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April 1987

Doess the International Financial Sy=tem

Need Reform?

by
Richard N. Cooper
Maurits C. Boas Professor
of International Economics

Harvard University

I. Introduction

I propose to address only the international monetary system, by.which I
mean the formal rules and the conventional practices which éovern payments
across national boundaries. Other speakers are more qualified than I to
address other aspects of international financial system, such as international
lending or sqcurity transactions. There are formal agreements which stipulate
what goveroments must de and what they should not do with respect to
international paymenis. They must declare to others their formal exchange
rate arrangements. They are under general injunction not to manipulate
exchange rates al the expense of other nations. They are enjoined to maintain
convertible currencies. And in principle they have agreed to move a new kind

of international money, special drawing rights (SDRs), to the center of the

international monetary system.t_ -
In praclice the major counlries of the world —— The United States,
Britain, Canada, Japan —— allow their currencies to float against one another.

The continental Euruvpean currencies have been formed into the European

Monetary System, a complicated arrangement whereby each of them is bound to

™



one another through the European Currency Unit (ECU) and the ECU then floats
against the other major currencies. Many other countries, in total about 170
of them, have chosen éo peg their currencies either to one of the major
.currencies or to some basket of then. .About two dozen of the 170 are
flexible, but most currencies are pegged. The core of the international
monetary system is made up of the European currencies, the North American-
currencies and the Japanese Yen. The core of the monetary system involves

floating exchange rates.

While several European couniries still maintain some exchange conlrels,

capitall transactions on thé whole among the major currencies are convertible,

The SDR has not been moved to the center of the international monelary system.

In practice the US dollar remains the key international currency, not only for
private transactions butl also for such official transactions that take place,
mainly in the form of intervention in foreign exchange markets in order to
influence the movement of an exchange rale in one direction or another. We
. have a floating -exchange rate system, but it is certainly not a freely

floating system; there is considerable management of exchange rates.

ITX. Recent Experience with ‘the Sv=t e

In his 198G State of the Union address President Reagan called for reform
of the international monetary system, or beginning a process which might lead
to reform. There is no doubt that the international economy has seen some

peculiar and discomforting developments, especially with respect to US trade.

The dollar, the leading international currency, rose by over 40 percent
in the period 19B0 to 1985 relative to a US trade weighled average of other
leading currencies, and then after March 1985 it plummeted sharply, returning

by spring 1987 almost to the level of 1980. The US curreni account, which
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includes services as well as merchandise trade —— we should not fall into a
physiocratic fallacy of looking only at tangible goods, because services are
increasingly important to international exchange -—— moved from d surplus iﬁ
1980 to a deficit of about $35 mill}on in 1983 to extraordinary deficits in

excess of $100 billion in 1984-1987.

The United States has to borrow from the rest of the world to cover this
deficit. In each of the last three years the United States we borrowed in a

single year amounls that exceed the total of Brazil's outstanding external

debt.

In the early 1980s mauy countries. borrowed leavily abroad, especially
less developed countries. Then in late 1982 foreign funds suddenly becanme
very scarce for many developing couﬁtries, precipitating a series of debt
crises. We also had. the deepest economic depression since the 1930s —— it is
a euphemism to call it a recession. 1 feckon the world as a whole losl about
one trillion dollars worth of output between late 1981 and 1985. There
continues to be slack in economic activity, and unemployed has reached postwar

highs in Europe and Japan.

So it certainly looks as though something is wrong with the international
monetary system. We ought to be able to do better than we have done during
the last five or six years. But that is a superficial -impression, and we
should stand back and ask what role exactly the formal rules and the
conventional practices of international payments play in all of these
developments. Did they contribute to the unsatisfactory economic performance?
Or did they aclually mitigate the turbuleuce, such that the situation would
have been much worse if we had a differ;nt set of arrangements from the onhes

that we had?



My tentative answer to this queétion is that the turbulence arose
elsewhere than in the international monelary system itself. It arosé‘from two
oil shocks, if one is ﬁilling to go back to 1973-74, followed by severe anti-
inflationary policies by the leading countries. This took the form in Japan,
Britain, and Germany, later joined by France, of severe fiscal contraction.
In the United States it took the form of a severe contraction.in monetary
policy, starting in 1980 after the second o0il shock. The severe monetary
contracﬁion in the United States was followed by an extraordinary fiscal
expansion as a result of the three—phase tax cut of lgél plus a sharp increase

in defense expenditures that has occurred since 1981.

So an o0il shock gave an inflationary impetus to the world — or so it was
feargd -- and this induced contractionary policies. But those policies varied
among the major countries, with fiscal contraction in Britain, Germany, Japan,
and—France, but monelary conlraclion in the United States, laler accompanied
by fiscal expansion. Thus we put a twist, a heavy torque on economic activity
between the Uniled Stated and other éountries. The consequence of this
torque, this differential response between the United States and others, was
much higher intere;t rates in the United Siales than in other éountries, due
not to greater U.S. inflation but to different policies. The higher interest
rates in turn attracted financial capital from around the world —— a lot of it
from Japan, much of it from Europe, some from Latin America and other places.
In a world of floating exchange rates, that in turn pushed up the dollar
sharply, which in turn reduces American competitiveness and resulted in a very
large trade deficit. This deficit in goods and services represented the real
counterpart of the financial capital inflows the United States drew goods and
services from the rest of the world. The increase in the dollar also put

tremendous competitive pressure on the tradeable sector. In today’s world it

.
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is a mistake to focus just on the goods that are actually traded. They are
linked through markets to goods and services produced at home. Automobiles
imported from Europe and Japan compete directly with the sale of American

automobiles, so we call automobile sector a tradeable sector.

The consequence of a strong dollar is to put severe pressure on all
tradeables, farms as well as factories. The tradeable seclor is asbout half of
the US economy and these competitive pressures have led to a political
reaction in the form of appeals to the US government for protection against
the import competition. As widely reported in the newspapers, there are
dozens of bills in Congress that in one way or another are designed to protect
some sector. of the US economy. So far only one of those bills —— the textile
bill, which had shoes and some non-ferrous metals thrown in for good measure
- actﬁally passed both houses of Congress. The president vetoed it in
December 19B5, and the House failed Lo over-ride in August 1986, Bul the
leaderships of both Houses has urged that an omnibus trade bill be passed by
this summer and we will be lucky indeed if that does not have a strongly

protectionist cast to it,

IXLTT. Has the Monetary Svstem caused

the problems?

Could a different monetary regime have led to fewer disturbances than in
fact we have had? That is to say, could a different set rules for the
international monetary system have avoided some or all of the major

disturbances?

I think that question cannot be answered in the abstract. The answer
depends on the political commitment which countries have to the set of rules,

and that in turn depends on the benefits that countries think will flow from

—_5 —



adhering to one particular set of rules as opposed to another. Surely, in any
case, it is hard to imagine any set monetary rules which would haﬁe avoided
the Iranian Revolution eand the response that was brought on by that
revolution. No set of rules is going to eliminate all disturbances. The

question is, would it have reduced the disturbances?

We have an interésting recent example of the importance of political
commitment to the rules in EBurope. Domestic price inéreases in France during
1881 and 1982 were out of line with those in other major European countries.
By 1983 it was clear France had to alter its economic policies or abandon the
European Monetary System. It elected a radical change in policy to bring
itself back into line with the other countries. Confronted with a choice
between 1leaving the system and changing its policies, it changed its
policies, thus demunstrating a strong political commitment to the EMS. There
is an example where a particular set of monetary rules did influence national
policy. But we cannot be confident that that would always happen. In 1971
the United Statts broke out of the gold convertibility feature of the Bretton

Woods monetary system rather than be restirained by it.

The influence of any given set of rules on the disturbanées that the
system as whole is subjected to is an open question and has to be looked at
both in terms of the technical merits of the set of rules and in terms of the
degree of commitment which countiries make to it. That of course is dependent
on the political moods prevailing when it is put in place and afterwards and
that in turn depends in part, but only in part, on the benefits that countries

expect to derive from the rules,



IV. Kevw ereaa]{:aees;s;eass of the Svstem

The current international monetary system has probably on balance

_ . mitigated rather than aggravated the pressures on the international economy..

It is difficult to imagine a set of rules in place in 1980 or in 1975 which
would .have markedly. improved ec&nomic performance, which was admittedly
terrible. But at the same time, and perhaps paradoxically, I think that the
present system is not sustainable., It is not durable and it will change over
time. The question that we have to address then is what direction will it

take and can we influence that direction?

Let me indicate two reasons why the present system is not sustainabie.
The first has to do with the fact that it gives rise to substantial changes in
real exchonge rates. . Firms find themselves under occasional competitive
pressures that arise largely from international capital flows. In parlicular,
they do not arise from developments in the businesses in which the firms
happen to be. Businessmen feel that they know their business well. They feel
they know about technological developments; they feel they know the market .
But what they éannot be expected to know is how the whole economy functions

and how that in turns determines exchange rates.

Exchange rates are largely determined, we have learned in recent years,
by factors in financial markets. Yet they have a strong influence on goods
markets. 1 suspect that conjunction will become increasingly intolerable and
that businessimen will feel that they need a more stable monetary environment
in which to make their long run decisions with fespect to production and
investment, rather than an environment which from their point of view,
whatever ils deeper rationale, introduces a capricious but importiant element

into their performance, A floating exchange rate is influenced by many

L
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factors, ingluding government policies and movenments of financial capital.
There will be constant- pressure to introduce a more stable monetgry
environment. Bussinessmen will want insulation from exchange rate
variability, which means from foreign competition. Protectionisi pressures
will ;ontinue and strengthen. A sharp drop in the dollar will lead them to
recede somewhat. But the sharp drop in the deollar is a sharp increase in
other currencies. I would expect to see protectionist measures becoming more
severe in Japan and in Eurcpe and for the same reascn, i.e. exchange rate

variability intreduces a capricious element into business decision-making.

The.second problem I see with the existing system has to do with the
increasing international importancg of the US dollar, a national currency,
combined with the declining relutive importance of the US economy. The United
States now accounts for about a quarter of gross world product, On a
plausible projection of growth rates, the Uniled States will be about a sixtih
of the world economy 25 years from now —— a decline from a quarter to a sixth
—— yet, the dollar, if anything, continues to become more important
internationally as time goes on. This difference in trend creates tension.
Robert‘Triffin called attention to a diffe;ent kind of tension 25 years ago,
between the role of gold and the role of the dollar. That tension indeed led
to a definitive rupture in 1971, with President Nixon's indefinite suspension
of gold convertibility. The tension now arises from the American assumption
that the dellar is a national currency under national management governed by
national considerations, while at the same the international use of the dollar
continues to grow. Combined with a declining U.S. share in gross world
product, that means that the Federal Reserve will have to pay increasing
attention to international considerations in management of the dollar. Yet

that will create a sense of frustration in the United States,.



For both of these reasons, I believe that the present set arrangements is
not sustainable in the lgng run. That is not to say'that.the system is at
risk of imminent collapse or that it could not go for another five or ten
vears. But sooner later, sometime within the next decade or two, we will have

a system very different form what it is today because of these two tensions.

Suggestion for Improvement of the

Sv=stem

Several avenues of reform ha;e been proposed with varying degrees of
seriousness. At the extremes sit a proposal to return to a variant of the
gold standard, on the one hand, and an argument for complete laissez—faire
among ‘national monetary authorities. Sophisticated arguments have been
advanced for each of these positions, but I believe neither course of action

is desirable, and the first is not feasible,

Other proposals range from instituting a formal system target zones for
exchange rates (Bergsten/Williamson) through close international coordination
of monetary policies by the United States, Japan, and the Federal Republic of
‘Germany, with the explicit objective of stabilizing the key exchange rates
{McKinnon), to the need for close coordination of monetary and fiscal policies
among major countries, with the aim of achieving desirable shared objectives
of economic growth with low inflation. These various proposals are not so far
apart as they sound; rather, they approach similar ultimate objectives through

different. channels.

The official Group of Ten view is that it is necessary to gel natiocnal
economic policies right, and there is no need to tamper with the international
monetary system as such. But. what. does it mean to get national policies

right? Governments do not knowingly adopt wrong pelicies. Recall the United
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States and France in 1981. Both governments adopted policies that they
thought were correct, but which turned out later to have been wroﬂg, although

even in retrospect sitting governments are reluctant to admit their errors.

My main peoint is that there is often dispute over what the right policies
are. We need an international monetary system that can accomodate some
errors, but thal assures thal national policies, whether right or wrong, do
not clash so sharply that they result in ﬁajor disturbances to the world
economy. One way to approach that objective is through an exchange rate
comnitment. I believe that the hard versions of the Williamson and McKinnon
proposals are unworkable, and that the soft versions are not very different
from one another. Both require some harmonization of national policies,

especially monetary policies, in order to help stabilize exchange rates.

One bold way to deal with the problem of arbitrary and apparently

capricious movements in real exchange rate is to eliminate exchange rates by

going to one currency. I do not mean one world currency, but rather one
currency in the core of the system — among the industrial democracies of
North America, Eurcpe, and Japan. That in turn means a single, unified

monelary policy. That is a much bigger political commiimeni than governmentis

are willing even to contemplate today, much less to make. 8o this solution is
sonme distance in the future. For the present we have to try to manage the
system we have much better than we have, and that means we must pay more

attention to international considerations in framing national economic

monetary and fiscal policies. But for the reasons I have suggested, we should

begin to think seriously about where we really want the international moneiary
system to go, because it.is going to move someplace else whether we like it or

not.
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SECOND COLLORUIUM ON EURDPEAN — AMERICAN RELATIONS
(held at the European Conference Center of Tufts University,
Talloires, 6-10 September 1987)

PERSPECTIVES ON DODMESTIC DEVELOPMENTS IN EUROPEAN POLITICS
A DISCUSSION PAPER
by
Hans Daalder

{University of Leiden)

The potion of Europe

In 1950 a group of "potential young leaders" from different

v

European countries were invited for a lengthy seminar on

Frablems of Western European Union, organized by the University

af Cambridge. The seminar was the last veﬁture of the so-
called German Re—-Education -Programme. The designation of the
participants in this seminar was typical for those days.
Invited were: 25 young Bermans, 25 university students from
Padua, Lyons, Amsterdam and Oslo who were collectively termed
"West—-Europeans", a&d 10 Cambridge Undergraduates. Europe -
even when adorned with the prefix: Western — had - at that time

shrunk considerably indeed!



2
Yet, even today Europe is hardly the same "universe" to
everyone. Much of post-1945 European history could in fact be
discussed in terms of conflicting, and changing, perspectives

—

on what Europe "actually" is, or ought to be. At the time of

the Dunkirk and Brussels Pacts (1947 and 1948) jits participants
could still regard a few countries as the core of Western

Europe: Britain, France, and the Benelux countries - such

e - e e e+ st i

pacts themselvesrnstensibly being directed partly against any
future dangers from Germany. Of course, even in those days
many thought in terms n; a much larger universe at the same
time. But the advocates bf a new European Union then produced
two rather different "Europes": on the ane hand the wide-

== N

ranging, but loose grouping of the Council of Europe, and on
Ntk TR o el K

A BRI e

the other the much narrower bui closer association of countries
—M"‘-s

o

which came to form the different European Communities. The -

— —

latter remained for lono a "Europe" of the Six only, facing
in EFTA an ad hoc grouping of countries not yet willing to
join supranational ventures. In the late 1940s and early
1950s other groupings had. of course, also caome about. The
1947 Marshall Plan (formally offered alsoc to countries in
Eastern Europe) led to new fﬁrms of European—American
coaperation, as did NATD {(1949). But the Eurbpean membership
of what became respectively OECD énd NATG,'did not coincide
either. .

A reasoning in terms of the membership of certain

international organizations, does not differentiate between
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coauntries wﬁi:h remained neutral and countries which joined
NATO. Nor has the rather special position in which a divided
Germany {(not to speak of Berlin!) found itself atter 1945
been given due attention. We tend to regard the Iron Curtain
as effectively the borderline between "our" Europe, and a zone
of Russian influence, which might historically or geographically
beloeng to Europe but hardly does so effectively, for all the
organizations such as the Economic Commission for Europe of
the United Nations, and a number of Vienna-based organizations,
which seek to foster cooperation between Eastern and Western
Europe. Yet this division, tno, deoes.insufficient justice to

the rather special p951t10n Df certain countries such as

i i = L . e g
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Flnland and AuEtrla, or Yugoslav1a for that matter. And it does

RRL e TR — e eI LTaL R . I TR,

not take duly into account that Turkey, or Breece, aor Spain
—_

and Portugal are located on the European map rather differently

e

————— e

from many countries in Western Europe.
In fact, those who speak confidently about Europe

unmistakably argue often in terms of what to them is a Eurnpean

=

core, consisting of B-itain, France and the Federal German

- ——rarSeE——
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Republlc — with_Italy and possibly the Benelux Cnuntr1es also

e e e =

qualifying, whether by size (Italy) or continental,K location

(the Benelux countries). But in so doing, the Scandinavian
countries, the countries at the Iberian Peninsula, and Greece
and Turkey are inevitably being reduced to countries of only
peripheral importance. Little justice is done te their intrinsic

importance, or rather special features. At the same time, a
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Europe of the larger core countries is "made” to look similar,
although even a minimum thought should make clear that very
considerable differences exist aLn between such decisive
actors as France, Britain ar Germany.

Surely then, a review of domestic developments in Europe

—

should think of diversities, even when time, space, and the

]

convenience of political discussion, tend to reify Europe

into a presumed "“whole", or make it at a minimum into one

common denominator!

II.

European diversities

Any realistic "macro—political map of Europe"?! should

start from the fact that countries in Europe differ greatly

iﬁ_ftfﬂﬂiﬂﬂngnf their initial state-building. Whereas some _
countries (notably France, Britain, Denmark, Sweden, Spain

and Portugal) developed under dynastic rule by strong political
centers equipped with effective judicial, administrative and/or
military power, others (notably Germany and Italy) resulted
from rather late (though enforced) unification. Some countries
{i.e. Switzerland and the Netherlands) grew together through

consociational union, whereas others were born rather as

secessionist states acquiring effective political independence
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in the 1%th or 20th centuries only (e.g. Norway, Belgium,
Finland, Ireland, Iceland). Such different histories of
state-building have had-lasting effects: in different

-_——
conceptions of statehood, in the presence and place of

o

bureaucracies, in the degree to which pluralist groupings

were regarded as potentially conflicting or fully complementary
with state or popular snvereignty, in the presence or absence
of mass movements questioning the legitimacy of the ensuing
state and its boundaries, in the stability and evalutionary
nature of responsible government and democracy, and so on.

The latter issue does indeed make for a second distinguishing
feature. Whereas some Eurcpean countries never saw a domestic
reversal tp autocratic rule, others did (with more or less
lasting traumas as in Sermany, or Spain, aor Greece, and - to
a lesser extent? — in Finland or Italy or Portugal).

