bound to have far-reaching conse-

quences both for the nations directly involved and for the other

members of the multistate system. As a case in point, governments
will experience a strong compulsion to expect the worst from their

enemy, if only to be properly prepared. Yet excessive expectations

concerning enemy action can have serious drawbacks; instead of

deterring an opponent from taking action for which he has the

capability, it may lead to preparations so massive that hostile action

by the opponent is provoked rather than prevented. As another

consequence, enmity between two nations generates pressure on

others to take sides.

In this context of interenemy action and reaction, the problem
of escalation deserves the very serious attention it has attracted in

the nuclear age. Inimical confrontation on any level involves poten-
tial escalation to higher levels, and ultimately to the level of general
war. If in a conflict between nuclear powers, the leaders on both

sides are convinced that a nuclear war would be intolerably destruc-

tive to their own countries, the fear of escalation tends to restrain

their conduct. The degree of restraint will vary widely among the

parties; it will be much greater for a nuclear power that expects to

suffer intolerable self-destruction even if it should strike first. If

both parties operate on the assumption of a reliable "nuclear stale-

mate," escalation to any level short of general war might be sought
rather than feared. Thus, to a country that believed itself inferior

on the level of guerilla warfare but superior on a conventional level,

escalation to the conventional level would be tempting. In fact,

such escalation would be a condition of success because mere

counterguerilla activities cannot restore peace and order to a terri-

tory torn by guerilla warfare.
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The dividing line between amity and enmity is not always clear

cut. There is a twilight zone in which governments have trouble

deciding whether a tenuous relationship of amity has given way to

enmity or vice versa. Even among the friendliest of countries,

there usually is a dormant conflict that may suddenly come alive.

Although the Suez crisis did not create enmity between the United

States and its major European allies sufficient to justify any expec-

tation of violence between them, it nevertheless seriously disrupted

their previous friendly relations. The United States, to give another

example, has no assurance that a Yugoslav desire to restore solidar-

ity with the Communist bloc might not at any moment gain the

upper hand over the wish to maintain cordial relations with the

United States. It is in situations like these that diplomacy, as a

means of keeping bonds of friendship from snapping, faces the

gravest test of its effectiveness. Unfortunately, governments as a

rule are too preoccupied with open conflicts and enmities to be

able to deal preventively with those that are still latent; they may
often fail to anticipate trouble.

One of the striking features of diplomatic amity and enmity is

the suddenness and ease with which one may change into the other*.

Abrupt switches from amity to enmity cause little astonishment be-

cause they correspond to everyday experience in personal relations.

A good friend of yesterday who betrays or offends may be the bitter-

est of enemies tomorrow; and, similarly, two allies seeming to be in-

timately linked by common interest may become foes if one suspects

the other of collusion with the enemy. Rapid switches from enmity
to amity among states, however, may arouse passionate criticism

because the public's hatreds usually die slowly. Yet the ability to

turn an enemy of yesterday into an ally of today is not only tra-

ditional in diplomacy but an indispensable condition for any
successful balance of power policy. There could be no better vali-

dation of our opening proposition that amity and enmity between

states must be distinguished from their emotional setting than to

point to the way Germany and Japan, the two major wartime

enemies of the West, became important pillars of the West's system
of collective defense long before hatreds generated by the war had
had time to subside. Here, the change of alignment did not depend
on any prior change of public sentiment but did much to hasten

such change.

Turning now to the emotional setting, it almost goes without

saying that friendly personal feelings and sympathies either between
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the statesmen or between the peoples of two nations facilitate the

conduct of amical interstate relations and also tend to be developed
as a result of such conduct. The men who act for their respective
states are likely to find the going easier if they have sympathy and

understanding for their opposite numbers and for their peoples.

Moreover, any government exposed to the pressures of public opin-
ion is embarrassed if the amical relations it is seeking to maintain

with another country are contradicted by public expressions of hos-

tility. Some of the neutralist countries may learn in time that

vociferous attacks on "imperialist America" are not conducive to

cordial relations with the United States! In democracies, where

public attitudes have a powerful impact on the conduct of public

policy, popular revulsion against despotic regimes may create serious

obstacles to policies of co-operation with them even though the gov-
ernment considers such policies to be in the interest of national secu-

rity. While traditionally neutral democratic countries like Sweden
or Switzerland may uphold the principle that the public is free to

express its private sentiments and need not, like the government,
abstain from partisanship, they nevertheless are often led to counsel

moderation in public expressions of opinions and feelings that

might interfere with a policy of amity.
Close and effective interstate amity as among allies should tend

to promote emotional friendship. The mere experience of success-

ful common effort can make for mutual confidence and sympathy

although it does not necessarily do so; old grudges, suspicions,

resentments, and jealousies may prevail at least in some parts of

the population. But then, even democratic governments need not

wait passively for the spontaneous development of public senti-

ments of friendship to complement their policies. There are many
ways in which a favorable image of another nation can be sold to

the public, even though anything as radical as the way totalitarian

governments manipulate public opinion is incompatible with

democracy.
There is an inclination, particularly in the United States, to

exaggerate the importance of feelings of friendship or gratitude

for the maintenance of amical relations. While it may not be agree-

able to witness outbursts of anti-Americanism in countries with

which the United States seeks to maintain friendly or allied rela-

tions, co-operation between the governments and mutual respect

for one another's interests are not at the mercy of these outbursts.

Most states most of the time the new states as well as those with
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long diplomatic experience maintain aniical or inimical relations

with others on the basis of calculations of interest rather than in

response to popular sentiments whether of gratitude or resentment.

People-to-people diplomacy and cultural exchanges can be useful,

however, if they help to bolster popular feelings of friendship where

and when amical interstate relations or a relaxation of interstate

tension is in the national interest.

The relationship between diplomatic enmity and hostile feelings

is not less complex than that between diplomatic amity and friendly

feelings. There is one difference, however: in war it is almost inevit-

able that the two types of enmity, private and diplomatic, should

coincide, particularly since wars have come to be fought between

entire nations rather than between professional military forces.

When sentiments of hatred for the enemy are absent prior to hos-

tilities, governments usually see to it that they do not remain absent

long. Hate-provoking caricatures of the enemy and atrocity stories,

supposedly conducive to a high state of morale among fighting men

and the population generally, are widely used although it remains

controversial whether feelings of hatred for the enemy are indis-

pensable in war. In any case, the tendency for hostile feelings to

linger on after the war is over may lead some governments to regret

the skill with which they instilled hatred in the hearts of their

people while fighting morale was at a premium.
The emphasis so far has been on popular emotions which, when

hostile, may reach a point of mass hysteria that leaves the govern-

ment little room for moderation. Much more important are the

emotions of sympathy or antipathy, love or hatred, of the policy-

makers themselves. There is the well-known case of the diplomat
who becomes so enamored with the country to which he is accred-

ited that he cannot conceive of its conducting policies detrimental

to the interests of his own country. Leading statesmen, too, may
become blinded by their personal grudges against a particular

nation or against a particular foreign statesman. If they are thereby
rendered incapable of a dispassionate view of the situation, they

may fail, for instance, to seek amical solutions to conflicts that

actually would be capable of peaceful resolution.

In our age of revolutionary and ideological conflict another point
needs to be emphasized. Of many of today's revolutionary leaders

it may be assumed that their hatreds are directed less against people
or foreign statesmen than against social systems, institutions, or

conditions symbolized by terms such as imperialism, capitalism,
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Wall Street or Bolshevism. Where these hatreds are dominant, it

is hard to say whether the interpretation of the national interest

is perverted by emotional attachment to ideology and dogma, or

whether subjective emotions merely accompany the pursuit of

ideological goals to which the nations or regimes in question are

dedicated anyway, thereby simply adding more drive and forceful-

ness to the ideological pursuit. In any case, it would be a mistake

to assume that the ideological cleavages between East and West, or

between some of the neutralists and the West, accompanied though

they are at times by violent explosions of emotion, necessarily pre-

clude cordial interstate relations. Long periods of mere nonbellig-

erency, a tenuous form of amity, may go hand in hand with un-

abridged latent conflict, as relations between the Soviet Union and

the bourgeois national regimes of neutralist states demonstrate.

Many men of sensitive conscience are disturbed to see their coun-

try either entertaining cordial relations with nations, regimes, and

individual rulers whom they condemn for unethical behavior or

engaging in war with a people for whom they feel no hatred. Yet,

if the nation's interests dispassionately perceived shall guide states-

men, it is necessary that they be able to disassociate themselves from

their own private feelings and from those of the public when as

statesmen they shape the relationships of their country with other

nations. It would be disastrous if they sought instead to build on

the quicksands of emotion, especially today when emotions are at

the mercy of mass media of communication and of high-powered

propaganda.



Chapter Thirteen STRESSES AND
STRAINS IN

"GOING IT

WITH OTHERS"

EVEN BEFORE World War II came to an end, there were

unmistakable indications that a radical shift was going to take place
in American peacetime foreign policy.

1 The traditional policy of

"going it alone" was to be replaced by a policy of "going it with

others." This change did not reflect any expectation that a new
threat to American security would follow upon the defeat of the

Axis coalition and make the United States dependent on the mili-

tary support of others. It was assumed, on the contrary, that after

the war the United States could look forward to a period of friendly

relations with all of the remaining major powers. Nevertheless con-

siderations of national security did affect American thinking and

were a dominant motive behind the break with tradition. Isolation-

ist sentiments had vanished as a result of the bitter experiences
of two world wars, which it was believed, could have been avoided

if the United States had collaborated with others prior to the out-

break of hostilities. What appeared to be needed, then, was Amer-

ican participation in an international organization devoted to the

preservation of peace and the punishment of aggression. Only later,

when the Soviet threat to American security materialized, did the

new policy take on the form of an alliance policy directed against

a specific country or group of countries.

1 This chapter appeared originally as the introduction to Alliance Policy in

the Cold War, ed. Arnold Wolfers, (The Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore,

1959) ; it is reprinted here, with minor changes, by permission of the publisher.

205
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The American response to the threat of Soviet or Sino-Soviet

expansion is too narrowly described as an alliance policy if the term

"alliance" is used in the customary sense to mean a pact of mutual

military assistance. For brevity's sake, however, "alliance policy" is

employed to cover all efforts to prevent other countries from siding

with the camp of the Soviet opponent. As used here, the term sug-

gests an American cold war policy directed toward the development
of an extensive system of alignments in which actual military alli-

ances form the iron core.

The scope of American foreign policy is not, of course, exhausted

by efforts to defend the non-Communist world against the economic,

political, or ideological expansion of Soviet control. There continue

to be other objectives of American policy, purely economic and

humanitarian objectives, as well as the original purpose of prevent-

ing aggression from any quarter. These have not been wholly sacri-

ficed to the necessities of the cold war. As Sino-Soviet power has

grown, however, and as the threats to the United States and other

non-Communist nations have become more fully appreciated, alli-

ance or alignment policy for purposes of defense has come to domi-

nate the scene and must do so as long as the East-West struggle

continues unabated.

That the relations between the United States and its mighty
Communist opponents should have become the focus of interest and

attention both to policy-makers and to students of international re-

lations is not surprising. By comparison, the relationships within

the non-Communist world have seemed much less important and

receive, therefore, much less attention. Moreover, interallied rela-

tionships in view of their great diversity appear to elude treatment

as a phenomenon with characteristics of its own. On closer exami-

nation, however, one can detect apart from some more positive

aspects a series of disruptive or erosive forces operating within the

entire American alignment system; they are forces that make their

imprint on the relationships between the non-Communist countries

and especially on the relations between the United States, leader of

the coalition, and the rest of its members. The present chapter seeks

to throw light on these relations. 2

2 After this was written, George Liska completed his book Nations in Alli-

ance, the first elaborate and sophisticated study of policies of alignment and
nonalignment. This is to be published by The Johns Hopkins Press in the
summer of 1962.
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Because analysts are likely to concentrate on defects rather than

on achievements, a distorted picture of the alliance system might
be created if no mention were made here of the evidence of soli-

darity within the non-Communist world and of common resistance

to Soviet blandishments and threats.

Again and again, conflicts either between the United States and
other free countries (as in the Suez case) or between friends of the

United States (as in the case of Cyprus) have threatened to defeat

attempts at building up a comprehensive network of alignments.
On other occasions, the attitudes of uncommitted countries have

become a cause of alarm. At one moment it looked as if Nasser

were ready to cross over to the Soviet camp and to take other Arab
countries with him; at another, Tito's defection to the East was

confidently predicted. Yet in spite of all the crises, rifts, and erosive

forces besetting the free world, none of its members the "uncom-
mitted" countries included so far have voluntarily joined the Soviet

bloc, and none of the countries allied with the United States in

postwar collective defense arrangements have allowed resentment,

fear, or a change of government to lead them into a policy of neu-

trality, although Iraq deserted its alliance with Great Britain. Quite

generally, whenever the danger signals have been unmistakable,

there has been a tendency to rally around the United States rather

than to defect. Therefore, while complacency might well prove dis-

astrous in view of the many centrifugal pulls to which the non-

Communist world is exposed, it would be misleading to suggest that

the future offers only the prospect of continuous and irreparable

disintegration.

With these qualifications in mind, however, it seems proper to

focus attention on the sources of serious tension between nations

and groups of nations on whose solidarity the future independence
and security of all the non-Communist countries may depend. Only
if the stresses and strains are carefully identified and understood is

there hope of discovering appropriate ways of overcoming or re-

ducing their harmful impact.
It might be argued that solidarity, even among close allies, has

usually proved a perishable asset. Wartime coalitions rarely have

long survived the termination of the war for which they were

formed. The present danger is not the dissolution of a wartime

coalition, however, but the dissolution of an alignment intended

to prevent a war that has not yet occurred. Therefore, if the present
coalition were to start breaking up before the threat that brought
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it into being had disappeared, it would fall far short of its original

purpose. The return of the United States to a policy of "going it

alone" might then become a desperate but inescapable alternative.