‘A third, obvious distinguishing feature is size. Of course,

g oo
size is a flexible concept, differently defined in the light
of geography, number of population, or econaomic strength, and-
being in any case.a relative term according to whether
comparison is sought with smaller or larger countries than
one’'s own. It is generally (and often easily) suggested that

larger states carry a spercial reépnnsibility in irternational

politics, and that a contrario small size has rather special
consequences in the domestic politics of smaller countries.
Thus, the latter are thought to be able to work rather special

political institutions of government (such as heterogeneous
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coalitions or extreme proportional representation), and to
show pluralist or corporatist traditions particularly suitable
for dependent, open economies® - in a manner that states
called upon to take on special responsibilities on the

international scene cannof afford tn'have.

History has also led to rather different political salience
of .possible political cleavages in different European countries.
One short survey is given in table I, taken from an inventory

of 21 democracies in Europe and elsewhere by Arend Lijphart.

Table I

Issue Dimensions in Furopean and _some other countries
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Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada
Denmark
Finland
France IV
France ¥V
Germany
Iceland
Ireland
srael
Italy
Japan
Luxembourg
Netheriands
New Zealand
Norway
Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom
United States M

Total 205 120 40 70 30 7.0

Note: H indicates a dimension of high salience;
M means a medium-salience dimension,
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Source: A. Lijphart, Democracies: Patterns of Majoritarian
- and Consensus BGovernment in Twenty-Dne Countries.
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984, p. 130
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Eurnpeaﬁ countries differ considerably in the extent to

-

which.sfiigifz_hés been a major divisive force in domestic
politics ~ with some countries knowing a strong clerical-
anticlerical divide, and others being torn internally by
denominational conflict. Certain countries know strnnqﬂEEEQEE*_
divisions, which create internal turmoil or even violence, as )
in Spain, Belgium; Northern Ireland,.Cyprus, or Corsica, but
are relevant in a less conflictual manner also in countries

such as Britain and Italy.

All European countries know divisions according to class,

but they differ greatly in the sharpness of class divisions,
and the extent to which class preempts other possible political
alignments. Thus, a number of European countries know partieé
arraigned against one another almost exclusively along a -
left-right division, which traditionally coincided largely
with differences along class lines. But in other countries, -
religious, and generally to a lesser extent natiohalist or
ethnic divisions, historically came to outweigh class
distinctions — with considerable effects on the relative
strength of socialist parties as well as on the importance of
a non-clerical or anti—clerical right.

The manner in which cleavages coincided or cenflicted was
one factaor in the extent of fragmentation of party systems,
and hence in the number of effective political parties and
the ensuing need for coalitions by two or more parties in

government. But other factors have also contributed to the
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actual degree of fragmentation, including the particular

- ——

threshold which electnral systems pose to new entrants or

e I I SN DAY
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not, and the extent to which one particular subculture was

[RE_4

represented by one or more political parties. Thus, European
countries can esacily be distinguished by whether they have a
strong communist party (plus possibly smaller left-—socialist
parties) next to a social—-democratic party or not, as they
can be characterized by the share nﬁe, or more, religious
parties take of the national vote, and the presence or not of
one major conservative party or a divided right.=

Finally, another impnrtant distinguishing feature is the

b D

manner in whlch dlfferent Ccuntr1es have handled economic

IR R

development — both historically and at present. This is the

D .
subject of a flourishing new literature in political science,
usually entitled “political economy" — a short—-hand term for
a welter of new approaches which attempt to marry a profound :
concern with actual policy-making with larger deéelopmental
studies of state-building, socio-economic development and
characteristics of the welfare state. On the whole, the majar
emphacsis of "political economy" studies has been on particular
fields of policy, in particular countries, at particular
timé—periuds. But comparative and developmental dimensions
are gaining ground, not least because such studies show that

substantial differences do exist between countries in

development, structures and policy responses.
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Common_ themes. and challenges

This being a paper for general discussion of internal
political problems rather-than an elementary exercisg in
comparative European politics, we shall now proceed on the
assumption that fhere are indeed common “European” developments

which can be discussed in _abstrarto, whatever the relevance of

particular features .of particular countries. OGne should
-always remember, however, that such special features may be
substantially more relevant to inhabitants of the country
concerned than some general themes now being broached, and
that they may well affect the manner in which common problems.
are posed or treated. This means notably that the following
themes may be more relevant to the more prosperous countries
in Northern and Western Europe than in the re-emerging
democracies along the Mediterranean.

The general themes offered for discussion are presented
roughly in the order in which they have formed the obiect of
discussion in political and social analysis in postwar Europe.
Yet, they are not mutually exclusive, nor do they necessarily

succeed on another in time.
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An End to Ideology?*

A generation which lived through an unprecedented depression,
the rise of totalitarian ideologies of communism, fascism and
national—sucialism, two world wars, and the demise of
tolanialism, came to regard politics in a rather special
manner. Those forming a part of it came to marry a strong

commi tment to the values of democracy to an equally strong

eplogies. Living in the late 1940s

T A

allergy against sﬁrgng id
and 1%2530s in a climate of reconstruction and the threats of a
cold war, differences of opinion which existed within newly
appreciated democratic societies were easily discounted.
Traditional ideologies such as liberalism, socialism or the
claims of religious groups could be interpreted as representing
mainly specific historical aspirations of once—excluded

groups seeking to become full citizens. Once claims of class .
or religion came to be recognized in principle, ideclogy
appeared to have lost much of its function and fervar. Were
not once stark class alignments becoming increasingly blurred,
and did not religion lose much of its exclusive claims in a
world of ipcreasing tolerance and secularization? A general

belief in the merits of "pluralism” came to replace a view of

the world as being characterized above all by ideological
conflict. Rather than a democratic world torn by conflicts of
Weltanschauung, politics came to be seen as consisting above
all of routine bargaining between competing interests.

Of course, The End of ldecoloqgy came to be decried as
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representing itself an ideology, and the proposition appeared
to be proved wrong by a re&ewed resurgence of ideclogy. Since
the 1940s at least three different kinds of ideology acquired
a new salience: firstly, ideologies éenerally identified as

falling under the label of “post—materialism"= or "the new

politice"<, characterized by an insistence on libertine
individualism, a growing concern with the environment, new
peace demands and an unmistakable Tiersmondisme; secondly,

new_brands of fundamentalism in the world of religion, but
g — o e

e, o AL

alsg in ethpnic and regional consciousness; and thirdly, the

waxing strength of anti-statist sentiment, variously labelled

N Z

neo—liberalism or neo—conservatism. Furthermore, if on the
————ee e W bt ol

- one hand the older working-class appeared to evaporate in the

an increasingly differentiated class structure of a society
which was becoming more and more "middle class" (however -
pocrly defined), a new concern arose about a growing cleavage
between the active working population and the increasing
number of long—term unemployed — giving rise to speculation

on the possible birth of a new “"underclass".

e A
IY)fc;(:e o bt
A decline of party? ola cumtue B paanatas
YT ey 2o S o ale,
Views about the decline of ideology were easily combined (

€,
with an increased scepticism about the role of political —w oo . *
Al
parties. In a famous essay, the one-time left—-socialist Dttn;%ﬁ}u
e, T .
Kirchheimer analysed what he termed the rise of "catch-all E&ﬁ "
2k ealy

parties”.” He singied out the feollowing trends in European
Y )
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parties: "a drastic reduction of the party’'s ideclogical
baggage"”,; "a strengthening of top leadership groups" notably
including professional staffs and public relation experts, a
"downgrading [ofl the role of the individual party member",
"de—emphasis of the specific social class or denominational
clientele, in faver of recruiting voters among the population
at large", and a growing role of interest groups within
party.

The Kirchheimer diagnosis marries an |"American" perspective
on the entrepreneurial character of party strategies and
electioneering, with a strong consciousness of the loosening
of bonds of traditional subcultures which had been such a
prominent feature of politics and society in many European
countries. In his view, the catch-all partyrtends to substftdte
presentatior: for political substance, plebiscite for political
dialogue. To the extént this development is caused by the
conscious decision of parté'leaders seeking a mandate,
irrespective of programme or policy, the withering of party
is to some extent self-induced. Kirchheimer could therefore
both diagnose the trend, but also regret it.

The view that party is declining in importance as a political
actor can be buttressed also by insisting on the growing

importance of other actors. The most important of these are:

e

plebiscitar leggqrs;.the growing role of sectoral
organizational interests both within government and in society;
m—r‘-n——"-uuﬂl : ST * g

the new mass media; and the plethera of more visible, so—called

e
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“a:tinn-grnups“. The growing plebiscitary role of. prominent

[ =

individuals, who may represent but alse may largely supplant

organized political parties, fits in well with Kirchheimer's

catch—all proposition. The increasing role of organized

interests within and besides government is easily substantiated

by the much enhanced number and role of bureaucratic agencies

and cprporate interests in an increasingly sectorial political

g

society (we will return to this point shortly uhen.we discuss

the so-called "neo—corporatist” approach). And as for media and

action groups: they reinforce one another in a curious world

of "incidental politics': the fleeting nature of media attention

.' nurtures ad hoc political tactics by special interests, and

both contribute to an increasing fragmentation of the pulitical

agenda.

_Does this mean an end to _party? This view is exaggerated.

Parties continue to control pelitical recruitment to the

-

major authoritative leadership positions. In many countries

i e S T AL TR PRI ey
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parties have become increasingly important even in the selection

)
{ .
ffof bureaucratic personnel and the manning of what the Italians

have so happily called the sottogoverno of parastatal agencies

and enterprises. More careful study of thehpresumed waning of
parties does not find that all parties, and party systems,’

are showing a secular decline, whether in membership, resources,
or presence in the centers of government. One should in fact
differentiate between different European countries, and

different political parties, rather than offer a blanket

r
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indictment of the alleped loss of meaning of party in European

politics.®

A reality of neo—corporatism?

Since the mid—lé?OS, the term “nec—corporatism" has blossomed
to characterize European political development.® Writing on neo-—
corporatism has become indeed something of a growth industry.
It pushes a vision of bargaining groups (held to be the
essence of politics in the view of “"pluralists") rather
further, by emphasizing the increased importance of sectoral
interest organization both within government and within
society, tied together in an exclusive, monopolistic embrace.
There are strong macro-political overtones in this analysis,
which serves disappointed Marxists with a "realistic"
explanation of the persisting vitality of capitalism, as it
Serves naive democrats with an explanation why the world
remains so elitist and so depraved when it should be more
ideal and idealist.

Df course, analyses in terms of group politics and an
increased importance of corpprate actors do show a strong
“realism". They account for the enhanced importance of
organization in all walks of life: what one has‘termed the
Verstaatlichung der Gesellschatt (politicization of society)
as well as the Vergesellschaftigung des Staates (socialization

of the polity). Yet, the analysis appears to be too "neat”.
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Empirical studies of policy-making do document both the
transactional and sectoral nature of modern decision—-making,
but they also point to very considerable differences in the
degree of "corporatism', in different European countries, at
different time-periods, and in different policy sectors.

The peo—corporatist analysis, in other words, threatens

to confuse the forms and the substance of politics, and falls
too easily into the trap of believing that organization is a
self-reinforcing process. -0f course, the neo—corporatist

analysis is highly suggestive for an explanation of what one

now terms the "fiscal crisis of the welfare state". Yet, the

relative success with which neo-liberal politicians and
doctrines have come to dominate modern politics, suggests

also the very real limits of an analysis which tends to

regard specific interests as the beginning—and-end of political

=

decision—-making.
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local government authorities, the increased importance of
functional gtate or parastatal agencies, as well as the
intricate relationship between the state and both interests.
and indi;iduals, all point in the same direction. O0f course,
there are again substantial differences in the size of thé
"public" sector in different European countries. But in all
the trend has been massively upwards. The process has often

been described in terms of the_development of the weltfare

ey

state. Yet, it is as well to remember the share of growing

defense outlays and expenditures on behalf of business which
are channelled both through both domestic and international
” -..-_'-—-——————-—:-

agencies {(e.g., NATO, the European Communities, and direct as

well as multilateral aid to developing areas). In fact, the
latter policy sectors enjoy a substantial immunity in a time
ot financial retrenchment in many countries - the present

depression causing most governments irrespective of party to
D =

look rather.favorably-pn-state aid to private industry. )
——-'-"u"-.’u. .

The massive expansion of the state has given rise to

immense problems of coordination and priorities. Since more

[ —

than a decade nne'speaks of "overloaded gﬁQérnment" - a term
which initially referred mainly to the growing burden on top-
level decision—makers, but which has increasingly been
generalized in a questioning of tﬁe extent to which government
can be effective also at lower levels. Undoubtedly, the
élimate has changed ‘from the days when gnQernment was thought

to be the overall gﬁardian of individual well-being, and
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government services and subsidies were readily regarded as
natural instruments.by government and governed alike.

Yet, there are énme false notes in present-day rhetoric
about the meed to "unburden” the state, and to recreate a “free"
and "responsible" society. Fuf Dne_thing, particul ar e:nnpmies
are not an objective "necessity", but inevitably a selective
choice agéinst some, and in favor of octher, government
exertions. In abelishing specialized government services and
institutions (such as particular advisory agencies) governments
do not return to a manner of decision-making as a pristine,
-ubjective exercise. Inequalities may indeed increase, both
threough the lack‘n{ defense of weaker social groups in society
at large, and through continued privileged access of some
groups to the 5taté: if no longer in the Chamber, than in the

antichambres.

The problems of "law".

Modern government spews laws and regulations — and
paradoxically continues to do so even when prominent politicians
speak of the drive for deregulétion. There would seem to be
at least four factors accounting for this. Firstly, the

e —
intricate intertwining of government and sbciety causes an
immense diversification of rule-making. Secondly, increased

government intervention goes together with a desire to ensure

new means of redress: there is a massive increase in litigation,
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both in the ordinary courts and in diverse branches of
administrative law, in which the state is a party. Thirdly,
both the mass and the complexity of government business make
it increasingly less likely that all, or even most, laws wWill
be effectively enforced, which does not prevent gpvernments from
seeking to close "loopholes™ in existing regulations. Finally,
there would seem to be a rather considerable increase in the
flaunting of laws, not to speak of outright forms of criminal
behavior. Neitger police, nor prosecutors, courts or prison
ftacilities are fully able to cope with such developments. Law
enforcement becomes therefore less comprehensive. This may
lead, in turn, to a call for new legislation — which in many
cases, however, will prove equally ineffective.

Both the increase in petty crime, and the growing

indifference to laws not likely to be enforeed, create real

W

problems of legitimacy. There is, in European societies, a

. massive increase in individualism, and a greater insistence
an private claims and rights. Much of this is welcome as it
represents a real increase in private liberties. On the other
hand, there is praobably less self-regulation ip society as
earlier group norms are increasingly being gquestioned. To
some degree, the very assumption that it is up to the lawmakers
and law enforcers to put the social house in order contributes
to a widespread sense about the ineffectiveness of the legal
system. Is there a limit to which this dissolution of social

cohtrol can go, before politics get into a real crisis?

.
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What scope for authnritariaﬁism?

Khat possible dangers are there of a turn — or in some
countries: a return — to authoritarianism’? One could list some

potentially dangerous portents:
1. There is little doubt about the massive turmoil in the

social status system of European societies. Ever since World

War I1I certain traditional strata have been hard hit, such as
smaller farmers, traditional artisans and shopkeepers. Most
of these groups could be ahsorbed in industry and the modern
service sector as long a massive economic growth prevailed
elsewhere 1in sociefy. More recently, however, employment -
opportunities have relatively declined as a result of the
twin forces of ecanqmic dépressinn and economic rationalizatipn.
It had seemed for a long time, that modern employees in both
government and the private sector wére largely immune from
such dangers. But the effect of increasing automation in
services as well as industry, and the turning away from an
increasing reliance on a'gruwing state sector, now represent
substantial threats to groups of the population not really
used to the hazards of the market economy. Of course, in most

countries social security provisions continue to serve as a

cushion to soften the effects of such developpments. But these

very provisions were not originally intended for such massive
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nuﬁbers as are now entitled to them. For that very reason
many one—-time "secure" rights are now increasingly questioned
and whittled away — resulting in a telling decrease in security

for substantial groups in society.

e

2. We have earlier mentioned possible trends towards the

development of an "underclass", living on minimum payments and
- - il I

becoming increasingly less able to retain their links witﬁ,
let alone to reintegrate in, society at large. Many of the
actual or potential members of such an "underclass" seem
hardly likely to make a fist. Indeed, the very notion of an
"underclass” — which is not really a suitable term given the
diversity and lack of cohesion among thase’thuught to belong
to it — suggests that its members are not very likely to
mobilize effectively against the rather larger number Df -
those better-provided in society. A large concentration of
new ethpnic minorities, the presence of many single women, a =
growing number of persons of middle or old age, all living at
or below the povertf line, make it almast a foregone conclusion
that such groups will remain amongst the less-participant and
relatively ineffective strata of modern society. This is
particularly so, as_the very dynamism of modern society
requires ever higher levels of education and flexible
adjustment, rather than an environment prnduting an evér—
shrinking horizon.

3. Is there, then, a possible trend towards what William

Kornhauser called :EEEE;EQEiEi¥3,’° in which the weakening of
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intermediate groups might make +for direct accessibility

am———

between plebiscitary leaders on the one hand, and available

—

masses on the other hand? Studies of political participation

do not document a strong decline in asscciational life.?
FParadoxically, those who do not partake in different forms of
associational life, are partly for that reason also the most
passive. Among those effectively or poten£ially active, on
the other hand, no real apomie would seem to exist.

4. Should one then rather fear for authoritarian developments

from the top down? In recent years, a tendency for political

leaders to adopt a somewhat high—-handed posture would seem to

have increased somewhat in European countries. This is partly

a reaction against the more paopuli opted by many

political leaders jn the 19460s climate of radical

"democratization": political leaders now claim a self—-confident
mandate that they might verbally have disavowed ten or tuenty-
vears ago. The increased plebiscitary nature of media and
electoral politics has possibly strengthened this stance.
Claims are asserted on hehalf of "management", of "business-—
like leadership", of "effective governance", aé a natural
response to a situation of economic deprescion. Paradoxically,
the results of such "management” postures are used to some
extent for a policy of divesting the state of responsibilities
in the as yet untested assumption that a "thinner" state will
perform more effectively in tasks that really matter. A

certain high-bhandedness, a tendency to stretch the "mandate"
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of office, is in many countries unmistakable. And potentially
it is a "winning" posture at that, if one is to judge by
certain recent electoral returns.
However, it is a far cry from these tendencies, to truly
authoritarian developments. If one compares developments in
cuntempérary Europe with those of the 1930s, one is struck by

the virtual absence of large-scale anti-democratic movements.