Should the cold war come to an end or fade into the background,

conceivably the United States could afford to withdraw from mili-

tary alliances while continuing its policy of "going it with others"

in nonmilitary areas of co-operation and within the United Nations.

An inquiry into the chief causes of the many irritating conflicts

that characterize relations with and among our friends and allies

must take into consideration the numerous psychological features

and motivations of the human actors in whose hands the conduct

of alliance policy lies. The personalities and idiosyncrasies of lead-

ing statesmen, the preconceptions and biases of influential groups,

and the emotions, resentments, fixed ideas, or peculiar anxieties of

whole peoples can all become divisive forces. Since the success of

a policy of alignment depends on the creation and maintenance of

a sense of common interest, of mutual confidence among govern-

ments, and of solidarity among entire nations, these psychological

factors can exert a decisive influence on the course of events. This

is particularly true in an era when leaders of unusual authority-
like Adenauer, de Gaulle, or Nehru carry so much responsibility

that their personal approaches to problems or to one another may
make or break alliances. Moreover, where so many peoples of

widely divergent cultural backgrounds and ideologies are simul-

taneously involved in the process of hammering out common poli-

cies, national peculiarities like Indian pacifism or American moral-

ism may become serious psychological handicaps, while such typical
national attitudes as Arab fanaticism or the complacency of democ-

racies may create almost insuperable obstacles to concerted action.

While the human factors go far in determining the way in which

alignments consolidate or dissolve, many of the psychological ele-

ments of stress and strain that make themselves so painfully felt in

the present American alignments with others can best be understood

as reactions to particular aspects of the environment in which the

coalition operates. In fact, one does injustice to the responsible

governments if one fails to recognize the vexing external conditions

some of them unique that tend to render collaboration among
the non-Communist countries an extraordinarily delicate problem.
The geopolitical approach to international relations is not pop-

ular today, perhaps because of excessive claims made by its enthu-

siastic exponents. It makes sense, however, in this instance to stress
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the very marked geographical hurdles that lie in the path of Amer-

ican collective defense efforts. They represent such serious hand-

icaps to the common pursuit of security vis-a-vis the Sino-Soviet

bloc that they could prove fatal to the alignment system if nothing
were done to counter their effects.

Soon after the fall of the Axis coalition, it became evident to those

responsible for American foreign policy that the Soviet Union,

occupying the area Mackinder called the "heartland" of Eurasia,

had emerged from the war as an expanionist power of great mili-

tary and industrial potential and extraordinary dynamism. Already
it had extended its control far beyond the old borders of its prede-

cessor, the Czarist Empire. More ominous was the fact that the

rising giant was surrounded by a virtual power vacuum along its

entire periphery, from Scandinavia and the British Isles, along the

rimlands of Eurasia, to Japan and Korea.

Clearly, the non-Communist countries on the Eurasian mainland

and adjoining islands would not be able to generate enough strength
or unity within the foreseeable future to contain the Communist

bloc, should it attempt to take advantage of the weakness of its

neighbors as was to be expected. If there were to be established

and maintained any reasonable balance of power that would give
assurance of continued freedom from Soviet control to countries

interested in maintaining their independence, only one nation was

strong enough to provide that balance, and this nation was located

on the other side of the globe. Perhaps more by instinct than by

premeditated design, the United States took upon itself the task

of building an alliance system that would wield the necessary coun-

terpower.
As the potential strength of the Sino-Soviet bloc matured, the

United States gradually began to realize how ambitious was its

project of spanning the oceans with a defensive coalition whose

holdings on the shore of the Eurasian land mass were, for the most

part, easily accessible from the heartland but thousands of miles

from insular America.

Under these circumstances, promises of United States assistance

to countries across the oceans were not credible without additional

evidence of American intentions. The only hope of effective deter-

rence and defense lay and still lies today in a projection of Amer-

ican power across the water barriers: the establishment and mainte-

nance of a substantial American military presence in or close to

the chief Eurasian clanger areas.
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Although it was an unavoidable consequence of geographical cir-

cumstances, the need for the projection of American power far

beyond the confines of the United States almost inevitably places

a heavy psychological mortgage on the alliance system. This deploy-

ment of forces is an easy target for hostile Soviet propaganda, which

plays on such themes as "American occupation of sovereign coun-

tries" and "provocative American encirclement" of the Russian

homeland. In the non-Communist countries that permitted or in-

vited American forces to be stationed within their territories, those

who for whatever reason are opposed to the alignment of their

country with the United States condemn the American presence as

an abnormal situation and a threat to national independence. The

fact, in light of historical experience, is that it would have been

more abnormal for the United States to have allowed a power vac-

uum to persist in areas adjoining a state whose leaders frequently

had proclaimed it their duty to exploit the weaknesses of the "cap-

italist" enemy. Moreover, at the same time that it projected its

own power across the oceans, the United States, at great financial

sacrifice though with only moderate success, has sought to fill the

vacuum with indigenous military and economic power; this, it was

hoped, would eventually render superfluous American overseas

deployment.
Whether normal or abnormal, the presence of American forces

on the territory of its friends and allies places on their relations

with the United States strains that were absent in former peacetime
coalitions. Demands for "disengagement" or insistence that the

"amis go home/' voiced strongly in some quarters abroad, are symp-
tomatic of a psychological reaction that can weaken allied solidarity.

One may wonder, in fact, why this reaction has not been more

widespread and why it has not evoked from Americans a response
of "bring the boys home," considering that, until very recently, the

United States has been so strongly isolationist.

These problems of distance between members of the alliance are

compounded by yet another geographical handicap. If one visual-

izes the alliance system in the form of a wheel, one may say that

the friends and allies of the United States are spread out along its

rim, each occupying the end of a spoke, while the United States is

located at the hub of the wheel. Danger to any allied country to

the end of a spoke representing the Formosa Straits, or the terri-

tories south of Soviet Turkestan, or those on the Iron Curtain in

Central Europe is communicated to the United States at the hub
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as a threat to the entire wheel and it therefore elicits a correspond-

ingly strong defensive reaction. No similar reaction can be expected,

however, from countries located on opposite spokes or on remote

sections of the rim. Instead, any American military action or exer-

cise of "brinkmanship" on behalf of an ally in immediate danger
tends to strike other more remote allies not only as a diversion of

American attention and strength to tasks of minor importance, but

as a risky maneuver that may involve them all in conflicts incapable
of being localized. This attitude may appear parochial, but it is

not dissimilar to the reaction of a military theater commander who
would like all support channeled to his particular section of the

front, despite the necessities of an over-all strategy that is hard for

him to comprehend since he did not share in its formulation.

Illustrations of this attitude are numerous. Just after West Ger-

man newspapers had deplored American inflexibility in defense of

Quemoy, the Berlin crisis turned the Adenauer government into

the chief exponent of Western policies of unwavering firmness. On
this occasion, in turn, some Asian allies of the West may well have

feared threats to their security from excessive American concentra-

tion on the problems of Western Europe. Inevitably, then, the

coalition leader whose strategy must be guided by global considera-

tions will find it difficult to satisfy both the ally who, in a particular

case, is on the firing line and those allies who happen to be remote

from it.

The image of the wheel helps also to explain another and seem-

ingly paradoxical aspect of the difficulties encountered by the leader

of the coalition. In contrast to normal expectations, many of the

nations, especially in Europe, that are directly exposed to Soviet

encroachment have consistently shown less apprehension at Soviet

intentions than the United States, which, until recently, was rela-

tively safe from foreign attack. Often Americans have been chided

for their hysteria or suspected of exaggerating the Soviet menace in

order to push their allies into more vigorous armament efforts.

However, one must think in terms of the position of the "hub

power" and its sensitivity to threats against any point on the wheel's

rim. Such a power of necessity must be particularly aware of the

constant pressures exerted by the Soviets, first in one area, then in

another. In a sense Turkey is closer to the United States than

to Denmark, and Taiwan is closer to the United States than to

Pakistan,
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Another hindrance to allied solidarity lies in the fact that the

American alignment system is plagued by an unusually drastic dis-

crepancy between the strength and prosperity of the United States

and its allies. This is a source of tension, whether the issue be the

distribution of collective defense burdens, the relative influence of

the allies on the policies of the system, or American interference

(however subtle) in the internal affairs of allied countries. This

situation is especially delicate because, among the friends and allies

of the United States in need of assistance and protection, there

happen today to be so many who are exceptionally sensitive to

foreign encroachments on their national independence. In the case

of the new states recently emancipated from Western colonial rule,

this sensitivity is a natural result of their pride in an independence

won after long and bitter struggles. Some of these states refuse

even to accept economic aid, generously offered with no- strings at-

tached, because they regard it as a new form of "economic imperial-

ism." Some of the larger countries that not long ago enjoyed the

prestige and benefits of empire and world-wide influence are sensi-

tive because dependence on another power is hard for them to

accept. On the whole, the graceful adjustment of the former great

powers to the capitis diminutio that has been their fate is worthy
of admiration.

The United States itself must be given credit, too, for the rela-

tive lack of serious tensions within an alignment system where

inequalities are so great. Rather than showing much disregard for

the sovereignty, self-respect, and wishes of its allies, the United States

has erred more perhaps in allowing itself to be blackmailed by some

of even its weakest friends. Certainly Soviet allegations that the

allies of the United States have been turned into satellites and used

as unwilling tools of egotistical imperial ambition are not borne

out by the facts. Nevertheless, whenever any of America's allies

feel that they are not consulted sufficiently on policy or not given
sufficient support for their views, resentments are provoked and con-

stitute another source of stress and strain.

Aggravating this source of tension within the alignment system
is the new dimension to the power discrepancy that has been added

by the nuclear age. There exists today within the coalition a sharp
division between the nuclear "haves" and the nuclear "have-nots/'

Practically all of America's friends and allies currently belong to

the second category; even Britain and France, who are acquiring
some nuclear capacity, must remain so far behind the United States
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in independent strategic nuclear striking power that a more than

quantitative gulf will separate them from the United States for the

foreseeable future.

In its early phase, the introduction of nuclear weapons did not

place strains upon relations between the United States and its Euro-

pean allies; on the contrary, it helped tighten the bonds between

them. During its short-lived monopoly of atomic power, the United

States was able or was believed able to spread a protective nuclear

umbrella over what was to become the NATO area and to offer

Western Europe a reliable guarantee against Soviet attack. In fact,

reliance on SAC became so deeply ingrained in the minds of those

people in Western Europe who gave any thought at all to the Soviet

danger or to the possibility of future war that it outlasted by years
the period of the American nuclear monopoly.

Only after the successful launching of the first Soviet sputnik in

1957 did Europeans in growing numbers awaken to the disturbing
fact of United States vulnerability to nuclear attack and thus to

the possibility or probability that Soviet and American strategic

nuclear power might neutralize each other. For the Europeans, this

would mean that the alliance with the United States had been de-

prived of what they considered its major value. Gone was the assur-

ance that the grand deterrent of American nuclear power made

Europe safe from any major attack or that a minor attack on Europe,
if it occurred nonetheless, would automatically trigger an American

blow at the Soviet homeland.

American nuclear capabilities have also placed a peculiar strain

on United States relations with Asian countries. Even though race

had nothing to do with the 1945 choice of atomic targets, Asians

have not forgotten that the only atomic bombs ever used in war
were dropped on a non-Caucasian people. As a result, there is some
fear in Asia that the United States might be less inhibited in em-

ploying nuclear weapons on battlefields outside the North Atlantic

area. Whether such considerations strengthen Asian neutralism is

difficult to estimate since another factor, which we must examine,

explains why so many countries today are pursuing policies of

neutrality.

An American policy seeking to embrace most of the non-Com-

munist world in a network of military alliances was almost certain

to run up against the insuperable obstacle of neutrality. After

opposing "entangling alliances" and insisting on a policy of neu-

trality for their own country for more than a century, Americans
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should hardly be surprised by this particular obstacle, unless they

assume that quod licet Jovi non licet bovi. At all times, weak and

vulnerable countries have sought refuge in neutrality and found it

a source of protection, as long as their stronger neighbors held each

other in check. For the non-Communist countries today, many of

whom are weak and vulnerable, neutrality again appears as the

most prudent policy. The more American and Soviet power have

come to balance each other, the greater the premium on neutrality.

Moreover, under conditions of a reasonably stable world balance of

power, a policy of neutrality or of noncommitment to either of the

opposing blocs offers advantages transcending mere immunity from

attack. If free from ideological or moral inhibitions, a noncom-

mitted country can swing toward one camp or toward the other

as it sees fit and can hope thereby to elicit concessions from both.

Leaders of relatively minor countries-a Mossadegh or a Nasser-

are well aware of the influence they can exert by taking advantage

of the opportunities open to noncommitted countries.

The United States has endeavored to make the best of a world

in which neutrality has so many attractions. Realizing the impos-

sibility o-f convincing even a bare majority of the non-Communist

countries that their best interests would be served by joining with

America in pacts of mutual military assistance, the United States

has come to accept genuine neutrality as the maximum degree of

"collaboration" that is possible with many of the non-Communist

nations of the world. Certainly, neutrality is a far lesser evil than

a swing of the uncommitted countries toward the Soviet camp.

The more this has been recognized in the United States, the easier

it has become for Americans to accept as valuable supplements to

the Western alliance system such open or tacit assurances of friend-

ship by the uncommitted states as may be attainable. For this rea-

son, one may consider as partners in the American alignment system
all countries neither giving preferential treatment to the Sino-Soviet

bloc nor entering into anti-Western agreements with members of

the bloc. The governments of the uncommitted countries probably
would refuse to be so listed for fear of being labeled pro-American
or pro-Western and of provoking hostility at home and abroad as

a consequence. Inevitably, relations with the uncommitted "third

force" represent a particularly delicate aspect of American align-

ment policy.