0Of course, in a world of substantial terrorism, from both the
extreme left and the extreme right; and from nationalists of

whatever description, such as the Rote Armee Fraktion in

Germany, the Brigate Rosse as well as fascist groupings in
Italy, Basque and Corsican nationalists, not to speak of
Protestant and IRA militants in Northern Ireland, one should
not speak lightly of the dangers frdm terrnristlminnrities,
Yet, there are few signs of an increase in antidemocratic

mass movements (unless one were to regard M. Le Pen and his _

henchmen as the harbinger of sizable racist movements). One
might wonder why. Does the modern welfare state, after all,
provide that minimum defense of private.life, which keeps
large numbers from seeking salvation from Eggg£; ideoclogies®?
Is society perhaps too much individualized, privatized and
fragmented, to provide a ready basis for mass protest? Are
countervailing agencies ét the elite level, including those
in government or nffic}al opposition, in unions or the media,

then so clearly dominant and democratic that an anti-demccratic

challenge is not easily mounted? Or should one rather think
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in térms of the (temporary?) absence of rival national threats
within present—-day Europe, as existing states and societies,
however imperfect, live relatively comfortably and peacefully
with one ancther? |

The latter view would, of course, be qugstinned by minorities
in some caountries, and larger groups in others {(as in Breece,
or parfs of Spain, or again: Northern Ireland). Yet, this

does not gainsay the rather remarkable fact that in most

———

European countries, even in the depression of the 1980s,

right—wing militant groups remain very small indeed,

conservative mass parties of a secular or Christian-Democrat

background do not espouse patently reactionary policies,

communists have never had it so bad in most countries, and

—

socialists — whether in or ocut of government — generally

swarm near the center of the political spectrum in a desire

to retain or regain the fruits of office, even when riven by__

the contestation of generally small, if militant minorities.

-
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Notes:

1. Both the term, and the most fascinating attempt at drawing
such a map, is by late Norwegian social scientist Stein
Rokkan. For one convenient sample of what was in fact a long
and diversified séarch, see S5tein Rokkan, "Dimensions of
State Formation and Nation-Building: A Possibly Paradigm for
Research on Variations within Eﬁrope:, in: Charlesrfilly ed. ,

The Formation of National States in Western Europe. Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 1975, pp. 9562-4600.

2. See P.Jd. Katzenstein, Small States in World Markets:

Industrial Policy in Europe. lthaca: Cornell University
Press, 1983.

3. For a number of relevant essays, see H. Daalder and F.

Mair eds., Western Eurqugﬁ Party Systems: Continuity %
Change. London: Sage, 1983, notably the important chapter by -~

Stefano Bartolini on “"The European Left Since World War 1I:
Size, Composition and Patterns of Electoral Development", pp.
139-176.

4., The End gf Ideology has been formulated in the 1950s by
leading thinkers, such as Edward Shils, Raymond Aron, Daniel
Bell, and 5.M. Lipset. A handy reader is C.I. Waxman ed., The
End of Idecology Debate. New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 194%9.

9. This view has been argued with particular insistence by

Ronald Inglehart, see his The Silent Revolution: Changing

Values_and Political Styles among Western Publics. Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 1977.
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What difference has Ronald Reagan made in American politics? Not

much, according to the polls. Public opinion hasn't shifted to the

right. If anything, the voters have moved to the left since Reagan

took office —— less support for military spending, more support for
domestice soclal programs, increased concern about arms control, hunger
and poverty. It has long been the conventional wisdom that the
President's personal popularity does not translate into public support
for his policies, But it does translate into something.

**"There has been a profound change 1A the agenda,'' sald Sen.
Daniel Patrick Moynihan. '‘'‘The Stockman strategy of d}sablinglthe
finances of the federal government worked. It worked disastrously,''’
the New York Democcrat hastened to add, '‘but it worked.'’

Moynihan reached into his desk. *'1 have a wonderful document here
from Sen. [Daniel J.] Evans of Washington. He has a bill he calls
‘the Federalism Act of 1986 —— FACT.' It would expand the coverage of
ﬁedicaid and work training programs to poor pregnant women and to poor
children whether they're on welfare or not,.

**It’'s the kind of thing we should have done twenty years ago,'’
the Senator added. '‘'It’s incremental, sensible and sane. First you
establish Medicaid for indigent, dependent families on welfare. Then
you come along and say, ‘'What about famllies that are poor but not on
welfare? Can’'t we give a pregnant mother Medicaid attention? Can’t
we give poor children Medicaid attention?’

*‘But,’’ the Senator rejoined, finger in the air, ‘‘'Sen. Evans says

we will have to pay for this by abolishing the Economic Development



Sohneider, The Political lLegacy of the Reagan Yoars, page 2
L

Administration, the Appalachian Regional Commission, community
services block grants, urban development action grants, community
development block grants, mass transit operating assistance, mass
transit research, waste water treatment grants, rural waste water
disposal grants, federal impact aid, social services block grants, new
low-income housing and vocational education.

*'I know something about those programs,’' Moynihan continued.
‘'"They aren’t Just the soclial agenda of the last twenty years.
Vocational education was begun by the federal government in 1917. You
would be abolishing the first entry of the United States government
into education. But those are the terms. In order to go forward, you

have to go back.''

The Long Run: Institutional Changes

Democrats and Republicans agreé that Reagan has transformed the

agenda. But In a peculiar way. We want to do the same things as

s 7 i AT L B . T S L
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J&mh before —— fight drug abuse, stabilize the economy, protect the poor
R AR A ST
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g and the elderly -- only with less government. The impact of the
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Reagan Revolution is more likely to be felt in the long rum than in
the short run. The President did not, after all, dismantle the New
Deal welfare state. As Hugh Heclo has written, *‘Much as F.D.R. and
the New Deal had the effect of conserving capitalism, so Reaganism
will eventually be seen to have helped conserve a predominately

status~quo, middle-class welfare state.’'’
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Fair enough, but in the same volume, Jack A. Meyer offered what he
called '‘a long-term perspective'’ on the Reagan legacy. ''The

Administration seems to highlight its scciel Bﬁilasophy toward federal ’

programs, an area where most of its accomplishments seem rather

marginal. By contrast, it downplays and is defensive about its fiscal

—

| " policies which, whilé.incomplete, herald a major accomplishment for
f%; o the Administraticen.'' That accomplishment was to '‘pull the revenue
: cqﬂ plug'’ on the federal government. First came the 1981 tax cut, then
: year after year of record budget deficits. Now and for the
foreseeable future, everything the federal government does must
accommodate to one central fact: there is less money.
B T e
‘v1 suggest that the United States is entering a new phase of
. expenditure control policy,'’ Meyer wrote, '‘in which it is recognized
that the safety net for the poor cannot be cut much further; that the
social insurance and retirement functions must at least be on the
table for discussion . . . ; and that there will-not—be toomuch-room

in the future for all other federal governnant soclal expenditures. '’

et —
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"That, in sum and substance, is the Reagan Revolution.

The country bought the Administration’s economic program as a
short—ruq response to a national calamity.‘ Just before Reagan took
office, he was being urged by some of his advisers to declare a
national economic emergency. He didn't have to. Everyone knew the

V‘K¢ country was in an economic crisis. The President sold his tax and

Btad No budget policies as a means tq an_end, which was to curb _inflation and

rhr g o e s
restore the nation s econggic stability. In the public'’s view, they

. Ua{__,_
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worked. But tax cuts, budget deficits and tax reform are no longer
passing items on the political agenda. They are the basis of a new
institutional order, one that will set the terms of political debate
far beyond the Reagan years.

Five long-term changes can be identified:

1. The federal budget deticif makes it impossible for Democrats to

T

talk about any major new domestic spending programs unless they also

talk about raising taxes. Which is exactly what the Republicans want

M R TR T s

them to talk about. For instance, having taken contrecl of both houses
of Congress after the 1986 midteré election, the Democrats proposed
‘'a new aganda for social progress.'’ But they had to face the
challenge of financing their new agenda without resorting to a general
tax increase. Hence, the pressure for '‘new ideas’'’' In the Demacratic
Party.

2. Tax reform.did more than simplify the nation's tax code and curb

the influence of special interests. It also weakened the principle of
oS —>—— e AT,
gﬁggpessive taxation andﬁcha{}enged the notion that the tax system

should be used as an instrument of social policy. By reverting to the
old idea of ‘‘taxes for purposes of revenue only,’'’ tax reform has
made it harder for the Democrats to legislate through tax policy. And
that, President Reagan has said, 1s exactly what he set out to

r

achieve.

jkvﬁix“&WWh 3. A significantly higher level of defense spending has become the
il ~ -
e

2L en DOTM. While there is little public support for the sharp increases
- A ‘_‘___.—-""'
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President Reagan requests from Congress every year, most Americans
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still do not want to make substantial cuts in the military budget.
Cutting defense has come to mean going back to the perceived military
weakness of the 1970s. Thus, as defense. spending has risen year after
year, the public’s response has essentially been, ‘‘This far, but no
farther.''

i R NPT o 2 i A i T i,

4, By the time he leaves office, President Reagan will have
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appointed about half of the nation s federal Judges While not all of

e B e T

these appointees can be described as ideologues, the Administration
paid attention to their views on hey social issues like affirmative
action, abortion and criminal rights. Throughout the Reagan
presidency, the religious right has complained that the Administration
'has done little to fight for their social agenda in the legislative
arena. That is correct, and the explanation is that it would have
been politically unwise. ¥nstead, President Reagan is relying on the
federal courts to reverse the judicial activism of the last three
decades. Which they may well do -- after he leaves office, when the
political consequenbes will be less damaging.

5. Finally, the Reagan Administration has changad the political

L e L 1Y

consensus in both parties. The withdrawal of Howard H. Baker Jr. from

o ——e

the 1988 presidential race removed the only prospective candidate who

W4° represented the traditional moderate Republican Establishment.

Instead, Baker chose to become White House chief of staff and shore up
his Reaganite credentials. Everyone left in the GOP race is a
conservative. Rep. Jack Kemp is an aggressive leader of the New

Right. Rev. Marion G. (Pat) Robertson is trying to muster a Christian
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army to fight for the religious right. Former Sen. Paul Laxalt is a
Reagan replicant. Former Delaware Governor Pierre S, du Pont, despite
his high Establishment origins, is a born-again populist and supply-
sider. Vice President George Bush has also shed his moderate skin and
converted to Reaganism. Senate Minority leader Bob Dole assiduously
courted the right during his two years as Senate Majority Leader.
Although he differs with the right on some important issues, Dole has
established his credentials as somecne ;ho can deliver. Dole’s
message to the right is, ''T may not be one of you, but I can deal for
you.''!
.iAkwadcﬂr Compare the situation in the Democratic Party. With Gov. Mario M.
gz:r§wjuéauomo and Seri. Edward M. Kennedy out of the race, there is no one left
to fight for the 0ld Politics ~- free-spending, high-taxing, big
government liberalism. All the Democrats left in the race, with the

‘‘"pragmatists’’ who want to

important exception of Jease Jackson, are
try ''new ideas.'’' To many Democrats, the field looks like Jackson
and a crowd of yuppies. (This not not entirely fair to Sen. Paul
Simon, a less conspicuous exception.) 1In the Democratic Party,

pragmatism means gilving up the burden of defending big government.

Government cannot be the solution to every social problen, pragmatists

e e e
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say; instead, 1t should be the source of new ideas. Thus, the primary

————

rocle of government i=s not to redistribute income but to stimulate
r}‘
economic growth. Most Democrats remain committed to the principles of
o ——_
sharing, compassion, mutuality and help for the disadvantaged. But

these days, that message sounds too much like free spending, high

Y e A T P LA e s e
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taxing,.big gpvernment iiberalism. It is a message Democrats fear
they can’'t sell any more. |

The Reagan Revolution has also changed the coalition structure of -
American politiecs. Reagan brought together a variety of interests
united by & distaste for big-government. That coalition is larger
than the traditional Republiéan Party. Consequenély, it is more
diverse. It includes businegs interests and middle class voters who
dislike taxes and regulation. It includes raciai and reliéious

conservatives who dislike the federal government’s reformist social

agenda. It includes neoconservatives who want a tougher and more . pﬂ:@(

e e To mr e a T ‘M-T-*h‘;n‘;-‘w»—*-mrm‘,,s:.=r__““:‘ P’ P —
assertive foreign policy. These interests disagree on many things, ﬁwf—u\
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but they will stick together as long as they see a common enemy,
namely, the liberal establishment with its interventionist domestic
pelicles and its non-interventionist foreign policies.

Al B e —

- Benjamin Ginsberg and Martin Shefter have analyzed how the Reagan

Administration ‘‘reconstituted’’ American politics. For example, some
groups have changed their political identity. Middle- and upper-
income suburban voters who used to see themselves as beneficiaries of
government programs now identify as '‘'taxpayers, individuals whose
chief concern is the cost of federal programs.'' Groups that used to
share a common interest have been divided by the Reagan program --—
public—sector and private-sector professionals, for instance, or
business and labor in deregulated industries. 1In still other cases,
the Reagan Revolutioh has created new political forces by uniting

disparate interests: Catholic and Pretestant religlous conservatives,
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upper—income managers and professionals, big business and small
business. '‘'The result of these efforts is a new constellation of
forces in American politics, one that is more consonant with the
President's programmatie and partisan goals and that increases the

probabllity of the Reagan regime enduring.'’

What keeps the Reagan coalitiop together is not mutual affection or

st

agreement, but the perception of a common thngg}. The threat is that

liberals will regain control of the federal government and use it, as
they did in the past, as the instrument for carrying out their
‘*‘redistributionist’’ or "reformist" or “anti-military;' prograim..
The threat will not disappear when Reagan leaves offizg, and neither
will the Reagan coalition.

Not even if it loses the 1988 election., The fact that a coalition
is defeated does not mean it has been destroyed. In the short run,
the Republicahs are likely to lose many elections, as they did the.
Senate elections in 1986, Jjust as'the Democrats lost many elections
over the fifty year history of their New Deal coalition. The short-
term fate of the Republican Party depends on factors like the

condition of the econonmy and the fallout from the Iran—-contra scandal.

But the Reagan cocalition would come to an end only if the various
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groups that comprise it no longer feel they have a mutual interest in
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limited government.
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Above all, the political agenda has changed. Looming over

everything is the feégral budget deficit. The anti-government revolt

that brought Reagan and the GOP to power in 1980 is over. But we have
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come out of it with a new institutional order, one based on low taxes

and limited government. That new order does not lack for defenders.

The Short—Run: Unintended Consequences
L.

What surprises many observers 1s the lack of evidence of any
ideclogical change, at least in the short run. As Thomas Ferguson and
Joel Rogers found iﬂ 1986, ''Poll after poll demonstrates that the
basic structure of public opinion in the United States has remained
relatively stable in recent years.'’ Hugh Heclo took note of ‘‘the
amount of effort that must be exerted to find even modest movement in
the public’s mind toward ideas favored by Reaganism.’’ Both analyses

. ware published before Iranscam had its debilitating effect on
President Reagan's image.

Basically, Reagan has been a victim of the Law of Unintended
éonsequences, a law that initially helped him get elected President.
What the Law of Unintended Consequences says is this: by solving one
prbblem, you usually create another. You may even make the situation
worse instead of better. That point was made over and over again
during the 1960s and 1970s by neoconservative intellectuals —— former
liberals who argued that liberal social programs were creating more
problems ihan they were solving.

The classic case, cited again and again by neoconservatives, was
Aid to Familiés with Dependent Children (AFDC), the federal welfare

program. The program provided assistance to low-income families, but
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only if the father was absent. So, in effect, the program gave
fathers an incentive to abandon their families.

There were many other examples. The federal minimum wage law had
the effect of making many low-skill workers unemployable because their
labor was not worth the minimum wagel They were literally priced out
of the labor market. Rent control, another well-intended program, had
the unintended consequence of immobilizing the housing market. People
could not move out of rent-controlled apartﬁents, and there was no
incentive for landlords to maintain existing properties or for
developers to create new rental housing.

These arguments, made by respectable intellectuals, gave
congervatives like Ronald Reagan the evidence they needed to support
what they had been saying for years: That govérnment spending is bad.
That the federal government makes things worse. And that most of what
the government does to help people is wasteful and counterproductive.

The voters did not buy conservatism because It became |
intellectually respectable, however. They bought it because, over a
twenty-year period, public confidence in government collapsed. A
decade of social conflict -- racial violence, the war in Vietnam,
student protest, Watergate —— was followed byTa decade of economic
decline —- the energy crisis, recession, the Great Inflation of the
1970s. Not only was government unable to solve these problems. It
was government that created them in the first place.

Runaway inflation was the final straw. The public placed the blame

squarely on out-of-control government spending. The result was the
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tax revolt that spread across the country like wildfire in 1978,
Then, two years later, the Republicans swept the presidency and the

Senate. The revolt against government came about because of good
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timing: a conservative movement armed with new and powerful arguments
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agalnst government, and an electorate that, as a result of inflaticn,
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was finally receptive to what the conservatives were saying.

—

A remarkable thing happened next. “Reagan-got.credit for solving
the two problems he was elected to solve. During his first term in

office, inflation was subdued and the nation'’s sense of military..

L N it

security was restored. Then the Law of Unintended Consequences took
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over. A hroe. L et Mﬂww""t Ay 22e o
Reagan'’'s success in curbing inflation had the unintended

consequence of ending the revolt against government. Beginning in

1983, when the inflation rate reached zero for the first time in

.thirty years, attitudes toward government began to improve. Polls

;howed rising support for government regulation and for government
spending on domestic social programs like education, health care and
poverty. Tax resentment declined. And trust in government increased.
Fewer people said that public officials were wasteful, crooked and
incompetent and more people felt. they could trust the government to do
what is right. Thus, the ultimate irony of Reagan’s presidenqzi*ff“—_ﬂ

restored people’s faith in goverqgent,'hhicﬁ is certainly not what he

—p

set out to do.

Reagan'’s succesas in improving the nation’s sense of military

security had the unintended consequence of reducing support for his
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defense policies. Current polls show that lesé than 20 percent of the
public believes the Russians are now stronger than the United States.
That view was held by a majority in the late 1970s. Consequently,
fewer than 20 percent now favor higher defense spending. The polls
show increasing support for an érms control itreaty and for improving
relations with the Soviet Union. Thus, another irony of the Reagan

presidency: by making Americans feel more secure, Reagan laid the

groundwork for renewed detente, which is certainly not what he set out

to do.

President Reagan came to power by seizing the moment, and in 1980,
the moment was ripe for conservative leadership. He alsc managed to
sustain his political power even as the Law of Unintended Consequences
began to work against him. In a system without strong political
parties like that of the United States, public ognnionwbecomes a
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President’s main source of power.. An American President must be
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constantly preoccupied with managing public opinion, even to the point
of delegating important policy responsibilities to others. Since |
managing public opinion was one of Reagan'’s greatest strengths,
delegating authority became his most serious vulnerability.

A high approval rating gives a President clout with the press, the
bureaucracy and Congress. If a President’s approval rating declines
significantly —— as Reagan's did in 1982, a£ the time of the
recession, and as it did again at the end of 1986, as a result of
Iranscam ——- the President literally loses power, even over his own

party. In a system where politicians are independent entrepreneurs,
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there is little advantage in remaining loyal to an unpopular
President. In 1982, Reagan used his considerable personal appeal, as
well as his skill at media management, to rally the American public to
Y*‘stay the course'’ in the face of the deepest recession since the
1930s. In 1586, he was not so lucky. The Iran arms deal caused the
President’'s approval rating to go down almost twenty points in one
month, the sharpest drop on record. While his ratings subsequently
stabilized at about 50 percent, the President suffered a serious loss
of credibility. No oﬁe is afrald of him any more. Moreover, the
polls show that the electorate is in a mood for change. People say
they would prefer a Democrat to a Republican as the next President.
The simple truth is that once the Reagan Administration did what
it was elected to do —— resolve the nation's economic erisis and
restore the country’s sense of military security —— the public lost
interest in the Reagan agenda. The Law of Unintended Consequences
éopk over, and its effects were heightenedlby the Administration’s
grievous mismangement of foreign policy. The President has lost power
—— although at fifty percent approval, he is not exactly a toothless

tiger. The 1988 election looks winnable for the Democrats -- although
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it is far from a sure bet as long as the economy remains stable.