A further source of interallied tension deserves attention: the dis-

crepancy between the United States and other non-Communist
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countries in the variety of external conflicts with which they are

faced. Whereas the security of the United States is directly endan-

gered today only by the Sino-Soviet bloc, many of its friends and

allies are absorbed by other dangers as well, by threats to their

national interests from non-Soviet quarters that often seem to them

more immediate and real than the Communist threat. The Algerian
rebellion struck more deeply into the hearts of Frenchmen than any

hypothetical threat to France's security emanating from beyond the

Iron Curtain. Pakistanis are more inclined to turn their guns in the

direction of eastern Kashmir than toward the Khyber Pass.

Meanwhile, for American policy-makers who are able to concen-

trate American efforts exclusively on counterbalancing the Sino-

Soviet bloc, it is a source of concern and often irritation that the

same primary focus on the Sino-Soviet danger does not prevail

among all non-Communist nations. Clearly, disputes between mem-
bers of the alignment system are disruptive of over-all non-Com-

munist solidarity and they run counter to American interests.

As a consequence the preservation and, when necessary, restora-

tion of the peace within the free world has become almost as much
of a concern to American policy-makers as the conduct of the cold

war itself. While there is bound to be pressure on the United States

to take sides against the "aggressor" in any dispute that erupts into

armed conflict between its friends and allies, it is also clear that

American partisanship endangers the likelihood that the accused

"aggressor" country would later participate willingly as an active

member of the alignment system. Therefore, the general tendency
has been for the leader of the coalition to serve as a neutral media-

tor who seeks to mend the fences of the alignment system by pro-

moting a peaceful settlement between the disputants. Even if

successful, however, such mediation usually becomes a source of

dissatisfaction with American behavior. While the compromises of

a peaceful settlement will leave fewer wounds than collective secu-

rity measures against a friendly country, both sides are inclined to

feel that greater American backing of their positions would have

resulted in a settlement more favorable to their interests. Neither

the colonial nor anticolonial powers, for instance, and neither the

Israelis nor the Arab states have spared the United States from

harsh criticism for not giving them full support. The damage to

the American alliance policy is obvious, though inescapable.

While the nuclear age has raised the strains of power inequalities

to a new level of seriousness, the "revolutionary age" in turn has
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aggravated and increased the possibilities
of internecine strife within

the non-Communist world. Two forces are operating concurrently

to keep the free world in turmoil. One is the Communist ideo-

logical and propagandist onslaught on the tenets and institutions

of the West; the other is the nationalist struggle against Western

colonial rule and against any remnants of that rule which keep alive

the bitter memories of colonialism. Both Communists and the van-

guards of colonial emancipation, who are no less fanatically dedi-

cated to their goal, make life difficult for any government seeking

to co-operate with a United States depicted as the mainstay of the

hated status quo. Because American policy has been forced by the

circumstances of the cold war to place more emphasis than is

popular on military defense and the preservation of order, the

United States is falsely identified in many quarters with social reac-

tion and militarism, a fact not conducive to the smooth operation

of collaborative policies that depend on broad public support.

Under such circumstances, an effort to create a favorable image of

the United States in the minds of other peoples is not a negligible

part of a policy of "going it with others."

That makers of American alliance policy are faced with an im-

pressive set of adverse circumstances does not mean that they are

relieved of the responsibility for success or failure. Stormy weather

and treacherous currents are no excuse for shipwrecks that able

navigation could have avoided. Even if the stresses and strains

imposed by conditions beyond the control of the United States are

inescapable, there is still enough leeway for different courses of

action to justify the contention that the final outcome will depend

substantially on the wisdom of the actual policy choices and of the

attitudes on which these choices rest.



Chapter Fourteen ALLIES, NEUTRALS,
AND NEUTRALISTS IN

THE CONTEXT OF
UNITED STATES
DEFENSE POLICY

IT IS FREQUENTLY said that Soviet conduct in international

affairs has undergone a radical change since Stalin's death. 1 Al-

legedly, the Soviet leaders have transferred the struggle with the

West from the military to the economic and ideological sphere. If

this is true, such a change in Soviet policy would relieve the United

States of much of its concern about its military position and permit
it to concentrate on competition with the Soviets for the support of

the uncommitted countries. It would be a comforting thought if a

bid for the friendship of the world's less favored peoples could be

substituted for the distasteful preoccupation with military power
and policy.

I shall not attempt to judge how much of a shift has taken place

in Soviet foreign policy. The apparent recognition by Soviet leaders

that a nuclear war would destroy not merely the "capitalist" nations

but the "socialist" countries as well makes plausible the belief that

they would prefer, more than ever, to attain their objectives without

resorting to military force. In any case, they seem to attach great

importance to the success they expect to gain by nonmilitary means,

particularly in the areas presently neutral or neutralist. What
matters here is that such success, even if attained by economic,

propagandist^, or subversive means, might have a very serious im-

1
Reprinted from the symposium, Neutralism (Washington Center of Foreign

Policy Research, Washington, D.C., 1961) .
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pact on the world balance of military power and it may, in fact, be

directed toward this end. If that were the case, "peaceful competi-

tion" would make the military task incumbent upon the United

States and its allies more burdensome, rather than less.

It is easy to see how the Western defense position could be weak-

ened, nibbled away, or undermined, by means short of military

force. A switch of any one of America's major European allies from

alliance to neutrality might make NATO untenable. Therefore, if

the Soviets should ever succeed-for instance by propaganda pointed

at the dangers of nuclear armaments and alignment with the United

States-in bringing about such a switch, they could achieve thereby

a major military victory without firing a shot. Similar success might

result for them if they induced uncommitted countries to align

themselves with the Soviet bloc. One can hardly assume that the

Soviet leaders are unaware of such potentialities inherent in what

they label peaceful competition.

The divergent attitudes of three categories of nations lying be-

tween the United States and the Soviet bloc, and changes in attitude

peculiar to each of them, deserve attention here because of the im-

pact they can have on the United States defense position. The first

category comprises the allies of the United States, countries com-

mitted to support the American collective defense effort; second are

the genuinely neutral countries which give no support to the

United States but, simultaneously, withhold it from the other camp;

and, finally, there are the "neutralists" whose more or less marked

partiality against the West tends to interfere with United States

defense policies. In terms of changes of attitude, the Soviets stand

to profit from any transfer of United States allies to the category of

neutrals, of neutrals to the category of neutralists, of neutralists to

the category of allies or satellites of the Soviet Union or of Red
China. Whatever the Soviets can do to encourage and promote
such transfers serves their interests and might at any point tip the

world balance of military power in their favor.

It would be a distortion of the facts to assert that over the last

fifteen years the trend has been consistently away from positions

relatively more favorable to the United States. No country, except
Cuba and Iraq the latter never directly allied with the United

States has deliberately switched from alliance to either neutrality
or neutralism. Large areas of the world, however, which formerly
were allied territory, having freed themselves from Western rule are

now inside the neutralist camp. The countries that chose to remain
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neutral from the start have adhered to this position. Of the new
neutralist states, with the exception of Cuba, it is still an open
question whether any can properly be said to have joined the Soviet

bloc.

Although it would be defeatist to create an image of a definite

trend against the United States in the positions of "in-between"

countries, deterioration has taken place in the United States defense

position compared with what it was or was expected to become at

the close of World War II and even later. At the end of the war it

was anticipated that a concert of the major powers, victors in the

war, would police the world in the name of the United Nations.

Since this meant enforcing the peace merely against the then dis-

armed Axis powers and against minor members of the world com-

munity if they turned aggressors, there was no reason why the

United States as one member of the powerful "policing group"
would have to meet heavy defense requirements.

Conditions underwent a radical change when, roughly after two

years, the "one world" concept had to give way to the "two world"

realities of the cold war. The United States found itself burdened

now with the chief responsibility for establishing and maintaining
a reasonable balance of power between two hostile camps if it

wished to protect itself and the rest of the world against further

Communist expansion. In view of the actual or potential military

power of the opponent, and the military weakness of most of the

non-Communist world, the defense requirements of the United

States were bound to increase greatly.

Yet even this was not the end of the process of deterioration.

The outbreak of the Korean War revealed the extent of United

States military responsibilities. At the beginning it also served to

reinforce the comforting illusion that the world had in fact split

into two parts only, and that one of them properly could be con-

ceived as the "free world," a community prepared to defend itself

collectively against Communist aggression. The United for Peace

resolution expressed the view that the United Nations could be

made to serve as a kind of general alliance among all the members

of the free world, committing them to any collective defense action

recommended by the General Assembly. Before the war was over,

however, the free world community proved itself a myth. The
world had been divided not into two but into three parts, one of

which consisted of nations determined to remain uncommitted to

either of what they called the military blocs and to take no share,
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therefore, in the United States collective defense effort. The addi-

tional difficulties for the United States caused by such "noncommit-

ment" will be discussed later.

Soon after the United States had accepted the fact that the world

was divided into three groups, another vexing problem presented

itself. Not all of the noncommitted nations turned out to be neu-

trals in the traditional sense of the term. Instead, many of the new

states in Asia and Africa which called themselves "neutralists"

showed a more or less pronounced partiality if not against the

United States itself then at least against some of the basic tenets of

United States defense strategy. As a result, their attitude and be-

haviorwhich might be termed "unneutral neutrality" placed fur-

ther strains on this strategy. Obviously, if a country goes further

and accepts Soviet assistance against "United States aggression," as

Cuba has done, or permits its territory to become a staging area for

Soviet military operations, as it once appeared that Syria might do,

then neutralism has ceased and gives way to alignment with the

Soviets with serious consequences for the United States defense

position. So far, however, earlier expectations that some neutralists

such as Egypt, Indonesia, and Iraq would in time join the Soviet

camp have not materialized.

It is not always appreciated abroad why the United States set out

to establish a widespread alliance system and why it stands to suffer

if additional areas of the world come under neutral rather than

allied control. It is rightly pointed out that few countries are less in

need of allies for the defense of their own territory than the United

States. When NATO was established the danger of a direct attack

on the United States did not exist at all, because the Soviets did not

have the means at that time to strike at the American homeland.

By the time they did acquire this capacity, the United States strategy
of nuclear deterrence, which was the only means of countering the

threat, was soon to become virtually independent of overseas bases

and did not have to rely on allied military contributions. Yet,

allies continued to be indispensable to the United States if the

Soviet bloc was to be prevented from gaining a dominant position
in the world, for should this occur it would in time threaten the

survival of the United States as a free and independent nation.

In order to be able to contain the Sino-Soviet bloc inside the

Eurasian land mass, as was discussed earlier, the United States must
be able to project its military power across the great oceans. It can

do so only if given adequate opportunity for the deployment of
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American forces and facilities overseas and if assured of military co-

operation by local allied forces stationed in the Eurasian danger
zones. Thanks to its geographic location, the Soviet Union has no
similar need whether for its own protection or for that of its

allies of engaging in peacetime deployment of forces beyond the

borders of the bloc. This asymmetry in the geographic positions of

the two great powers gives the Soviet Union a marked propagan-
distic advantage. It has nothing to fear and much to gain from

arousing hostility against "military blocs" and the stationing of

troops on foreign soil.

From what has just been said about the need of having allies, it

should not be inferred that the United States would profit if all

non-Communist nations were prepared to join its alliance system.
Even some of the present members may be a military liability rather

than an asset. If a country has little to offer, militarily, and is so

exposed that an effort to protect it exceeds United States capabil-

ities, there is danger that failure to live up to a commitment to

defend it may have the much-feared "domino effect" of driving
other allies into the arms of the Soviets. Moreover, efforts to protect
such a country may be so costly or provocative that the United

States is worse off as a result of the alignment than if the country in

question had remained uncommitted.

Any appeal of nonalignment or neutrality to peoples within

allied countries is a threat to the United States collective defense

system. Unfortunately there are forces at work, quite aside from

Soviet propaganda, that tend to enhance this appeal. The realiza-

tion that a strategic nuclear stalemate is in the making, if it does

not already exist, undermines allied confidence in American mili-

tary protection which for years has rested on faith in the deterrent

power of the United States strategic force. At the same time growing

public awareness of the potential destructiveness of war in the

nuclear age is increasing the fear of involvement in such a war and

playing into the hands of those who proclaim neutrality as the

safest means of avoiding such involvement.

Whether the United States approves of neutrality or not, it has

little choice but to resign itself to it where it is espoused by other

nations. No nation can be forced into becoming an ally, least of all

a reliable ally. But it should also be stressed that, from an Amer-

ican point of view, genuine neutrality is the least disadvantageous
choice that countries can make if they decide to remain outside of

the United States collective defense system. This was not realized
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when Secretary Dulles branded neutrality as downright immoral.

At that time, the illusion prevailed of a kind of predestined soli-

darity among all free nations. In the case of the new states today

the alternative to neutrality is either some degree of "neutralist

unneutrality" or outright alignment with the Soviet bloc. It re-

mains true, however, that every increase in the area outside of the

alliance system narrows the opportunities for United States military

deployment overseas. The liquidation of European colonial em-

pires already has cut deeply into the territory once available for

American and allied overseas bases and staging areas, which are

indispensable for effective local deterrence and limited war. A
point might be reached at which American support for limited war

operations, particularly on the fringes of Red China, would be

rendered almost impossible with consequences easily to be imag-

ined.

The refusal of neutral countries to offer military support and

opportunities for deployment thus tends to hurt the defense effort

of a country that has to rely on the co-operation of others. Yet the

attitude and behavior of countries adhering to the traditional rules

of neutrality compare very favorably with those of neutralist coun-

tries, not to speak of countries aligned with the Sino-Soviet bloc.