In other wofds, while the short-run outlook is not good for the
Administration or for the Republican Party, the Reagan Revolution is
not an evanescent phenomenon. It is strongly rooted in the
institutional changes outlined above. It will not disappear as easily

as Ronald Reagan’s personal ‘‘magic’’ has. There have been lasting
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changes in the American electorate. These changes started long before
the Reagan Revolution. In fact, they go back twenty-five years, to
the social and foreign policy conflicts of the 1960s. Ronald Reagan
himself 1s a creature of the 1960s. He first gained prominence as a
result of a speech supporting Barry Goldwater for President in 1964,
and he was elected goverﬁor of California in 1966 in reaction to the
social turmoil of Watts and Berkeley. Iranscaﬁ and the Oliver North
phenomenon can be understood only in terms of the legacy of the
Vietnam war. The conflicts surrounding the Supreme Coﬁrt and the
nomination of Judge Robert Bork derive from several decades of
Judicial activism.
The quarter century from 1964 through 1988 was a distinctive ecycle
in American politics, an era of ideoclogical change and party .
reaiignment. The Reagan Revolution was as much a consequence as a

cause of those developments, Thus, the changes now visible in

American polities have deep roots and cannot be destroyed by the

failure of one presidency.

(et
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The New Politics

Two things happened. The first was the rise of the new politics, .

which brought about thq_ideological_realignment of the Democratic and

Republican parties. Beginning in the 19603, the Republicans moved to
M_—-
the right and began to attract a new conservative coalition. At the

same time, the Democrats started moving to the left, with the result
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that the party gained a new liberal constituency and alienated its
old-line conservative wing. These changes occurred mostly at the

elite level, among political ﬁctivists coming out of the New Right and-
New Politics left. These activists eventually gained influence over,
if not total contrecl of, the two major parties. wv%_

The second change, the rise 9f anti-establishmént populism, Q'"

occurred at the mass level and had little to do with ideology. It was
stimuléted by two decades.of failure and frustration. Populism is
neither liberal nor conservative, but anti-elitist. The last two
Presidents of the United States, one a Democrat and the other a

Republican, were both anti—washingtoq’candidates who appealed to this

neo—populist sentiment. As a result of the Great Inflation of the
1970s, anti-establishment populism turned into a revolt against
government, the ultimate symbol of the establishment and the status
quo. The first stirrings were visible in the tax revolt of 1978, two
;ears before Ronald Reagan won the presidency. It was the anti-
government revolt that brought the conser;ative coalition, and the
Reagan revolution, to power.

The year 1964 marks the dividing line between the old politics and
the new politics. The Republican nomination of Barry Goldwater
defined é new style of conservatism and occasioned a sharp break with
the past. The Democrats, under £he leadership of John F. Kennedy,
Lyndon Johnson and Hubert Humphrey, also broke with their past by
making the courageous, and ultimately costly, decislon to embrace the

civil rights movement. For the next two decades, the parties
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continued to move apart ideologically. This transformation is
symbolized by the two principal third-party movements of the last 25
years. Conservative Democrats, mostly southern whites, felt homeless
;n 1968 and rallied behind the independent candidacy of George
Wallace. They could not stay in a party committed to civil rights.
Liberal Republicans felt homeless in 1980 and rallied behind the
independent candidacy of John Anderson. They could not stay in a
party that had become completely Reaganized. '

Nowhere did this realignment have a greater impact than in the
South. What was once the most sofidly Democratic region of the
country 1s now predominantly Republican in presidential elections.
Since 1564, the South has given majority support to the Democratic
ticket only once, in 1976, and even then , Jimmy Carter failed to carry .
white southerners. The South provides the base for what has become a
gormal Republican presidential majority.

In the 19503, it was possible to talk about a Democratic Party
establishment and a Republican Party establishment who were more or
less in control of their parties' policies and organizations. While
divided on economic issues -- the Democrats were the big spenders, the
Republicans the party of austerity —-- neither social issues nor
foreign policy entered the partisan debate. Both sides endorsed the
bipartisan Cold War consensus. And the most pressing social issue,
race, was confused. The Democrats still had a large contingent of
southern white racists, while it was a Republlcan Chlef Justice who

wrote the 1954 Supreme Court decision mandating school integration and

a Republican President who sent troops to Little Rock to enforce it.
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In the 1960s and 1970s, both party establishments were the targets
of protest movements. The first challenge came from the right, in

1964, when the Goldwater movement mobillzed conservative activists to -

~wrest control of the Republican Party from the eastern establishment.

The left protest movement emerged with the antiwar candidacy of Eugene
McCarthy in 1968, Fo;r years later, liberal activists mobilized ip
the Democratic primaries and caucuses to nominate George McGovern and
defeat the party establishment that had stolen the nomination from
them four yeans’earlier. The presidential nominations of Barry
Goldwater in 1964 and George McGovern in 1972 signaled the initial
victories of these proiest movements, Although hoth candidates were
defeated in the ehsuing general election, their followers moved into
positions of prominence in the two parties, either displacing the
party regulars or forcing them to accommodate.

The protest movements introduced new ideological issues into
éarty politics, The New Right conservatives attacked the Republican
astablishment for making too many compromises with big government --
including acceptance of civil rights legislation —— and for being too
willing to accept peaceful coexistence with communism. The Democrats
had already taken a giant step to the left_when the party
establishment supported civil rights, The New Politics movement went
one step further and challenged the party leadership’s commitment to
the Truman Doctrine, the principle of anti-communist intervention that
got us into Vietnam. Beginning in the 1960s, social issues and
foreign policy became partisan issues, alongside enduring party

differences over taxes, spending and regulation.
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‘Party leaders like to say that a political party is a big tent,
with room inside for all kinds of people. That certainly used to be
true. Democrats ran the gamut from Southern white racists to blacks
and Northern liberals. The old GOP included right;wingers like Barry
Goldwater and left-wingers like John Lindsay. 1In recent years,
however, the tents have gotten smaller. Racists and right-wingers are
no longer welcome in the Democratic tent. Liberal Republicans face a
choice of either losing (like Jacob Javits and Clifford Case) or
leaving (like John Lindsay and John Anderson). -

The parties have been tradiﬁg supporters as a result of the new
politicas. While the suburban vote in the South has become solidly

Republican, Democrats have made substantial inrcads among affluent

upper-middle-class voters outside the South. These New Politics .
voters, many of whom, llke John Anderson, were traditionally

Republican, cannot abide the reactionary social conservatism of the

new Republican Party. They are attracted to New Politics liberals

like George McGovern, Morris Udall and Michael Dukakis, not to old-
fashioned Democrats like Walter Mondale or moderates like Jimmy -

Carter.

On the other hand, the Democratic Party has been losing much of its
- i

traditional support among white Southerners, conservative Catholics
T I TRRL 2URRRE :
and blue-ccllar voters who feel threatened by social and cultural
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change. Conservative Democrats are not a@tracted to moderate

PR S

Republicans like Gerald Ford but to right-wing Republicans like Ronald
Reagan, Strom Thurmond, Jesse Helms, John Connally and Phil Gramm --
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all of whom used to be Democrats. All of them, as conservatives,
found themselves ocut of place in their party. They ‘‘realigned’’ and
took many of their supporters with them.

This realignment occurred in two stages. First came the social
realignment of 1968 and 1972. 1In 1968, the Democrats lost the support
of racial conservatives, mostly Southern whites. Then in 1972, they
lost the smaller but influential group of foreign policy
conservatives, or neoconservativea. But the party was still
competitive, as demonstrated by its comeback in 1974 and 1976. All
the Democrats needed was a bad economy and a good scandal.

The second stage of realignment, 1980-84, was more damaging because
the Democfats were in danger of losing their economic base. What

. held the Democratic Party together for fifty years was economic

A s,

populism —— the belief that the party would protect people against

= N R - e

.

economic adversity. That belief kept the party going during the years

PR

e

when it was tearing itself apart over civil rights and Vietnam. Under

Jimmy Carter, however, the Democrats failed to offer economic
protection. Under Reagan, the Republicans succeeded. Without the
economic issue, the Democrats risk becoming a liberal party rather
than a populist party, that is, a party of upper middle class liberals
and minority groups who share the same social philosophy.

The realignment has been in the direction of ideological
consistency, with the Republican party becoming soclally as well as
economically conservative and the Democratic party endorsing social as

. well as economic liberalism. Lower-status voters tend to be liberal



Scohneider,; The Political Legacy of the Reagan Years, page 20 .
on economic 1ssues and conservative on social issues, while higher-
status voters are Jjust the reverse. Thus, the typical voter is

ideologically inconsistent. qipy working class voters loock to the

e

Democratic Paggx_ggnaecohomicwpnotect&onwbubﬁdomnotﬂtnustuikgﬁgggéal

jem—

liberalism. Middle class suburbanites favor Reagan’s fisgcal

e

conservatism but are disturbed by the messages of religious

fundamentalism, anti-environmentalism and foreign interventionism that
sometimes emanate from the White House. In many ways, the New Deal

party system with its ideologically inconsistent parties fit the

electorate better. As Walter Dean Burnham has argued, realignment-has

narrowed the parties’ bases and left many voters with no comfortable

home.
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j‘fhe Issue of Government //
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Most of American history has been & complex interplay between
economic and social conflict. The role of government is the eternal

issue. An economically activist federal government is one that

manages, guides and regulates the economy. Is that liberal or

R

cggggnxatigaﬂ' In the nineteenth century, when government was regarded
as the bastion of privilege, the out-groups in society favored a
laissez-faire state. Jacksonian Democrats, as the party of the
""“left,’'"’ resolutely opposed all forms of government economic
intervention -- currency controls, a national bank, incorporation

through legislative charter, protective tariffs, even government-
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sponsored internal improvements. The Federalists, Whigs and later the
Radical Republicans were more comfortable with statism and government
intervention, which they defended in the name of nationalism {(for

instance, Henry Clay's '‘American System’’).

Even more divisive was the view that the federal government should

endorse or mandate ceétain social values, such as abolitionism,

temﬁerancé, racial equality, sexual freedom or religious rights.

Those who favor a soclally activist federal government usually do so
in the name of universal moral values or human rights. Those who
resist say they are defending pluralism: we are a country with no
official religion, ideology or culture, and so the state-nust be
scrupulously neutral in such matters. In the nineteenth century, the
conservative parties were the parties of the cultural establishment,
usually the Protestant elite which wanted to use government to reform
apd control society. The Jeffersonian Democrats were the party of the
éut—groups and the disestablished. Consequently, it was the Democrats
who supported religious freedom, states’ rights and cultural laissez-
faire.

These historic party positions were reversed in the twentieth
century for a simple reason: the role of gévernment changed.
Capitalism is revolutionary. It creates rapid and large-scale social
change through what JOSEph.Schumpeter called.the process of ‘‘creative
destruction.'' Those who are threatened by change, the losers in the
process, gravitate toward government for protection —— not Jjust
impoverished farmers and workérs, but also victims of discrimination

and those whose values are endangered by cultural change.
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Historically, in the United States as well as Europe, government
power had been allied with economic power and social privilege. OQut-
groups distrusted and opposed the state. The progressives were the

first to use the power of the state to attack private concentrations

of power. Eventually the New. Dealers discovered a fundamentally new
role for government —-— protecting people against economic adversity.

Government became the enemy of economic privilege, or what Franklin D.

Roosevelt called ‘‘'the economic royalists.'’ Economic out-groups

began to look to the federal government for protection -- for Jobs,

relief, unemployment compensation, old-age pensions and the

safeguarding of labor rights. Government power became associated with

the economic left,

The second change occurred in the 19503 and 1960a. The civil

—

rights movement redefined the role of the federal government in social

p—

relations. Government was used to reform society, only this time II
ézz-zgqbenefit of the victims of diascrimination. The Democrats
discovered in the 19303 that the power of the federal government could
be used to promote economic Justice. They discévered in the 1960s
that the power of the federal government could be used to promote
social justice. The sociology of the Democragic Party remalined
consistent. It was still the party of the underprivileged and the
out—groups (the party of '‘losers,'’ as Republicans sometimes say at
intemperate moments like party conventions),.

What changed was the party's ideology. From the 19305 through the

19708, the Democrats became firmly identified with activist
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government. They became statist in social as well as economic
affairs., Antistatist Democrats —- economic conservatives and racists,
who claim a continuity with the Jeffersonian states’ rights and
laissez-faire tradition —— have been made to feel distinctly
unvelcome. The Republican Party retained its traditional economic
conservatism but added to it a vigorous and muscular social
conservatism. The latter materialized as a backlash against federal
interference, especlally Jjudicial interference, in racial and
religious matters,

Government, which was once seen as a bastion of social and economic
privilege, came to be viewed in this century as a force for socilal aﬁd
economic egalitarianism. That would seem to give the Democrats a
populist appeal. It did, for about fifty years; But then, something
happened in the 19608 and 1970s to undermine that appeal. What
‘happened was a revolt against government —— and against the party of
égvernment.

The anti-government revolt was the culmination of twenty years of
crisis and decline. First came "‘the sixties’' (1964-74), a sequence
of events that seemed to expose the underlying corrupéion of our
institutions: the Vietnam war, racial violence, feﬁinism,
environmentalism, consumerism, campus protest and the final paroxysm,
Watergate. In '‘the seventles’’ (1974-1984) the news was Just as bad,
only now most of it concerned the economy: the energy crisis, surging
interest ;ates, and a Great Inflation sandwiched between two major

recessions.
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The failures of the 1960s and 1970s were failures of government.
Over those decades, the nation experienced four failed presidencies in
a row. In fact, the country had gone through a comparable experience -
earlier in this century. A decade of the depression (the 1930s) was
followed by a decade of world war (the 1940s5). The difference was,
those crises were resolved by the vigorous and innovative use of
government. Franklin D. Roosevelt’s four-term presidency, which
spanned most of those two decades, was a monumental success. To the
Depression generation, government meant the New Deal, World War 11 and
" the prosperity of the 1950s. Government was the solution. To the-
generation that came of age in the 1960s and 1970s, government was the

problem.

It was inflation that brought the anti-government revolt out into
the open, starting with the passage of Proposition 13 in California in
1978. In repeated tests of public sentiment across the 1970s, big
government was the institution most consistently blamed for inflation.
Distrust of government was strongly related to support for Proposition
13 in California and for similar measures elsewhere —- more strongly‘
related than partisanship, ideology or income. As it happens, most of
those who favored tax cuts did not feel that they were voting to
reduce public services. According to a peoll taken by The Los Angeles
Times, only S5 percent of Proposition 13 supéorters thought government
services would be cut back permanently as a result of the measure.
Twenty—six percent felt other taxes would have to be raised. The

prevailing view, held by 45 percent, was that the revenue loss would

be closed '‘by cutting out waste and inefficiency.'’
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The single most prominent characteristic of public opinion during
the 19708 was widespread disillusionment with government. The public
did not reverse its position on the legitimacy of most government
functions, such as helping the poor and regulating business. But the
feeling grew that government had become excessively wasteful and
ineffective in carrying out those functions. Something had to be
done. What started with the tax revolt in 1978 culminated in the

election of Ronald Reagan as President and the Republican takeover of

the Senate.
In fact, the anti-government revolt had been brewing for many .
= —
years. Polls taken by the University of Michigan showed steadily

-———y
rising anti-government feeling beginning in 1964. The percentage of

. Americans who believed they could trust the government in Washington
‘‘to do what is r;ght" went from 76 percent in 1964 to 54 percent in
1970, 33 percent in 1976 and 25 percent in 1980. The number who felt
éhat the government was run ''by a few big interests looking out for
themselves'’' was 29 percent in 1964, 50 percent in 1970 and 69 percént
in 1980. Less than half of the public thought the government wasted a
lot of tax money in 1964; the figure was two thirds in 1970 and over
three quarters by 1980. |

Reagan's conservative regime is less a cause than a consequence of

this trend. When Ronald Reagan took office in 1981, the polls showed
that the public strongly supported his new economic program of
spending cuts and tax cuts. People supported it in spite of many
doubts and reservations., What got the program through was the

. overwhelming mandate for change.
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When Reagan took office, inflation éompLetely dominated all other

issues on the national agenda, as shown by responses to Gallup poll

questions asking people to name the most important problem facing the -

country. The chairman of the House Budget Committee observed, '‘'The
elections of 1978 and 1980 demonstrated dramatically that inflation
had become the dominant issue and, in most [congressionall) districts,
your attitude on inflation is measured by your attitude on government
spending. '’ |

To the Administration, however, the economic crisis provided the
opportunity to accomplish what Republicans had been talking about for
fifty years, namely, reducing the size and power of the fedeéal
government. The cuts in government spending at the heart of Reagan’'s
economic plan were not the means toward the end of economic recovery;
they were the ends themgelves.

The American public was quite aware at the éutset that the
Administration's program would caﬁse special hardship for the poor.
Just after Reagan's 1981 speech, the public was asked by ABC News and
The Washington Post who they thought would be hurt the most by
Reagan’s proposed budget. Forty-two percent said poor people, 22
percent said middle-income people and 2 percent said the rich. Only
30 percent felt that everyone would be affected the same. The cross
section was then asked, '‘Regardless of who might be hurt, would you
say you generally approve or disapprove of the spending cuts Reagan
has proposed?’’ The margin of approval was overwhelming, 72 to 21

percent, deapite the perceived unfairness of the program. The reason:
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by 64 to 28 percent, the public felt that President Reagan's program
would help bring an end to inflation.

Even in 1981, however, it was difficult to find madqrity support
for specific spending cuts. The ABC/Post poll asked people how they
felt about spending cuts for fourteen specific programs, including
child care, synthetic fuels, unemployment insurance, aid to the arts;
food stamps, medicaid, student loans, puBlic television and the postal
service. The answers range& from 4 percent who favored a decrease in
spending for medicare to 49 percent who support cuts in food stamps.
In other woras, a majority of Americans did not favor spending cuts in
any specific program. They supported Reagan's program as a whele,
however, including the spending cuts, because they wanted strong,
decisive action to end the nation’s economic crisis. The
Administration's mandate was to '‘do something —- anything'' to get
the economy back on track, even if that entailed specific cuts that
were not popular.

In his 1981 apeech, President Reagan said, '‘'Spending by government
must be limited to those functions which are the proper province of
government.’’ The President may have been surprised to find out what
the publ%c thought the proper province of éovernment was. In the
ABC/Post survey, the same national cross section that approved the
President’'s propose& spending cuts by more than three to one was asked
whether they agreed with the following position: '‘The government

should work to substantially reduce the income gap between rich and

poor.'' They very definitely agreed, by a margin of 64 to 31 percent.
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Polls like that reassure Democrats that Americans never intended to
dismantle the welfare state. The anti-government revolt was more of a
populist than a conservative phenomenon. But that does not mean it
was any less real, or any less damaging to the Democratic Party. The
party became identified with the status quo and the vested interests
who had been running things in Washington for fifty years. To most
Americans, the federal goveranment had become the establishment, and
defending it meant defending statism and interest-group liberalism.
Democrats tend to forget that their heroes, the Progressives and the
New Deal liherals, used governmeng power to attack the vested
interests and the status quo. It sounds strange, but the federal

government back in those days really was an anti-establishment force.
Hidden-Agenda Politica

The crowning achievement of the Reagan presidency thus far, and the
one that is likely to have the most lasting impact, is tax reform.

The most serious fallure of the Reagan presidency thus far, and the
one that is likely to have the most lasting impact, is the deficit.
Both are examples of hidden—agenda polities.

Sen. Howard Baker, who was Senate Majority Leader when the Reagan
economic program was set in place, offered a pointed observation about
President Reagan’s priorities. '‘'l think he would really like to get
his fiscal house in order,’' Baker said. '**But those .who say that is

last on his agenda are probably right. He wants tax reform and he
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wants a strong defense. And thenm he wants to balance the budget.'’
Rep. Kemp made the same point. ''I remember very clearly Reagan being
asked, 'What about the deficit?' He said, 'I would take a deficit if -
by a deficit 1 were able to implement my tax cut and my defense build-
up.' 1 am sure.Reagan talked about a balanced budget as a theoretical
point. But the defense build-up and the tax cuts were sacrosanct.''
Reducing the deficit is 1m§ortant to the President. But other
things, like keeping taxes down and defense spending up, are more

important. As it happens, the public is essentially in agreement with

‘this view. A 1985 Los Angeles Times poll asked people what they

-thought would constitute the most serious threat to the nation’s

economic recovery. Not reducing the federal budget deficit came in
last, after higher unemployment, higher interest rates, increased

inflation, a decline in the stock market and a tax increase. Of all

the bad economic news people can imagine he defd

b

worst.

What do pecple think will happen as a result of high deficits?
When CBS News and The KNevw York Times asked this question in 1986,
almost half of the public had no idea, and an additional ten percent
said it wouldn’t affect them at all. The éonsequences people thought
of most readlly were higher interest rates, higher taxes and more
inflation. But inflation has remained low, taxes have been cut and
interest rates have been reasonably staBle. So what's the problem?

What people are afraid of is not the deficit, but what government

might do to reduce the deficit. It is difficult to find majority
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support for any of the available options -- cutting defense spending,
reducing spending on social programs, cuttihg back on entitlements
like social security and medicare or, least popular of all, raising
taxes. In early 1986, when Congress was wrestling with the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings *‘'Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act,’’
The Los Angeles Times asked people to assess four options for dealing
with the deficit. Two were soundly rejected: allowing the Gramm-—
Rudman sequesters to go into effeet ('‘'deep across-the-board budget
cuts in defense and domestic programs'') and passing what was
identified as President Reagan'’s budget proposal ('‘'no new taxes, an
eight percent increase in defense spendihg and sharp reductions in
domestic programs'’),

Two options were found acceptable. By far the moast popular was the

*‘grand compromise’’ —-- smaller cuts in defense and domestic programs .

but also some tax increases in order to meet the goals of the Gramm—

Rudman bill. The problem was that neither the Administration nor the

—

Democrats in Congress would support a tax increase. The other
| ey

acc;ptable option? '‘Suspend the Gramm—-Rudman Act; vote for some

relatively small reductions in defense spending and domestic programs
and only minor cuts in the federal budget deficit.’’ Which 1s what
Congress, with some help from the Supreme Court, actually did.

In effect, thwmmw@wﬂ;_ﬂt
de—funds the welfare state while avolding a frontal assault on social

programs. What can the Democrats do? They have regainéd control of

Congresa and have a fighting chance to win the presidency back. But
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the deficit makes it difficult for them to talk about any bold new

initiatives.
Democrats have learned two lessons from the Reagan era. One is

that the only social programs that are politically secure are those
— -
that benefit everybody. Medicare, for example, is the principal

am——

.enduring legacy of Lyndon Johnson's Great Society. Like social

security, Medicare helps everybody, not just those in greatest
financiﬁl need.A The Democrats found it impossible to sustain support
for LBJ's War on Poverty, however, precisely because it was not a
universal ‘‘entitlement.’’' It was targeted at the poor.

The other lesson was, don't raise taxes that hurt everybody.

Democrats saw what happened to Walter Mondale in 1984 when he proposed

a general tax increase. The safest way to railse taxes is to target
—-;-—-————"

the increases. Make the beneficiaries pay the taxes (user fees).
-_—

Earmark specific tax increases for specific programs (designated

revenues). Or, best of all, shift the burden of paying for social

programs from individual taxpayers to institutions (mandated

benefits).

That i1s the language of new ideas, and one hears it often these
days from Democratic presidential candidates ﬁnd congressional leaders
who talk about ''a new agenda for social progress.’’ The objective is
to get away from the old politics of taxing and spending, or more
precisely, taxing us and spending on them.

There are two problems with this approach. It does very little to

reduce the federal budget deficit. And it is inherently regressive.
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A great deal of money goes to people who don’t really need it,
essentially as a payment for their political support, and people are
taxed without regard to their ability to pay. Neither of these
problems is a serious p611tica1 liability, however. To the voters, a
system that helps the many and taxes the few seems eminently fair.

The polls show that the public is willing to pay higher taxes for a
wide variety of social needs such as improving the nation’s

educational system, repairing bridges and highways, protecting the

ckenvironment and aiding the homeless and the hungry. There is one

thing people will not pay higher taxes for -- reducing the deficIiTT
——— —
That is not financing a legitimate social need. That is funding big

government, .
And so Congress has hit upon the notion of designated revenues.

-Raise a particular tax and make sure people can see what it 1s being

used for.‘ That was the principle behind the highway bill passed by
the 100th Congress over President Reagan’s veto. The bill designated
revenues from the highway trust fund to pay for road and bridge
construction. Congress proudly pointed to the fact that the bill did
not do anything to increase the federal deficit. But it did not do
anything to reduce the deficit either.

A related principle is that of *‘'toll road'’ or ‘'‘pay as you go''
taxation; Make the people who use the service pay for it, so they
feel they are getting something for their money. That is how the
House of Represe#tatives proposed financing the expansion of Medicare

coverage to include catastrophic illnesses. The added benefits would .
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be paid for by the elderly themselves. The higher payments were to be
thought of as “premiﬁms." Only the premiums would be mandatory,

which means they are really a tax.

An even more ingenious solution to the revenue problem is not to
ralse taxes or spend government money at all. Just mandate that
employers pay higher benefits to their workers. -Thus, Congress has
considered bills to raise the minimum wage and to require employers to
pay mandatory heslthsinsurance and grant parental and medical leave.
The idea is to expand.'‘workers’ rights’' and '‘family rights'?’ —-
that is, entitlements —— by making business, not government, pay for
then.

Such proposals elicit few complaints from taxpayers. Aceording to
a 1987 poll taken by the Service Employees International Union, the
public supports legislation requiring employers to provide parental
and medical leave by a margin of 77 to 15 percent. Raising the
Qinimum wage is endorged by 71 to 20 percent. By 62 to 29 percent,
the public favors requiring employers to provide a basic minimum
health insurance package to employees and their dependents.

These proposals do eiicit a greaﬁ manf complaints from business,
particularly small business, which bears most of the burden. (Most
big business f}rms have the resources and flexibility to meet or
surpass the mandated standards.) According to John Sloan, Jr.,
president of the National Federation of Independent Business,

‘‘Congress is notorious for trotting out social programs which sound

wonderful to everyone but must be paid for by the private sector. The
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private sector then has no choice but to pass along those costs in the
forms of higher prices, . . . reduced wage increases, lower dividends,
delayed capital investment and fewer Jjobs.'’ What it adds up to,
Sloan feels, is '‘a sure-fire recipe for reducing a nation’s
competitiveness. '’

Congress is forced to be devious because Americans want more
government than they are willing to pay for. Uwe E. Reinhardt has
pointed out that in 1984, the total tax burden in the United States
was lower than that of any industrialized country except Japan. And
of those taxes we do collect, a higher proportion goes to defense.-

Tax reform, like the deficit, also entalled a hidden agenda. In

fact, it was the same agenda, namely, reducing the size and power of

the federal government.

The tax issue today bears a striking resemblance to the tariff
issue in nineteenth-century American politigs. Before the income tax,
;he tariff was a major source of revenue for the federal government
(*'external’’ as opposed to '‘internal’’' revenue). Republ?cans
supported a high tariff, not only because they wanted to ﬁrotect
American industfy, but also because they favored a strong, activist
federal government. The Democrats of that eré tended to be anti-
government; they were the party of states’ rights and laissez-faire.
Consequently, every Democratic platform included a call for tariff
reduction. The formula used was '‘a tariff for purposes of revenue
only.'’ Compare the basic philosophy of taxation Reagan revealed in

his 1981 budget message to Congress, when he said, '‘'The taxing power
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of government must be used to provide revenues for legitimate
government purposes. It must not be used to regulate the economy or
bring aboﬁt soclal change.'' The issue now is the same a=z it was then,
namely, shall we make the federal government less active aﬁd less
powerful by starving it of funds?

In fact, taxes are used for purposes other than raising revenue.
One is to redistribute income from the rich to the poor. That is the
purpose of progfessivity in the tax code. President Reagan called
this principle into question in 1985, when he sald his tax reform

proposal would make the tax system less progressive. ‘‘We believe
7

that there’s nothing progressive about tax rates that discourage
people from climbing up the ladder of success,’’ the President said.
Unlike Reagan, Amerlcans do believe in a progressive income tax. In a

Roper Organization survey taken last year, a three—-to-one majority

.rejected the idea of lowering the top tax rate to 35 percent for

beople with the highest incomes. The public wanted to see taxes
ralsed for the wealthy and lowered or eliminated for the poor. As
Howard Baker put it, ''It is the most remarkable political paradox in
my time, this support for the repeal of progressivity. Liberal
Democrats, conservative Repubiicans -- the abdication of progressivity
as a public policy has near universal support. For the life of me I
don’t know how that happened. '’

-~

The use of taxes as aq_igg&;gggg&_g{_social policy is anotEEy
— = .
principle that used to be firmly established. Generally, there are

P ——
three means the government has at its disposal to carry out a social
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objective. It can start a government-operated program, it can make
transfer payments to individuals or it can offer tax incentives. Fér
example, to alleviate unemployment, the government can-create Jobs,
give money to the unemployed or offer tax incentives to business to
hire the unemployed. In order to help poor pecople find ‘housing, the
goﬁernment can build low-income housing projects, give poor people
rent subsidies or give real-estate developers tax incentives to build
low-cost housing.

In these and similar cases, the tax asystem 1s arguably the best way
to achieve a policy objective. The public agrees. A 1986 Roper poll
explained, ‘'‘Aside from raising money, the taxing system in our

country has come to be used for a variety of purposes —- to

redistribute the wesalth, or to encourage or discourage certain types .
of behavior, or to stimulate segments of the economy, etc.'’ People
were then askéd whether they thought the tax system whould be used
Just to raise revenues or for other purposes as well, *'bearing in
mind that these other purposes can be ones that you disapprove of as
well as purposes you approve'of.}' A 51-38 percent majority sald yes,
taxes should be used for purposes other than.raising revenues,
(W cw"’ There is no question that using taxes as an instrument of social

évﬁﬂ‘ ~-
] D . policy often led to inefficlency, inequity and abuse. Businesses and
o2 U™ o '
¢
Or

real-estate developers pliled up tax advantages. Some industries were
favored over others. Pointless research was done, unproductive
workers were hired and uneconomic housing and office space got built.

In all too many cases, tax preferences were granted because of the .




_ Sohneider, The Folitical Legacy of the Resgen Yearas, pase 37

@
political power of a well-organized special interest, and not in
response to a legitimate national need. Both Republicans and
Democrats saw tax reform as an irresistibly populist ifasue.
Republicans could use it to shed their elitist image as the party of
wealth and big business. Democrats could shake off the charge that
they were the party of special interests.

The Administration likes to believe that, in the tax reform battle,
President Reagan rallied public opinion against a hostile Congress.
That is not the way it happenéd. From beginning to end, the American
ﬁublic was wary of tax reform. What really happened is that Reagan
rallied Congress against a hostile public. 1In the end, tax reform was
a bipartisan effort supported by the President and by Democratic

. leaders in Congress, each side for its own reasons.

In 1987, Reagan began a driv; for budget reform, hoping to
duplicate his 1986 experience with tax reform. There is nothing
gipartisan about budget reform, however. It gives rise to open
warfare between the President and Congress. With the Democrats in
coﬁtrol of both houses of Congress, the Republicans have little
incentive to get involved in the budgét process. They sit on the
sidelines and let the Democrats pass thelr own budget resolution,
which they and the President proceed to attack.

The President initiated his crusade for budget reform with a call
for an ‘‘economic bill of rights’'’ on July 3, 1976. The problem is,
the public is as wary and skeptical of budget reform as it was of tax

reform. These days, neither Congress nor the President has much
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credibility on the deficit issue. When asked who is responsible for
creating the deficit, far more people blame Congr;ss and the Democrats
than blame Reagan. At the same time, Reagan’'s handling of the deficit
has reached record disapproval levels. And 1987 Democrats for the
first time edged ahead of Republicans as the party better able to
handle the deficit and cut federal spending. -

The real issue behind the deficit impasse is political. The
President refuses to engage in the budget process at all., ‘‘Instead
of signaling to Coﬁgress that he's interested Iin working
constructively,’’ said Rep. Thomas S. Foley, the House majority
leader, '‘the President sends a signal of confrontation and combgt."
And so Democrats in Congress have proposed new automatic-spending cut
mechani#ms to force the President to get involved. *‘'The PFresident is
wrong when he says we don't need new revenues to attack the deficit,’’
said Rep. Dan Rostenkowski, the chairman of the House Ways and Means
éommittee and Reagan's erstwhile élly on tax reform. ‘‘We have to’
force the Preaident to accept the responsibilities of his office.’'’
Similarly, the President has called‘for a line-item veto and a
balanced budget amendment in order to force Congress to cut spending.

In other words, what Congress and the President want are weapons to

use against each other in the battle of the budget. What the public

wants is a process whereby both sides work together to keep the

deficit under control. Presldent Reagan's confrontational strategy

may lead the public to conclude that that process can’'t happen with a
Republican in the White House. In which case, Reagan's campaign for
budget reform will turn out to have be umental blunder.

i ——
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A Covert Foreign Policy g"“ “

In future biographies ©of Ronald Reagan, the week between February
26 and March 4, 1987, will be called '‘The Revenge of the
Establishment. '’ First the Establishment passed judgment on the
Reagan Administration and found its behavior unacceptable. Then
reliable agents of the Establishment were called in to repair the
damage. This is quite a reversal for a President who made his career
by running against Establishments —— first the Eastern Establishment
that controlled the Republican Party and then the liberal
Establishment that ran the federal government.

The Tower Commission, acting as the executive committee of the

T —

Washington power elite, reproached the Administration using the
strongest terms of disapproval in the Establishment’s vocabulary: it
called the Iran arms initiative ‘‘'a very unprofessional operatipn.

~
Recoiling from this harsh invective, the President fired his Chief of

Staff and replaced him with a a consummate professional who had the
total confidence of the power elite, former Senate Majority Leader
Howard Baker. The appointment of Baker, aiong with the designation of
Frank C..Carlucci as national security adviser and William H. Webster
as director of the Central Intelligence Agency, were acts of penance

designed to '‘restore credibility’’ with the Washington power elite.

—= ===
The Iran meé deal and the diversion of funds to the contras in

Nicaragua were motivated by ideology. They were carried out by
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zealots:who had contempt for foreign policy professionals. Ideology
ié alien to the Washington power elite. Washington insiders prefer to
deal with pragmatists and consensus-builders, moderates who are
skilled at the art of compromise. Exactly like Howard Baker.
The Administration gave up its true believers, John M. Poindexter,
Robert C. McFarlane and Oliver L. North, who saw the world in black
and white. Also gone were the Reagan loyalists, William J. Casey and
Donald T. Regan, whose mission In governmént was to "'let Reagan be
Reagan.'' 1In their place came Baker, Carlucci and Webster, men with

-_—
exemplary Establishment credentials — a former congressional leader

and presidential candidate, a career foreign service officer and
former ambassador, an FBI director and former federal judge. More to
the point, Baker, Carlucci and Webster made their reputations long .

before Reagan became President. Unlike their predecessors, they do
——

not depend on Reagan for their legitimacy. - )
At the congressional he;;I;;;~;;‘€E;-T?Eh—contra affair, North

of fered an elaborate and compelling justification for covert

operations. ''I think it is very important for the American people to
understand that this is a dangerous world . . . and they ought not to
be led to believe, as a consequence of these hearings, that this
nation cannot or should not conduct covert operations.'’ There was

one big flaw in North's argument, however. The Nigipnal Security

Council was not conducting a covert operation; it was conducting a

covert foreign policy.

There is a difference. A covert operation is an action taken to
et

further an agreed upon forelgn policy goal. The interception of Arab .
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terrorists trying to escape from the Achille Lauro hijacking in 1985
was & covert operation. The retaliatory bombing raid on Libya in 1986

was a covert operation. A covert forelgn policy, on the other hand,

is one that pursues secret objectives. Why did the Reagan
Administration pursue a secret foreign policy? Because it could not
get political supportlfor the policies it wanted to pursue.

If the Congress or the American public knew that we were trading
arms for hostages —— thereby violating our explicit commitment never
to negotiate with terrorists —— there would have been a political
explosion. As for sending military aid to the contras in Nicaragua,
Congress, with demonstrable public support, had already placed severe
restrictions on such a policy. The NSC, under the operational
leadership of Col. North, was not '‘executing’’ American forelgn
policy. It was making American foreign policy —-- and hiding that
policy from the Congress, the American public and the world.

. At one point North explained, ''I want to go back to the whole
intent of a covert operation. Part of a covert operation is to offer
plausible deniability of the association of the government of the
United States with the activity. Part of it is to deceive our
adversaries. Part of it is to ensure that those people who are at
great peril carrying out those activities are not further endangered.
All of those are good and sufficlent reasons’’' to do what he did.

Those are indeed good and sufficient reasons for a covert
operation. But in this case, it was the objectives and not just the

operations that were being kept secret. North claimed that the
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Iranian arms deal had to be kept secret in order to combat terrorism
and save lives. '‘'l put great value on the lives of the American
hostages,'' he explained. ‘"We got three Americans back. . . . For
almost 18 months there was no action against Americans.'' The
assumption is that the goal -- trading arms for hostages -- was
obvious and unexceptionable. Yet President Reagan himself refused to
admit that that is what he was doing until the Tower Commission forced
him to accept that conclusion.