The chief concern of the old-time neutrals is to avoid involvement

in any future hot wars of other nations. They hope to achieve this

goal by maintaining strict impartiality in peacetime. By persuading
future belligerents that they will play no favorites, they expect that

their neutrality will be respected by both sides in time of war; it

often has been in the past. The desire to arouse no suspicion of

partiality and to have no occasion for being partial leads them to

exercise the utmost restraint in their external dealings. Any activity

in international politics, even in the relatively harmless form of

taking sides in the voting process at the UN, may arouse doubts

about their impartiality. Therefore, the traditionally neutral policy
is one of passivity and abstention.

This policy is in sharp contrast to that of the neutralists. The
behavior of the noncommitted states in Asia and Africa, or at least

the behavior of their more radical leaders, deviates drastically
from passivity and restraint. They themselves insist that their

"neutralism" is "active" or "positive." They obviously seek to play
a role in world affairs. Such departure from the age-old rules of

neutral behavior calls for an explanation. When it occurs it pre-
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sents new problems to United States defense policy and justifies the

distinction between neutralism and traditional neutrality.

Before identifying typical traits of neutralist behavior, it must be

stressed that wide divergencies exist in the attitudes of the new
Afro-Asian states. Attitudes range from a marked benevolence to-

ward the French community, to outspoken partisanship for the

Sino-Soviet bloc (as in the case of Guinea or Mali where it becomes

extremely difficult to decide at which point neutralism ends and

alignment with the Sino-Soviet bloc begins) . The difficulty encoun-

tered by neutralist leaders who would like to form a neutralist

"third force" stems to a considerable extent from their differences

concerning the attitude to be taken toward the East and the West.

It also reflects direct conflict or tension between the new states

themselves. If one of them infringes upon the interests of another,

it may drive the other into closer alignment with the West or the

East, depending on the circumstances. More important, if the

Soviet Union oversteps its bounds by imposing controls overtly on

one of the neutralists, it may drive others into closer ties with the

West. In view of these divergencies, and the fluidity of the attitudes

involved, neutralism must be understood not as conformity with a

fixed pattern of behavior but rather as a current tendency toward a

pattern peculiar to the states involved and one that may be weak-

ened or reversed in time.

The new neutralism stems from circumstances and motivations

substantially different from those underlying traditional neutrality

and its quest for respect of neutral rights by belligerent powers.
This is not to say that the neutralists are not concerned, too, with

preventing involvement of their countries in the wars of others. But

even when it comes to protecting themselves against such involve-

ment they will be shown to rely upon means different from those

employed by neutrals of the traditional type. What chiefly dis-

tinguishes neutralists from neutrals, however, is the primary con-

cern of the former not with future war but with objectives to be

pursued under present cold war conditions. The old-time neutrals

are status quo powers which have no urgent demands to make on

others. By contrast, the new states and especially those that are

under radical or revolutionary leadershiphave their eyes fixed on

peacetime opportunities and dangers that call for action in the

name of both nationalist and universalist objectives, two sets of ob-

jectives not always compatible with each other.
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Their nationalist objective is the attainment, or the consolida-

tion, of sovereign national independence. Once emancipation from

colonial rule (or what is considered its equivalent) has been

achieved, consolidation becomes the dominant nationalist concern.

There are two facets to the process of consolidation, both of which

affect the attitude of the neutralists toward international affairs;

one concerns the position of the new states in the world community,

the other the position of the new leaders and elites within the

national community.
In order to gain stability the new states need as much inter-

national respect for their sovereign independence as they can ob-

tain, They seek, therefore, to bolster their international prestige.

Passivity of the kind practiced by traditional neutrals is not the

road to such prestige. Instead the neutralists try to make themselves

heard and to play a role among the nations of the world. In addi-

tion, the more dynamic members seek to mold the group into a

united "third force." On occasion they will even attempt to demon-

strate their ability to influence the policy of the two superpowers as

they did when they called on President Eisenhower and Prime

Minister Khrushchev to meet and settle their differences. The

United Nations has provided an ideal forum for weak nations in

search of international prominence; it permits them to compete in

the battle of words and votes at a time when they lack the means

for other more demanding forms of competition.

But consolidation of independence in the eyes of the world goes

hand in hand with efforts of nationalist leaders and ruling elites to

consolidate their position on the home front. A reputation for

being important in the world arena may spell victory in the fierce

struggle with domestic rivals, particularly with indigenous Com-

munist factions. Here, again, only an activist foreign policy can

promise rewards. What matters most in this connection is to be

courted by the two major powers and, possibly, by playing them off

against each other, to receive support and economic aid from both

o them.

The United States has little reason to be disturbed about the

passion for independence which possesses all neutralist countries.

The trouble is that so few neutralist leaders seem to recognize that

adequate American counterpower to Soviet power is the best safe-

guard of their country's independence. If they do recognize this,

they dare not say so publicly. As a consequence, there is little to

check them from condemning measures of United States defense
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policy such as the deployment of forces overseas which, as a matter

of fact, by serving to maintain the world balance of power, offers

protection to the independence of weak countries. Such independ-
ence might also be lost if a neutralist country like Guinea came to

lean so heavily on Soviet support that, inadvertently perhaps, it

might find itself subjected to Soviet control. Leaders of neutralist

countries whose nationalism is sincere are obviously far more sensi-

tive to this danger than their domestic Communist rivals who prefer
the unity of world Communism to national independence even if it

means subservience to Moscow or Peiping; the latter cannot be

expected to be deterred from their quest for Sino-Soviet support

merely at the sight of some other neutralist country's being sucked

from the neutralist camp into the Sino-Soviet orbit.

The nationalist craving for self-determination and sovereign in-

dependence continues, then, to be a powerful force even in those

postcolonial areas where liberation has already occurred; it may
burst into flames if provoked by any act that can be interpreted as

outside interference or infringement of sovereign rights. Yet a

second objective, universalist in character, competes with national-

ism for the prime allegiance of the neutralist leaders and peoples.
It is well to remember that most of these peoples become nations in

any meaningful sense of the term only after emancipation from

colonial rule is accomplished and the beginnings have been made
of independent statehood. Prior to that, what prods them toward

their goal of liberation and carries the battle cry of liberation across

Asia, Africa, and into the Western Hemisphere, is a revolutionary

ideology and movement that transcends parochial nationalist inter-

ests and, by its universal claims, appeals to all "victims of Western

colonialism and imperialism." It has been the tragic fate of the

West that all of the new states and would-be nations that presently
are capable of affecting the course of world events happen to recog-
nize out of experience none but Western colonialism and imperial-

ism, just as the followers of Marx and Lenin see economic exploita-

tion and social injustice only where it can be labeled as capitalist.

As a result, present-day neutralist ideology has a kind of built-in

anti-Western bias particularly marked where anticolonial zeal goes
hand in hand with strong socialist aversion against the capitalist

system of free enterprise.

Because of their anti-imperialist ideology the more radical leaders

in neutralist countries consider it their mission, even after their own
countries have attained independence, to continue the fight against
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all remnants of European colonialism as well as against all forms of

what they conceive to be American imperialism. So popular is this

cause that statesmen in the neutralist world who appreciate the

dangers to national independence arising from an acute anti-

Western attitude frequently dare not oppose it; there are enough
domestic aspirants to power to take advantage of any lack of zeal

for the revolutionary cause.