The smoking gun did not turn up at the hearings, but President
Reagan’s credibility was severely damaged nonetheless. Aécording.to
the polls, most Americans continued to believe Reagan lied about how
much he knew. Two thirds believed Poindexter's testimony that Reagan
had signed a document authorizing a direct arms-for-hecstages trade
with Iran, and of that number, over 60 percent thought Reagan was
lying when he said he could not recall signing the document. In other
;ords, in the public’s view, North and Poindexter did not get Reagan
off the hook. Their testimony implicated the President and other high
Administration officials in the cover-up. Most Democrats wanted to
see Ronald Reagan damaged but not destroyed by Iranscam. That is
exactly what happened.

Hence another pugzzle: Reagan'’s approval rating was hardly affected
by the Iran-contra hearings. It stayed at 50—53 percent through all
the tumultuous events of 1987. The big drop—-off in publi¢ support
came in late 1986. As soon as the public learned of the arms dsal

with Iran, they docked 20 points from the President’s approval rating.
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When the L.A. Times asked people in July 1987 what upset them the most
about the affair, the leading answer was still the arms deal with Iran
(27 percent). The cover-up, which the public suspected all along,
came in second (20 percent). Only 4 percent were most upset by the
diversion of funds to the contras. Even though the contra diversion
was the smoking gun that could have led to impeachment proceedings,
the public was far more disturbed by the spectacle of the'President of

the United States selling arms to Iran.
A Marketing Strategy for 1988

In 1983, political scientists Richard A. Brody and Lee Sigelman
demonstrated that 50 percent is the break-even point for a President’s
job approval rating. Below 50 percent, a President is unlikely to be
re—~elected or succeeded by another President of the same party. The
sasis for Democratic optimism is the mounting evidence that the 1988
electorate will be in & mood to buy what the opposition party has to
sell, namely, change. Caution is advisahle, however, because it is
not yet clear how much change, or what kind of change, the voters will
be interested in.

It all boils down to a market research problem. Opposition
strategists first have to figure out what the voters want that they
don’t now have. Then they have to figure cut how to sell it to them.
Consider the successful political marketing strategies of the past

forty years.
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>In 1952 the country was fed up with politics. Harry Truman, whose
approval rating at one point was lower than Richard Nixon's after
Watergate, was burdened by charges of cronyiasm and corruption. The
voters wanted a leader who was above politics. A national hero would
do Jjust flne -— a victorious general, say, who had won a world war.
Sell them Eisenhower.

>In 1560 the voters felt the country had become sluggish and
lethargic under Eisenhower. After Spulnik, Americans feared we were
losing ground to the Ruasians. We wanted a leader who was dynamic and
vigorous, who could '‘get the country moving again.’'’ The World War 11
generation was eager to take over. Youth was a hot commodity that
year. John F. Kennedy fit, or was designed to fit, the spirit of the
time. : .

>In 1968 the voters desperately wanted order. The country was
being torn apart by racial violence, student protest and the Vietnam
;ar. Everywhere Hubert Humphrey énd George Wallace went a riot seemed
to break out. We needed someone reliable and experienced, someone who
had *'‘been around,’’ someone who could *‘bring us together.’' Richard
Nixon had little difficulty selling himself as a centrist that year.
In the Republican Party, he was opposed by Rockefeller on his left and
Reagan on his right. In the general election, he occupied £he middle
space between Humphrey and Wallace.

>In 1976, following the Watergate trauma, moralitly was a_hot
commodity. Tﬁe country wanted someone of literally unimpeachabls
integrity. Jimmy Carter shrewdly read the national mood and promised,

'*I will never lie to you.'’’ .
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»With Carter, we got integrity, but then the country started to
worry about leadership. Carter was too wishy—-washy and ineffectual.
We needed someone strong and decisive, a leader with deep convictions..
Ideologues exhibit those qualities, but we normally don't elect them
because they are too extreme and divisive. We took a chance with
Ronald Reagan, howeve;. Reagan's reassuring personality helped
counteract his radical and dangerous reputation. Moreover, his
ideology made him seem forceful and principled, just what the country
needed after four years of weakness and vacillation.

What will sell in 19887 An entire political consulting industry is
trying to figure that out. The market researchers must deal with
certain constraints, however. The Republicans are the '‘in’’ party,

. and whoever they nominate, they are going to have to sell continuity.
The Democrats are the ‘'‘out’’ party and are going to have to sell
change. 1f the incumbent Administration 1is popular and successful,
éhen it may be smart for the opposition to offer some change, but not
too much: '‘We can do better.’’ Frustrated partisans will complain
about ''me too'' politics, but sometimes, as in 1952 and 1960, not too
much change is exactly what the voters want. On the other hand,
Coalfs

facing a failed and discredited Administration, the opposition may

—

offer a fundamental change of direction, as the Republicans did in
1980,

The problem for the Democrats in 1988 is that both arguments can be
made. In some respects, the Reagan Administration is a failure ——

secretive and misguided diplomacy, a massive federal budget deficit,
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the trade deficit. But the voters continue to acknowledée Reagan's
principal achievements: cutting taxes, reforming the nation’'s tax
system, curbing inflation and restoring the nation's sense of military
security. The failures of the Reagan Administration do not discredit
its achlevements or give the Democrats a mandate to undo the Reagan
Revolution. However dissatisfled the voters are with the Republicans,
they are not likely fo want to go back to the bad old days of high
inflation, high taxes and military weakness.

There are any number of things the voters may want in 1988 that
they are not getting from the Reagan Adminisgtration. Youth is
certainly one possibility, especially with a President who has

appeared increasingly out of touch with what is going on in his own

government. Compassion, always a Republican weakness, is another
potential Democratic theme. The fairness lssue worked very well for
Democrats in the recession year of 1982 and would undoubtedly work
;gain if the economy were to go into another tailspin. Two qualities
that used to be strong selling points for the Reagan Administration,
competence and integrity, were thrown into doubt by Iranscam. The
Administration’s diplomacy was clumsy and inept. It involved blatant
disregard of congressional prerogatives, not éo mention flagrant
viclations of federal law. The whole episcde evoked the unpleasant
memory of Richard Nixon's imperial presidency.

Some candidates on both sides have réachad the conclusion that what
Americans will be looking for in 1988 is a good manager. At least

that 1is what Bob Dole and Michael Dukakis are hoping. Both have been

.
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eriticized for lacking vision, but after eight years of Ronald Reagan,
- a plausible argument can be made that the country has had encugh

vision for a wh}le.

Alternatively, in 1988 the voters may once again be lqoking for an
outsider and an anti-Washington candidate to go in and ‘‘'clean up the
mess, '’ just as they did in 1976 and 1980. It 1s often said that the
strength of American political parties lies in their diversity. The
diversity of Democratic presidential candidates means that the party
will be able to offer Just about anything the market wants in 1988,

whether that is compassion, character, competence, experience or even

inexperience.




SOCIAL CULTURAL TRENDS
VERSUS

CULTURE?
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Forty years into the postwar period, with the 1980's, we seem to have
entered into a new and very different cultural framework for European-American
relations. As with strategic considerations, cultural issues, have become a
source of national introspection,leading to quintessential historical
reassessments and, in the case of Germany in particular, to major divisions.
These divergences are arising at a time when economic and technological links
between America and Europe have never been more dynamic and competitive, and
when societies have never been more similar, We are thus living in an age of
intense transatlantic paradox which can be best characterized by the
"decoupling" of social and cultural trends. -

Never have American and Western European societies resembled each other
more in terms of social composition, political organization, economic
accomplishments (and worries) and general life styles. On both sides of the
Atlantic "river" (in the words of one airline commercial) people seem to eat the
same things, wear the same clothes, and aspire to the same travels and sports.
More important, Europeans and Americans alike now seek that same individualist
maximization of life In ways that would have seemed virtually unattainable for
the founding fathers of the postwar order.

Indeed if one looks at Europe today and compares it to what it was, not
just in 1945 but even in 1965, her development would sound like a dream come
true with respect to some of the major initial preoccupations of the Atlantic
alliance. Not only has the specter of Communism vanished, but its social and
political bases have been dissolved. There is no longer in Western Europe a

considerable portion of citizens who want to overturn the established system and



its institutions, and who lay their hopes on revolutionary postulates. Equally
important, in every Western country, and particularly in France, Italy and
Spain, the viability of the democratic political system has finally been
confirmed in the 1970's and 1980's with the coming to power of the Left in a
peaceful and alternating mode. A tamed socialism has supplanted the great hopes
and fears generated by Eurocommunism as little as ten years ago. Even in
economic terms, Europe has proven to be so stable as to be able to afford
without major structural dislocations the human toll of severe unemployement.
European societies seem to have lost that ideological edge which always seemed
to threaten Europe's Atlantic pluralist democratic commitment.

But just as the "end of ideology" scenario seems to finally be coming true
in terms of social and political trends, after it had presumably been destroyed

by the left wing revolutionary turmoil of the late 1960's and early 1970's, new

European-American disparities are arising in a realm which had hitherto been
considered as a problem free transatlantiec link, the realm of culture.

Culture, loosely defined in the postwar perioed as a quasi anthropological
"life style" appeﬁdage of social and economie trends, destined to cement
European and American relations, has now taken on a life of its own. High
culture (with a capital "C") has ceased éé be an élegant frosting on the
Atlantic cake, that little difference among advanced industrial societies which
made it a pleasure to move about Iin an increasingly homogenized world. It has
become instead a key ingredient In a search for national identity, and the
driving motor behind a vital taking into account of one's national past. Any
discussion on the "state” of the Alliance or on the world views of the

"successor" generation must henceforth take culture seriously, and not just




merely as a backdrop, for the long term implications of "Culture” on the
European-American alliance still cannot be measured.

When dealing with the disturbing effects of cultural identity, Germany of
course comes first to mind. The current debates among German historians over her
nationai past, the search for a relativized meaning of the Nazi epoch,_ as well
as the attempts to find some positive content in her national traditions, have
made front page headlines in all the Western press, as perhaps the most dramatic
characterization of a major cultural shift away from the transnational post-
industrial and even counter-cultural—trends of the 1960's and 1970's. Germany's
intense search for a national identity straddling two ideologically conflicting
states, the pan-German ceremonies over the quisquicentennial of Luther's birth
in 1983, Bach's tricentennial in 1985, and the even more symbolically crucial
celebration of Berlin's 750th anniversary thils year point to a new priority
given to culture, history and philosophy as the driving motor that gives "sense"
to national life.

At a wider level, the spell of Mitteleuropa on both sides of the East-West
divide both for its glorious past and also for its potential future, clearly
fulfills a major cultural need, one whose repercussions by way of the reference
to Vienna, havg also stirred non-mitteleuropean countries such as France or even
for that matter America. The Mitteleuropean reference with its specifiec
transcendence of what has come to be called "Yalta" and with its integration, at
least in the realm of cultural discourse and nostalgia, of the "other" Europe
raises the specter of a third European way, one where a European cultural
identity could somehow be incarnated in a new geo-strategic status halfway

between the superpowers.



But such a search for the past and for the deepest characteristics of the .
national identity is not limited to Germany and her perennial "question" or to
the Mitteleuropean sirens. Similar, although less strategically explosive,
manifestations of the return to Culture and national history can be found in the
rest of Europe. Even Italy, traditionally the depository of Western culture and
arts but whose own national culture was at best fragmented, is now searching in
its own overly rich past for her own positive national identity in trying to
play a greater international role. It is highly significant that after Italy
"stood up" to the United States over the incldent of the Achille Lauro a well
known Italian political scientist, Ernesto Galll della Loggla, should feel the
need to explain this act with a much talked.ahout book, Lettera agli amici
amerjcanjf. The boock was no less than an explanation of the Italian cultural

identity in which Machiavelli's legacy of political ecynicism, the role of the .

Church in creating sturdy humanistic values halfway between the spiritual and
the temporal, and the weight of a "Latin" past were now perceived as highly
positive characteristics to be opposed to America's heavyhanded simplicity,
stultifying protestant spirit and inability to understand complex situations.
Coupled with Italy's own long term fascination with Mitteleurcpa (through her
own Austrian legacy), one could have the-feeling that one of the most pro-
American nations was losing its "Atlantic" values.

Even as Protestant and Anglo-Saxon a country as England was not above
stressing its own national interests and identity with respect to America (even
if Mrs. Thatcher's jingoism was clearly pro-Atlanticist) as shown both in its
pacifist anti-nuclear movements and in the return of a clear post-Falkland

British historical pride in a country that is abandoning its economic and social




doldrums and rejoicing once again over its traditional eccentricity (as seen for
instance in the recent movies Withnail and I or The Whistle Blower). As for
France, the cultural misfit of the 1950 and 1960's alliance, the epicenter of
the "troubled partnership" whose Gaullist claim to grandeur made her stand out
in the Europe of the 1960's which was still dutifully reciting her advanced
industrial "end of ideology" lessons, she too is plunging with zest into her
‘gargantuan national identity... but with unexpected pro-American results, whose
implications will be examined latex, and which once again make her go cross-
current with the rest of Europe.

The age of historical celebrations and commemorations seems to have
replaced the age of modernization and of social transformation. Spain is
preparing for the quisquicentennial of Columbus' discovery of America, while
trying to bring out once again her buried Jewish and Arab influences. France is
on the verge of the Bicentennial of the French Revolution to be followed by the
centennial of de Gaulle's birth. German celebrations take on major international
repercussions as with Berlin's 750th anniversary. And America herself is well
into her own celebration of national identity with the Bicentennial of the

Consitution and its own very particular type of son et lumiere in the shape of

the Iran-Contra hearings.

Forty years into the postwar period, the war itself and now its aftermath
(with the recent celebration of the fortieth anniversary of the Marshall Plan)
has led to commemoration whether with pomp on the beaches of Normandy or in the
turmeil at Bitburg. What was the past to be buried is now emerging as the past
to be copfronted. Significantly in ways that are now more cultural than

political, each European country (East and West) is increasingly intent on



assessing the irreparable damage done to its own culture by the loss of the .
powerful leaven of European Jewry. Europe seems to have reached the forty year
identity crisis of adults looking back on their life and asking themselves
metaphysical questions as to the ultimate "meaning” and value of their
accomplishments. History and culture have taken the upper hand over sociology
and economics in national representations.

But what are the implications of these changes for European-American
relations, do they point to a slow cultural disruption? Are they further proof
that both sides of the Atlantic are increasingly engaged in a marriage of
reason, with passions turned elsewhere? Are they symptoms of nostalgia or
stirrings for a new European vibrance on the one hand and American isclationism
on the other? Can a return to national European identities or even the timid
emergence of a single pan-European identity strengthen American-European
relations or 1s it instead a source of worry? .

Behind this new primacy of culture there are several nagging implicit
questlons. Can America ever shed her historical and constitutional
exceptionalism and learn to Iinteract with the rest of the world as one country
(albeit superpower) among many, leaving aside her moralizing tone and frequent
highhandedness? Can European nations celébrate their pre-democratic historical
past, theilr deepest national strains with impunity for their current democratic
and Atlantic allegiance? Or is there an as yet imperceptible cleavage that is
developing between those countries for whom democracy lies at the heart of their
own national tradition (the United States and France, and not England despite
her primacy in the creation of the parliamentary tradition) and those other
countries for whom democracy is a useful working process but a definite graft

onto thelr own national culture? .



Have we reached the point in Europe's postwar identity where the
celebration of the past, and the tapping of all national cultural veins has
become risk free for a strong democratic identity? Or should one give weight to
the non-democratic or a-democratic cultural/political priorities of many young
Germans obsessed with the (ecological and nuclear free) purity of their own
territory and its translation into "better red than dead”, feelings echoed in
part by a Die Zejit editor trying to be reassuring in stating that as long as
there was no economic crisis, Germans would still accept to be of the West? Or
what should one make of Galli della ioggia's assertion that Italians have

embraced democracy "faute de mieux"? Is it useful to distinguish between those

countries who espouse democracy as essence and those who instead adhere to it as
process? 1Is there still a problematic twinning between culture and democracy?

To understand the current situation, it 1is Iimportant to place it in a
historical context and to see that it marks the end of the economically
determined socio-cultural universalizing categories of the postwar period.
Indeed what we are witnessing on both sides of the Atlantic is the
relativization of the World War Two caesura, and the concomitant realization
that, beyond the traditional humanistic rhetoric, we really are the children of
a pre-war order whose cultural givens still impinge on our most fundamental
world views. It is as if the two universalist generational pursuits of the
postwar pericd, the modernizing optimist and the radical pessimist had given way
to a much more historically modest and relativist world view, one in which
national traditions and identity act as metaphysical anchors. One can
characterize the postwar period in three cultural phases: 1) modernization as

culture which prevailed from the end of the war to the mid-1960's; 2) radicalism



as counter-culture which prevailed in the decade 1965-1975; and 3) the current “

period in which the political and historical confrontation with national pasts

is yielding to the past as Culture.
od ation_as Culture

Like many militant zionists who claimed that "Culture led our fathers to
the gas chambers” most Europeans in the immediate postwar periocd were more than
willing to leave high Culture on the side with the implicit feeling that it had
been useless in undermining national hatreds, when it had not actually
exacerbated them. Humanism seemed to have died at Auschwitz. Victors and
vanquished were most eager to repress the past and converted the urgent task of
Europe's economic and social reconstruction into a new cultural vision. In a .
social democratic conjugation of democratic impulses with a new economic fervor,
culture took on a mass life style aspect and forfeited its historiecal elitist
connotations.

For most of the postwar period, therefore,in any analysis of American-
European relations, social and cultural trends were treated under the same
rubric and often considered as mere appe;dages of the almighty new god of
economlic growth., Soclety was perceived as a force that could be shaped by
economic development while culture (increasingly equated with anthropological
and life style connotations and deprived of a capital "C" and its philosophical
and historical presuppositions) was perceived as its reflection. The-implicit
assumption behind this view was marxist or at any rate determinist. If the

social organization of society could influence the culture that it produced,



proponents of the American-Western European alliance assumed that as Europe
modernized and shed her traditional often authoritarian and conflictual social
and political structures, she too would embark in a culture of consensus and
abandon her peremnial clashes and cleavages. Society and culture would thus
reflect the well-being that a sustained economic growth was assumed to
guarantee. Cultural specificity and the weight of history were only seen as
barriers to be lifted in the creation of tramsnational post-industrial
societies. Significantly this anthropological vision of culture predominated
both on the Left and on the Right: méss access to culture, as the final form of
a new soclo-economic welfare system predominated over culture itself. The accent
was on the future; the burning past, an unhealed wound, was best left untouched.
As Europe modernized at an unexpected pace, suépassing prewar economic levels in
less time than the experts had hoped she would take simply rebuild, a consensus
emerged that the postwar era was qualitatively different. 0ld cultural
categories and traditional national configurations could no longer apply.

The American model of political pluralism, non-ideological social
organization, and mass culture slowly penetrated European mentalities, with Lhe
concomitant assumption that advanced industrial societes could only be similar.
Any marked political or cultural differences could only be attributed to each
country's more backward sectors. In such a modernizing context, books treating
communist "culture" or the "moral bases of backward societies™ and
cultural/sociological life styles in general replaced the older historical,
moral and philosophical analyses of "nations."