Unless more resistance develops among moderate neutralist lead-

ers against the extremists who see their countries virtually at war

with the Western "imperialist cliques" and their "stooges/' the pros-

pects for neutral impartiality on the part of the bulk of the

presently neutralist states must remain dim. This means that on

many vital issues the United States and its allies have to contend

with a marked degree of ideological affinity and solidarity between

the Communist camp and the partisan or "unneutral neutralists"

within the camp of the uncommitted states. This solidarity shows

itself on issues such as disarmament, the dismantling of foreign

bases, and the relaxation of tension through East-West negotiations.

Disarmament offers a good illustration of how the neutralist

ideology may, intentionally or unintentionally, lead to a position

unfavorable to the West. It was mentioned earlier that the neutral-

ists share the desire of the neutrals to stay out of future wars that

might arise from the East-West struggle. According to their spokes-

men they also wish to keep out of the cold war, although it cannot

escape them that they have everything to gain from the competition
between East and West for their benevolence. What distinguishes

the neutralists from the traditional neutrals with respect to war is

that the neutralists seek to escape it not through impartiality and

abstention in foreign affairs but through active promotion of spe-

cific peace strategies to which they are ideologically committed and

which in their opinion will lead to enduring peace in the world.

One such strategy, according to them, is a strategy of total dis-

armament, starting with the withdrawal of all military forces and

facilities from foreign soil and including the abolition of nuclear

weapons. Because these also are the measures advocated by the

Soviets, the United States and its allies are placed at a grave dis-

advantage. They seem to be hedging when they insist on careful

inspection schemes as part of any disarmament agreement although

inspection is indispensable to them in view of the closed character

of Soviet society. America and her allies also appear to reflect bad

faith when they oppose the liquidation of all American military
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positions overseas even though their liquidation might tip the

world balance of power irreparably to the Soviet side. As men-
tioned earlier, lack of concern for the balance of power characterizes

many neutralist ideological predilections and attitudes. Promotion

of peace through a relaxation of tensions brought about by East-

West negotiations is a case in point. The tendency among the

neutralists has been to regard any compromise arising from such

negotiations as a gain for peace, irrespective of whether it shall be

reached by means of a genuine "give and take" or result, instead,

from unilateral Western concessions involving a loss in relative

Western strength and counterpower.

Obviously, ideological partiality for the Soviets expressed merely

through verbal pressures on the West is not the most virulent form
of "neutralist unneutrality" though it may affect the American
defense position adversely. Much more serious in their effects if

they occur are discriminations in favor of Soviet military assistance;

they could reach a point where the Soviets would gain a military
foothold in the country receiving aid and turn it into a Soviet ally

or staging area. Some of the more revolutionary nationalist leaders

may not be aware of the dangers to their country's independence
that could arise from a lack of restraint in ideological fervor or they

may not be able to recognize in advance precisely at what point

they risk forfeiting their country's independence. It would be

ironical, however, if any of the new states, out of resentment against
even mild forms of Western "imperialist" control, were led into

new captivity, and a captivity more painful than that which they
have suffered in the past. In any case, while the United States can

afford to be tolerant about many neutralist moves and attitudes

with which it disagrees, it could not afford to remain passive if

incursions of hostile military power into positions vital to its de-

fense were to result either from partiality of neutralist governments
toward the Soviet bloc or from neutralist indifference to the pre-

requisites of international equilibrium.
The preceding discussion has dealt with the Impact on the Amer-

ican defense position of the respective attitudes and policies of al-

lied, neutral, and neutralist members of the non-Communist world.

Each of the three groups was found to present the makers of Amer-

ican foreign and defense policies with peculiar problems. These

problems are rendered more delicate by the fact that policies

directed at any one of the three groups necessarily affects the two

others. A policy modeled exclusively with a view to improving
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relations with allies, for instance, may greatly increase the diffi-

culties encountered in dealing with neutralists, as the United States

has experienced again and again when faced with the struggle be-

tween colonialist allies and anticolonialist neutralists. Because each

of the three groups may be led, under grave provocation, to switch

to a group less favorable to vital American defense interests, the

United States cannot afford to ignore the reactions to its policies of

any of the three groups even though at times it may have to choose

between them or place priorities on its concern for their respective

allegiance.

The neutrals, one might presume, raise no particular problems.

The United States has ceased to condemn them for their refusal to

participate in collective defense efforts, and profits from the role

genuinely neutral countries play as international mediators and

conciliators. Moreover, expressions of American benevolence to-

ward nations that maintain a position of strict impartiality, and

American respect for their right to act independently, may help
attract neutralist countries toward a position of traditional neutral-

ity. However, favors extended to neutral nations may adversely

affect United States relations with its allies, either by increasing the

appeal of neutrality to their peoples or by causing resentment of

the favorable treatment accorded countries that bear no share of the

burden of collective defense. Thus the United States must avoid

adding to the lures of neutrality, while at the same time rewarding
it where it replaces "neutralist unneutrality."

The allies of the United States rank second only to the American

armed forces as pillars of American security. It might be tempting
to conclude, therefore, that when the three groups of countries are

seen from the point of view of American defense interests, the allied

group would always merit priority over the others. In many in-

stances this is the case. If a choice had to be made between a move
to keep France in NATO and a move that would prevent one or

more neutralist countries from becoming hostile to the United

States, it is hard to imagine circumstances under which the preserva-
tion of NATO would not have a primary claim on American policy.

But not all cases fall into this extreme category. The way in which
allies or neutralists react to similar moves by the United States may
vary widely and the weight to be accorded a specific ally or neutral-

ist group is not the same in every instance. What matters most is to

minimize the chances of having to make the kind of invidious

choices here illustrated. In view of the prevailing concern about
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the attitude of the new states and their revolutionary leaders it is

necessary, however, to remind oneself of the indispensable contribu-

tions to the common defense effort that only allied countries are

ready to make.

Fortunately, their own self-interest will usually suffice to hold

allied countries in the alliance provided faith in the protective
value of alignment with the United States is made to rest on strong
foundations. Similarly, national self-interest, if recognized by the

leaders of neutralist states, will tend to restrain them from allowing

antagonism against the United States to carry them beyond a point
at which they might lose the benefits they derive from being able

to choose between two camps and to obtain support from both of

them.

The danger remains that some ally or some neutralist country

may be blinded to its own best interests by fear or resentment and

turn its back on the United States and the West generally. But if

such cases can be kept at a minimum, the United States should be

capable of taking the loss if it occurs and of compensating for it

elsewhere. Whereas it would be folly to ignore the value of allied

solidarity and the usefulness of neutralist benevolence, it is defeatist

and exposes the United States to dangerous blackmail besides to

assume that the American defense position is dependent on a favor-

able attitude on the part of each and every American ally or of

each and every group of neutralist states. Moreover, only when
vital United States defense positions are endangered by inimical

behavior of countries unmistakably allied with the Sino-Soviet bloc

should it be necessary to contemplate direct interference and, pos-

sibly, to take military action.