It was in such a context of apparently triumphant transatlantic

modernization that the concept of the "end of ideology" came into fashion in the
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late 1950's just as the German SPD abandoned the language of class conflict at
its Bad Godesberg conference in 1959, and at a time when newly affluent British
working class voters seemed to be voting Tory, and when the Italian Canter Left
experiment begun in 1962 was first being envisaged. The "flattening" of old
historical socio-economic differences had its cultural counterpart in the new
structuralist, “col&“ and culturally relativist readings of societies, Humanism,
and historical culture as the relays of national "meaning" seemed to be equally
dead.

In this general description, however, one must give France a special
place. Although she partook both of the modernizing hopes and of the new
structuralist ideas (by actually producing them in most instances), France was
to lead her own solitary path, given de Gaulle's insistence in stressing her
specific national "grandeur" and sense of mission. The French national identity
both in political and strategic terms was thus reinforced preclsely at the time
in which Am;rica and other European countries were instead subsuming theirs in
the name of new transnational trends. The deepest positive implications of what
was then perceived as France's disruptive and dangerous solitary posture, are
being felt today precisely at a time in which national cultural identities have

once again become crucial issues,

II, Radicalism as Counter-Culture

The onslaught of the new left in the late 1960's and early 1970's was
originally perceived as having dealt a deathblow to the "end of ideology"

theories of the optimistic late 1950's. With a greater time perspective we can
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now see that even though the return to political radicalism and voluntarism and
the rise of militant new lefts both iﬁ Europe and in America seemed to
contradict the credos of the modernization theories, radicalism as counter-
culture shared many of the same cultural assumptions of modernization. In both
cases sﬁcial and economic determinants remained primordial and culture remained
anthropological in essence. The same elements of the equation were simply
inverted. The modernizers had given the primacy to economic development,
assuming that society would follow. Caught by surprise by the new radicalism,
they blamed a too rapid and uneven msdernization as the root cause for the
return of political ideology and left-wing manifestations. The radicals instead
gave primacy to soclety over economic imperatives and wished to bring on a
counter-culture that was every bit as cut off from the past and from humanist
high "Culture” as the sleek modernist culture of the modernizers. In both cases
social-cultural trends still remained intertwined and were related to an
economic setting characterized this time by economic sludginess as opposed to
growth,

As for culture, often equated with "counter-culture®,it continued to be
seen as subservient to soclety's own jagged development. Radicalism in its
American and European incarnation was still perceived as a transnational
phenomenon, a common response whether in Berlin, Paris, Rome, Berkeley or
Columbia to modernization and its discontents. "The Movement" was to be every
bit as non-national as the advanced industrial socleties it sought to dismantle.
Thus the social sciences did not come under attack in the name of a newly
rediscovered humanism but in the name of a semi-marxist radicalism that was even

more anti-Culture with a capital "C." It is significant to stress that as the
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Left matured after 1968 into two different strands, a political and a counter-
éultural, both should retain this international orientation. Eurocommunism.l
Eurosocialism and even Euroterrorism appeared in the 1970's as the only respoﬁse
to a modernizing culture that seemed to have destroyed all the conceptual
meaning in a national identity. Significantly, the advent of radicalism did not
cut off European-American cultural links since the new anti-Americanism
emanating from the Vietnam war and from a quasl marxist critique of society's
development was shared by the same groups on both sides of the Atlantic, just as
the American model had been shared by ghe modernizers.

If both modernization and radicalism aspired to universallist tendencies on
both sides of the Atlantic, then where did the new trends toward nationalist-
culture and history find their rooting? What happened in the 1970's that upset

the universalizing certitudes of both modernizers and revolutionaries?

The Past as Culture

The generation that produced the radical revival of the late 1960's was
also responsible for the opening of the secret closets of each national past.
Paradoxically however, while it dreamed of revolution and social utopias, its )
éonfrontation with the past was not "programmatic". It was rather the unintended
result of an intense emotional malaise with respect to the parents'generation.
The young people of 1968, protected by birth from the reality of World War II,
looked into the dark years of Europe at first as a mere rhetorical way of
finding ammunition for their accusations against a "repressive" parental regime

and society. It was a measure of the ahistorical climate of the 1950's and
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1960's that French students in 1968 could equate the French riot police (C.R.S.)
with the 5.S. or compare themselves to German Jews. Fascism and Nazism became
household words in an erroneous flattening of history but in the process
however, the generation of 1968 lifted the 1lid on the past with its taboos and
began délving into the underside of its own national history, looking for
unvarnished and even‘disagreeable truths.

The counter-cultural strain of 1968 would lead in the 1970's to a growing
taking into account and open confrontation with the prewar and war past. In
France, the Occupation was revived tﬁrough such films as Marcel Ophuls' The

Sorrow and the Pity and Lacombe Lucien; in Italy Fascism was evoked in

Bertolucci's The Conformist, and in Germany, the Nazi and postwar occupation

past slowly emerged with a new film generation dominated by Fassbinder,

especially in his _Marriapge of Maria Braun. A similar encounter with the past

also took place in America when the McCarthy years and the American radical
tradition were once again revived, with equally symptomatic even if artistically

minor f£ilms such as Reds and Julia.

Evoking and exorcising a forgotten past in the wake of 1968 was an
essentially political act whose generational repercussions could still be shared
on both sides of the Atlantic. For the past to become Culture (once again with a
capital "C"}, and to be perceived as the determinant element in shaping each
nation's future, and therefore as a potentially divisive force, the entire
transnational edifice of the postwar period with its socio-economic hopes had to
be questioned. This tock place starting in the mid-1970's when cultural and
strategic factors-converged to undermine the last International incarnation of

these modernizing hopes, detente.
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In a paradox of sorts, 1968 marked the end of non-ideolqgical reformist .
hopes both in the West and in the East with the suppression of the Prague
spring, but it actually reinforced an era of superpower co-operation which
-transfered these hopes to the level of international relations., Because the West
did not budge when the Soviet pact "normalized" Czechoslovakia in 1968, thus
effectively recognizing the division of Europe into two blocs and Soviet
legitimacy over its side, the way was opened for greater co-operation between
the superpowers, and its correlate, greater intra-European co-operation. The new
encounters stemming from detente between Eastern and Western Europe, were
supposed to take place in the realm of economic and technological exchange;
cultural and social links in such a modernizing vision, were assumed to follow
in a typically subordinated fashion, but the culture in question was clearly

that of life styles and not of "essence."

The ultimate victor of this short-lived period of detente turned out to
be Culture, not the "superficial” consensus variety envisaged by the official
exchanges for whom Prague in 1968 had only been an "incident de parcours”, but
that which made Western Europe realize its quintessential spiritual identity
with Eastern Europe, an Eastern Europe iqcreasingly perceived as captilve.
Detente had led many to hope that the Eastern bloc would evolve toward greater
freedoms, a hope whose highpoint was marked by the signing of the Helsinki
accords in 1975. Subsequent Soviet failure to comply with the human rights
provisions of these accords, combined with the growing adventurism of Soviet
military power (in Angola and later in Afghanistan) only confirmed the anti-
totalitarian reading of Soviet reality strikingly brought home for a new postwar

generation and for the Left this time, by Solzhenitsyn's Gulag Archipelago.
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The current return to the primacy of culture in Europe over social and
economie change is the child of both detente hopes and post-detente despair. The
repression of dissidents, the stifling of cultural life in the East as well as
in the Soviet Union itself, made all previous modernizing references to a
sociological rapprochement between East and West (the convergence theories of
the early 1960's and their detente translations) ludicrous. Culture suddenly
became the only conceptual handle that could both unite East and West while also
measuring the full human implications of the abyss in their political and socio-
economic differences. It is this new '"discovery" (for the Western Left this time
as well as for the Right) of Eastern Europe not only as a victim but also as a
central stake 1in Western Europe's own ildentity which became the crucial new
component In the geo-strategic considerations of the 1980's.

This new European awareness of the Soviet Union as a threat should have
been tallied as a positive element in the ledger of European-American relations
were it not for the fact that it led to quite diverse consequences in different
European countries, As Culture became a reality of its own cut off from the
socio-economic hopes of the postwar period and of detente, it became the perfect
filter through which each country could reassess its relationship to its own
past, and to the American component of its postwar itinerary. Paradoxically, just
as the liberal democratic values which lay behind the term "West" received full
validation with a major critical assessment of the Soviet Union, "Europe" (and
not just Western Europe) emerged as the key new reference in the return to
"Culture." Culture became to a large extent a new source of tensions between
Europe and the United States precisely to the degree in which "Europe" was

judged to be compatible with or different from the term "West.,™
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The decline of detente produced this conceptual "West"/"Europe" cleavage .
in European-American relations. But the ultimate implications of this cleavage
‘transcend strateglc considerations and touch the deepest roots of the cultural
differences between Europe and America. For all of its support and concern,
America has tended to perceive the problems of the "other” Europe in purely
ideological terms, Its emotional ties to Eastern Europe are minimal compared to
the passionate relationship it still entertains with Western Europe (as shown
with every snag and crisis within the Alliance), a relationship America will
never have with the Pacific Basin no matter what the trade figures show. In
America, the plight of dissidents was the cause for human concern and
mobilization, political accusations and for a clear appreciation of the fruits
of liberty.

Western Eurcpe's link with Eastern Europe is infinitely more complex. The

very conditions cf life of the dissidents, the literature they produced and the
courageous stands they took were so many confirmations that somewhere, Eurcpe's
deepest philosophical values and cultural identity were to be found precisely on
the "other" side far from the contented media driven banalities of the West's
success. Modernizers and radicals gave way to nostalgics with a sense of
mission. Europe's "Western" commitment could be reiterated on the level of
mundane socio-political economlic and strategic matters, but somewhere, her
loftiest wvalues and her truest historical battles and expressions were to be
found in the human and literary production of the East. For Western Europeans,
Eastern Europe contained a hidden long lost truth ahbout themselves; for
Americans instead it only proved the wvalidity of their own views. More than
anything else this fundamental difference of perception can explain the gradual

separation in European-American cultural trends, ' .
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But within Europe itself, the dissonance of cultural priorities and
national metaphysical questions is such that one can wonder whether it is more
appropriate to stress their similarities or differences. For the sake of clarity
and because of their major importance I shall confine myself to a comparison of
the two key Western European actors, France and Germany in their cultural

itinerary and its implications for European-aAmerican relations.

France and Germany:; the geopraphy of values wversus the value of geography?

France and Germany are the perfect incarnations of the double-edged
implications of culture in the Eurdpean identity. Their inversely symmetrical
itinerary within the Alliance which led them to trade their status by the early
1980's- France becoming the stalwart ally and Germany the troubled and troubling
partner-is the direct result of a search for fundamental values and identity in
a Europe in transition. The same cultural political developments had different
repercussibns on both national contexts, because national identity meant such
different things in each country. In France it was intertwined with democratic
universalism through the revolutionary tradition and with the sense of a
hallowed past, whereas in Germany the. contemporary division of the Nation could
only be perceived as one particularly painful chapter in a long history of a
splintered national identity in search of: its stable territorial base, a quest
best known as the German "question."

The cultural and strategic metapmorphoses of the 1970's we¥e most
beneficial to France (and to French-American relations) while they could only

render Germany more fragile. In cultural terms, the impact of the Gulag
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revelations and the Soviet Union's aggressive anti-human rights behavior
transformed the French intellectual context and subsequently the Left itself. As
the very bases of the Russian revolution with its anti-pluralist totalitarian
elements were stressed (as opposed to its subsequent stalinist degradation) in
explaining the nature of the Soviet system, the implications were bound to
boomerang on the "mother" of all modern revolutions, the French Revolution.
French intellectual and socio-cultural trends in the 1970's thus converged in a
new more open adherence to formal democratic values, and in a questioning of
traditional left-wing revolutionary ideoclogy. The Soviet model was rejected agd
in its place emerged America as a positive reference point, both for its social
dynamism and democratic culture. Anti-American in its cultural and national

orientations under de Gaulle, France thus became the only European country where

the "successor" generation was more favorably disposed toward the United States
than its fathers. The high point of this "pro-Americanism" was reached under the
Socialist government of Francois Mitterrand, where France became (for its own
national interests) a stalwart American ally and a crucial Western bastion in
the Euromissile debate of the early 1980's.

It is important to dwell on the reasons for this growing Franco-American
entente because they are unique to the two countriespand cannot be reproduced
elsewhere In Eurcpe. First of all, France's pro-Americanism today would not have
been possible without the Gaullist crystallization of a strong nationalist
identity in the postwar years. By giving France a sense of national "purpose"
and a strategic identity at a time when other Western countries were still
imbued execlusively with the twin ahistorical gods of economic and social

modernization, de Gaulle preserved France's vital link to her past and did not




19

make French history and culture symbolically incompatible with the achievements
of the 1960's.

Secondly, and most Iimportant in the long run, France and America are the
only two countries whose (modern in the case of France) political and national
identity 1is anchored in the universal precepts of the Enlightenment and its
political correlate, Democracy. Although throughout most of the 19th and 20th
centuries French democracy defined itself in terms that were highly incompatible
with the American democratic tradition because of the strong opposition to
democracy and the Revolution in many sectors of French society and later because
of the major pull effect of the Russian Revolution, the implementation of the
democratic ideal was very much the gulding thread in beth natiens'history. Now
that the left-wing revolutionary models have regressed and that French culture
and society has opened to America,the two countries share very similar
theoretical and social preoccupations as to the meaning of democracy.

Their historical twinning is made all the more visible at present by the
long string of concomitant bicentennial celebrations of the 1980's which began
with the battle of Yorktown and will reach a high point with the bicentennial of
the American Constitution this year (plus the Bill of Rights in 1991) and the
French Revolution in 1989. Indeed one could almost say that America and France
have recently indulged in very much of an exclusive special symbolic
relationship stretching over their common two centuries from Yorktown, to the
major 40th anniversary D-Day celebrations (in which France played a determining
role unlike in 1964 for the twentieth anniversary under de Gaulle), and
including the centennial of the Statue of Liberty.

More socially and politically relevant, France, at last secure in the

Constitution of the Fifth Republic, has come to share American like
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precccupations with the separation of powers and balance of powers at the
political level. This is particularly visible in the interest generated in
French political debates by the French Constitutional Council as a strengthened
judiciary counterweight and in the deep interest manifested in France for the
bicentennial of the American Constitution. At a social level, France In coming
to grips with the immigrant question 1s confronting the full implications of its
universalist democratic identity, In ways that can be best compared with the
American experience. Despite the very real economie, strategic, and political
clashes that Inevitably arise in the day to day dealings bewtween the two
countries, it is important to realize to what an extent for France and America,
returning to their essential naticnal identities, means returning to the same

universalist democratic heritage. What used te be the rhetoric of diplomatic

banquets has now become a cultural reality based on the geography of values, .
No similar dynamic cultural-political twinning can be found beéween
America and other Eurcpean countries, not even with England, America's "mother."

Germany's cultural distancing from America has been as spectacular as France's
rapprochement. Confronted wich a broken national identity straddling the East-
West divide, cut off from her past by the Nazi caesura, Germany plunged into the
ahistorical culture of modernization of the 1950's and 1960's as the only
possible identity. Democracy, Americanization and modernization were the three
pillars of her postwar commitment, and all three had only tenuous roots with her
national past. When modernization was contested starting in the late 1960's,
anti-Americanism was not far behind, and democracy, lacking all the symbolic and
historical charge of a French or American setting, rapidly became a process, a

meer pragmatlc vehicle (and even then contested by many whether Green ox
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terrorist) for far deeper questions of identity, whose roots lay in a field of
historical and strategic taboos.

Detente had promised some relief for the German identity by permitting
bridges between the two halves of the Nation. Its end and the subsequent anti-
totalitarian thinking that had galvanized France into a closer relationship with
the United States left Germany in a highly precarious position. Having a piece
of herself in that "other" Europe the West was rediscovering with passion, she
could not afford to antagonize the Soviet power on whom her national cultural
unity depended. She was therefore mofe than diffident of the East-West
disequilibriums generated by Polish passicns, at a time when France, because of
her renewed commitment to formal liberties, embraced the cause of Sclidarnosec.

As for the links with America, their very intensity in the 1950's and
1960's, could only make them become relatively weaker with the passing of time.
And it has been precisely in the realm of culture that this distancing can most
be felt. Since in the 1950's Germany virtually embraced the modernizing
anthropelogical notion of culture, along with American-like institutions and
models, all return to her own cultural preoccupations could only be perceived as
a distancing from America and her values. It is unlikely that the bicentennial
of the American Constitution will elicit in Germany the same cultural and .
intellectual interest as in France where it is now perceived as a key document
and has led to wide scholarly and intellectual debate. According to Dieter Boll,
a Die Zelt editor, in Germany especially ;mong the intellectuals there has been
indifference or the desire to stress the Constitution's flaws, its silence over
slavery and the fact that one had to wait until 1791 for a Bill of Rights.

This Franco-Amerlcan democratic festschrift does not lie at the heart of

Germany's current preoccupations with her own deepest national identity. This
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identity can find no equivalent sounding chord in the American setting, despite
the common existence of nuclear-free movements. Democratic, constitutional or
social issues are not the key components in this quest whose roots must be found
in Germany's territorial split, and in her geographic position. Preoccupations
with the territory, its purity, the link between nuclear fear and ecological
pursuits, the crusade for the dying forests have taken on in Germany
metaphysical natlonal connotations which other ecological groups elsewhere have
lacked. And even though much ado was made recently over a book in which a German
journalist lived for two years disguised as a Turk presenting from the inside
all the horrors of being a gastarbeiter in Germany, the stir was based on
humanitarian grounds. It did not hit at the core of German cultural
preoccupations as the immigrant question has in France. The Turks for all of
their physical presence in Germany were simply not part of her own cultural .
definition. For all of its provocative crudity, Daniel Cohn-Bendit's quip that
at times he felt it was easier to mobilize Germans to save six million trees
than six million Jews depicts the latent tension between humanitarian and
Germanic concerns, even among a pecople now Iimbued with peace, and third Worldist
angst.

| The values of geography and of hiséory cannot be sacrificed with impunity
on the postwar altar of ideological divides. Leaving aside all political
implications to focus only on culture, symbols have their weight. A Franco-
German meeting of international relations and political science experts was held
in June in Hamburg to discuss ways of strengthening Franco-German co-operation
in all areas, whether technological, cultural, economic, diplomatic and

military. The French expressed thelr fears of weakening bonds, and the Germans
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reiterated thelr Western commitment. But the two deepest cultural messages were
outside the meeting rooms. Hamburg's historical and economic strength and self-
confidence were incarnated in the powerful Hanseatlc Rathaus where the meeting
took place and in the impressive statue of Bismarck nearby. And the entire lobby
of the Rathaus was taken over by a major exhibit which celebrated in bold
positive tones the 70th anniversary of the Soviet Revolution in Hamburg's
neighboring sister port city, lenigrad. A similar city run exhibit in Paris that

same week was celebrating the 70th anniversary of the arrival of Pershing's

- troops in World War I. As Germany seeks to give itself once more a positive

cultural and historical identity, there will be many more references to Hamburg,
to Prussia, to Bismarck, and to her "Eastern" links, all of which will produce a

concomitant feeling of detachment if not unease among her Western partners,

The extreme cases of Germany and France would not merit such close
scrutiny if they did not point to the key questions that must be raised for any
debate on the current nature of American-European relations. Can the present
introversion into one's own national past be only a passing necessary phase of
national psychological reconstruction on the way toward a more serene European
identity? Will the very real similarity in the social organization of Western
societies, in the common economic perceptions of European-wide problems gain the
upper hand and relegate today's burning cultural questions to the "pre-history"
of a new common EEC identity, one in which social and cultural trends will once
again be coupled? Will Gorbachev with his new reforms and "look" strengthen the
inherent tension between Western and Mitteleuropean sentiments on the part of

France and Germany, as each strives to act on behalf of "her own" Eastern
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Europe? Will America encourage this tension between "West" and "Europe” by .
giving the Impression that she will give top priority to superpower arms accords
to the detriment of Western European strategic worries and human rights
considerations in Eastern Europe?

One thing is certain. America will have to learn to live with a Western
Europe whose geometrie variable will be above all cultural. In a hierarchy of
European-American tensions, the old bilateral and the new EEC political and
economic differences will appear to be nearly manageable, the very result of a
postwar transatlantic dream of socio-economic kinship come true, compared ta the
divisions over strategy with their powerful cultural substrates. In Europe, the
EEC may one day conquer outer space but only a complete Europe "from the

Atlantic to the Urals" can conquer the imagination.
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Whatever happened to NATO's out-of-area problem, so called? .

It was out of fashion with strategists for a season or two, then
became terrorism, now is back again in familiar debates about the
military roles of the allies in the Gulf. The current roﬁnd of
debate is a reminder that the set of issues clustered uneasily
under the label "out of area" will not go away. Soviet
misbehavior will again mix up with internal instability in
regions beyond Europe. When those regions have resources or
allies or historic significanée for one or several NATO members,
those issues will affect the Alliance as well. Indeed, they seem
likely, in the future as in the past, to pose more serious
threats to the Alliance than security issues inside Europe.

Yet not everything about the issue is the same old story.

out of the limelight, things have happened. 1In particular, the
American governmental machine has become seized of the problem
over the last few years. That machine, cumbersome and fractious,
is often slow to turn to a new problem. Once turned, however,
and particularly once "metal is bent" -- once plans start
becoming hardware -- it is not as quickly diverted as the
fashions of strategists. So, too, the allies have begun to
develop an appreoach to issues outside Europe, within but mostly
outside their formal Alliance. That offers some hope that the
next crisis will not find the allies in disarray. Yet the debate
over the American reflagging and then protection of Kuwaiti oil
tankers in the Gulf indicates the limits of that informal

cooperation, and it demonstrates how easy it. is for the American .\
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response to become the focus of inter-allied debate, rather than
the nature of the security challenge. | |
The Shadow of History

For openers, a few historical reminders are apt. The term
"out of area" is particularly infelicitous even for an Alliance
in which infelicitous jargon abounds. It suggests both that
there is an area and that the rest of the world is "out" of it.
No doubt that connotation appegls neither to the Europeans who
are located in the action nor to those in the rest of the world
who are defined as out of it (although sometimes that status must
appeal to those who can remain "out"). At one level,'of course,
the term "out of area" only reflects the geographical limit of
NATO to areas north of the Tropic of Cancer.l The last refuge
for those allies discomforted by discussions of "out-of-area"
issues is to try to kill the canversation at birth by declaring
that since NATO as an alliance is limited to Europe there really
is nothing to discuss.

The out-of-area issue is hardly new, In fact, in a very
real sense, it was such an issue -- the Korean war =-- that |
touched off the American miliﬁary build-up and allied cooperation
that turned NATO from a set of security guarantees into a real
military alliance, even though NATO as an institution was not
involved in Korea. =

At the same time, a cursory review of that early Alliance

history shows just how divided the allies have been over security

>
-

issues outside Europe. Then, it was the Europeans exhorting
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Washington to pay more attention to security issues beyond Europe
aﬁd the United States hanging back, fearing it would be drawn
into the residual colonial conflicts of the major European
powers. Indeed, the original geographic limitation of NATO came
at American insistence, not European.

The shaping of the North Atlantic Treaty reflected these
varying European and American interests. France, for example,
pushed for the inclusion of Italy, at the time problemétic,
because the French wanted to éxtend the Alliance into the
Mediterranean, thus strengthening the argqument for the inclusion
of then-French Algeria. There was also fhe notion of an alliance
with three categories of members: a core group, plus associate
members linked by strictly military relations (Portugal) or given
one-way aid in return for limited cooperation (Sweden), plus a
more peripheral category of, for example, former colonies. The
idea appealed to some Europeans and also to some Americans,
though to the latter for different reasons: it would have
provided for a differentiated link to, especially, Portugal, an
ideological outcast from which the allies only wanted real estate
in any case.

However, American Undersecretary of étate Robert Lovett
derided the idea as nresident members, non-resident members and
summer privileges," and it never was a starter.? Leaders at.
the time recognized that it would have permitted countries to

have most of the benefits oﬁ full membership at less cost and

responsibility -- thus institutionalizing temptations toward -
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free-riding. StilII, it is intriguing to speculate about how the
issue of security threats beyond Europe would look ﬁow if NATO
had developed in such an expanded form.

The United States declined to intervene beyond Europe again
and again, despite Korea: in 1949-50 it resisted a British call
for a commitment to defend Southeast Asia; in 1954 it decided not
to come to the aid of the beleaguered French garrison at Dien
Bien Phu; and still later in the decade it rebuffed General de

Gaulle's call for a directoire of Britain, France and the United

States to set common global policies. Suez was the most searing
episode of this series, given both the special Anglo-American
connection and the fact that Britain and France were at war.
From it the three allies learned guite different lessons, ones
that have run through more recent episodes: the United States
became determined that allied tails should not again be permitted
to wave the American dog, especially not in the Middle East;
while, as the saying has it, Britain decided that it should never
again mount a major operation without the United States, and
France that it should never do so if American support was
necessary (a lesson it regarded as reinforced in 1984 when the
United States abruptly withdrew its garrison from Lebanon without
consulting its allies in advance).

The early episodes, cast against more recent history,
suggest that arguments are the same but which allies hold which
side changes, with Europeans and Americans in their turn pressing

for involvement beyond Europe. These past disagreements serve as
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hlliance, that current strains are novel when compared to a past

_ an antidote to the sense, frequent in commentaries on the

that was somehow a golden age of agreeﬁent. They also suggest
caution in assuming that Europeans or Americans have a monopoly
on wisdom in any particular case. Most Europeans, even most
Britons, probably would now agree that the United States was
right about Suez, just as most Americans are now persuaded that
Europeans were right about Vietnaﬁ.

Finally, the out-of-area label covers a diverse set of
issues, a reminder that recent debates make even more apposite.
In that sense as well, the label confuses more than it
enlightens, for there is no place called "out of Area." It is

useful to distinguish among three categories of issues under that .

label.3 one is disputes over former or remaining "colonial"
territories, such as the Falklands/Malvinas. These are hard to
foresee, and the allies not directly involved are bound to hope
that the disputes will be over quickly.

A second category is crises that are regarded as critical by
one or another ally, and so becomé indirectly related to Alliance
security as a whole. Central Amefica is a current example.

There is a visible Eurcpean-American fault line over the
implications of that region's crisis for international security.
Just as visibly, however, European governments have an inéentive
to mﬁte‘their criticism of the United States because European
stakes in Central American are so slender by comparison to their

interests in the alliance with Washington. There is no
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"solution" to the European-American disagreement, but both sides
have reason to contain their differences of view.

Direct Effects: The Question of Terrorism

The third category is the most crucial. It comprises issues
that all allies would agree have direct effects on Alliance
security, even if those allies disagree about what to dc. For
the near future, those direct effects seem likely to be most at
play in the region of the Persian Gulf and Middle East. Only
there will the elements of sffategic importance come together:
adjacency to NATO members and to the Soviet Union, the imperative
of o0il coupled with differing European and American
vulnerabilities, and the presence of Israel as a strategic ally,
especially to the United States,

One question for discussion is whether other issues might
become harder to contain in inter-allied discussions, and so
slide into this third category. As southern Africa's agony
A unfolds, for instance, the allies surely will be-affected in
different measure, differences that might be magnified in their
internal politics.4 Unilateral actions by different nations,
perhaps most likely the United States, will provoke strain;
indeed, they a;ready have, for the United States has enacted
sanctions against South Africa of which most European governing
establishments are skeptical. ~

Yet.pouthérn Africa's minerals are not a strateglic stake to
compare with Gulf oil, nor does the East-West competition in the

region seem a preoccupying strategic interest. 1In this sense, -
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while the allies may be differentially affected by events in .
southern Africa, none of them wiil be all that much affected. Or —
such is my hypothesis, to be tested in discussion.

. From the perspective of the end of the 1980s, terrorism
appears a harder issue, for it does straddle the second and thirdg
categories. It is in the second because terrorist threats or
actions will affect particular allies, at least at any given
time. And so those nations will be tempted to take unilateral
action, even to the point of éutting‘deals with terr;rists, and
those actions will be deemed understandable to their allies, at
least in some degree. The secret American arms sales to Iran in
1985-86 are the most striking case in point, but similar desires

to protect or recover hostages have been reflected in French or

German actions as well.

Yet terrorism is in the third category because there is no
gainsaying its direct effects on alliance security. It is a
security issue, for what could be more so than the ability of
sovereign nations to protect their citizens (although why
citizens of any ally who are foolish enough to stay in Beirut
should deserve protection is a puzzle). If cutting separate
deals is understandable, it still seems lamentable: terrorists,
acting from weakness, are bound to pick on the target most likely
to be vulnerable, hence solidarity in the face of such threats is
critical.

The pattern of events leading to the American bombing of
Libya in April 1986 is tiresomely familiar in Alliance history: - .
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the United States identified a problem and framed a response; the
major European states agreed, more or less, with the
identification of the problem but eéxpressed reservatlons about
the response; those nations then moved over time to take-more
action, although still less than the United States desired, as
much from a desire to forestall a U.S. military strike as from
conviction that the action made sense; and in the end they got
just the military strike they had feared.

In the wake of terrorist attacks at the Rome and Vienna
airports in December 1985, the United States, alleging Libyan
complicity, put together a broad package of sanctions against
that nation. The EEC countries, whose trade with Libya in 1985
amounted to $10.2 billion and who had some 40,000 citizens
working in Libya, reacted coolly. In January 1986 they declined
to follow the U.S. lead but did pledge not to undercut American
sanctions; they also imposed a ban on arms sales to countries
that are "clearly implicated i; supporting terrorism," although
they stopped short of mentioned Libya specifically. 1In March,
stepped up U.S. naval exercises in the Gulf of Sidra resulted in
clashes between the United States and Libya; two Libyan patrol.
boats were destroyed, and Libyan leader Muammar Qadafy vowed
retaliation.

At this point, western European leaders criticized LiQ?a but
also expressed concern that any American military action would be
counterproductive; for its part, the Reagan Administration

admitted frustration with the tepid European response. On Apfil
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and civi;ians were killed when a bomb exploded in a West Berlin

.3 a bomb went off on a TWA jet, and on the 6th U.S. servicemen

disco. The Administration sent a representative to Europe to
round up support for military action; France and the Federal
Republic each expelled two Libyan diplomats. ©n the 14th the
U.S. struck, both with carrier-based aircraft and with F-11l1s
based in Britain; British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher had
permitted U.S. use of British bases, but France had refused the
F-1llls permission to overfly'France.

The American strike was widely popular in the United States
(and, paradoxically, in France), but opinion polls in Britain ang
Germany recorded two-thirds to three-quarter majorities opposed
to the bombing. After the fact, the consequences of the action .
were, again typically, controverted: by most counts terrorist
incidents did not diminish but major attacks on American citizens
did. American tourists stayed away from Europe in drdves in the
summer of 1986 (although the falling dollar probably was more of
the reason than fear of Qadafy). In most respects, the strains
of the affair were short-lived, pérhaps because even if many
Eurcpeans disapproved of the raid, they could hardly fail to
sympathize with the anger that the West éerlin bombing had
aroused in the United States. Mrs. Thatcher, for example, was
first thought to be in electoral trouble because of her support
for the raid, but she was re-elected handily in June 1987 in a
campaign in which the incidgnt scarcely figured.

Focus on the Middle East and Gulf
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In the years after the fall of the shah propelled
out-of-area questions to the fore, much of thé debate between
Europeans and Americans (and within both groups) was stylized,
tedious and unproductive. Real differences of view have been
obscured, not sharpened. When Europeans have warned against the
danger of importing an out-of-area crisis, like Afghanistan, into
Europe, Americans have pointed at who started the crisis in the
first place. When Europeans'haVe worried that American forces
constructed for contingencies’in the region will be too small to
confront the Soviet Union, yet so big as to pose a threat to
states of the region, hence will be destabilizing rather than the
reverse, Americans have responded that some force surely is
better than none.

When Europeans have argued that the United States was prone.
to give too much pride of place to military instruments in
dealing with turmoil in Southweg} Asia, Americans have retorted
that military power had to be some part of the response. And
they would have asked just what there was, anyway, in the box
Europeans labelled "political and economic" measures. When
Europeans have pressed the United States to be more venturesome
in seeking movement on the Arab-Israeli conflict, Americans have
responded that even if that conflict magically were "“solved,"
there still would be sources aplenty of tension in the regiaep.
And so on -- and on.

Plainly, some of these differences between Eurcpeans and

Americans, and within each group, are real. They reflect s
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-~ differing capabilities, interests and domestic politics, in a mix

£hat is hard to sort out in any given instance. Europeans do
have a stake in stability along the East-West divide in Europe
that, while shared in principle by the United states, haé a
concrete force for them it does not for Americans. In the
aftermath of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, for
example, German and other European officials constantly echoed
the view that the Soviet invasion was a grave matter, and the
West had to react strongly. 'Yet another view of the threat,
seldom explicit, broke through the surface of the debate.

In that view, Afghanistan mattered but did not change the basic
East-West balance. Soviet weaknesses remained. Besides, the

invasion owed something to Western policy: to signals of

disinterest in the fate of Afghanistan after the April 1978 coup
and to America's inability to provide much by way of positive
incentives for Soviet restraint in Soviet-American detente, for
instance by getting SALT II ratified. This view also stressed
the interest in protecting European detente even in a time of
superpower tension, an obvious reflection of the different stakes
between Europe and America. The West should not be the first to
import tension into Europe from outside it.S

Or, the United States does have a complex of domestic
politics surrounding its relations with Israel that has no close
counferpart in European domestic politicé, with the very special
exception of the Federal Republic. And even if the Europeans

should agree that military measures beyond Europe have a role to
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play, only Britain and France have much to contribute.

Europeans are nmore dependent on Gulf oil than the United
States, even if that difference as well as its implications often
are caricatured. The United States and its major Europeaﬁ allies
all depend on oil for about half their total energy recuirements.
However, in 1979, for instance, oil imports accounted for 45.7
percent of total oil consumption for the United States but 100
percent for the Pederal Republic, 80.7 percent for Prance (and
45.5 percent for Britain, a number that was declining as North
Sea oil came on stream).® Of those imports, only 38.7 percent
came from the Middle East (including Libya) for the United States
but. 72.2 percent for France (and 41.9% percent for Germany).
Thirty percent of American oil imports came from the Gulf, as
against 62 percent of European imports.

Declining oil prices, especially in America, in the 1980's
muted the issue; indeed, a cynic (or a Marxist) would point to
0il prices as the key determinant of attention, or lack thereof,
to security issues in the Gulf. Yet the basic difference will
remain: particular European countries have somewhat different
interests in imported oil, but generally imported oil, and
imported oil from the Middle East and Guif, are more important to
them than to the United States. On its face, it is not clear
what that difference of interest should imply for European . _
policies. Americans are tempted to argue that it should make
Europeans even more attentiye than Americans to threats to the

supply of Gulf oil, hence more prepared to take action to addfess
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those threats; after all the oil is, in an important sense, more

‘crucial to them than to the United States.

Yet since the oil is essential for them in the short run,
that becomes a constraint; for the Europeans, the short‘rﬁn
imperative is likely to dominate longer-term interests. By
contrast, the United States, less immediately dependent, has more
freedom for the maneuver. Hence policies like those pursued by
France after 1973 -- a staunchly pro-Arab stance, coupled with
efforts to make bilateral oii deals with Arab producers and with
firm opposition to any grouping of consumers that might be
construed as hostile to producers =-- were frustrating for
American leaders, but they were not necessarily irrational from

Prance's perspective.7 They may have been short-sighted, but

they were not ir;ational.

Yet little by little through the fog of the debaters!
debate, the allies have come to agree that crises in the Gulf and
Middle East do have direct effects on them and their Alliance.
Crises in that region would spill over into NATO almost
automatically. That was true of Vietnam, a fact that Europeans
resented. The United States several times drew down in its
garrison in Europe to send troops to Vietnam, and throughout it
robbed operating budgets in Europe to finance the war in Asia.

It was true during the 1973 Middle East war when the United
Statés asked permission to re-supply Israel through bases in
Europe. Even Britain was reluctant. In Henry Kissinger's words,

wBritain did not have to refuse permission because it was plain .
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that the United States 'should not ask.'" The episode occasioned
Kfssiﬁger's bitter remark that the allies were "acting as if the
alliance does not exist." The 1973 war also evoked the awesome
prospect of escalation beyond the region when the Soviet Union
seemed to threaten to intervene to save the Egyptian army and the
United States responded with a global nuclear alert.

Recognizing these spill-overs does not settle the question
what to do about crises in the Gulf and Middle East. It remains
difficult to raise the whole-issue in European politics.
Constraints on the use of force by the Federal Republic, first
imposed on it then written into its constitution, run deep into
domestic politics. Among the smaller NATO members of northern
Europe, distaste for military efforts beyond Europe is reinforced
by limited capabilities and by older anti-colonial and
anti-interventionist traditions. Even the British public, as one
-senior British defense official‘put it, "is losing the vocation
for involvement outside Europe."

"Bending Metal" in the United States

Washington's answer to "what to do?" has been substantial,
although much of it went unnoticed when the out-of-area issue
passed from fashion. America's first reaction to events in Iran
and Afghanistan was words, not weapons. In January 1980
President Carter declared that the Persian Gulf was a "vital
U.S. interest and that an assault on it would be "repelled by any
means necessary, including military force." That set in train

concrete steps that were expanded by the Reagan Administration.-’-



1

The Carter Administration created the Rapid Deployment Force
(RDF), later renamed the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force and
finally turned by the Reagan Administration into a full-fledged

~ command, the cgntral Command {CentCom). While the United States
had, even in the late 1970s, some military forces that could have
been deployed into the Gulf, the RDF reflected the realization by
Pentagon planners that the U.S. military had given almost no
thought to what it might actually do in that region, and how. 1In
peacetime, CentCom, 1ocafed in Florida as a compromise in the
absence of any possible Gulf location, remains a planning
operation, bending paper not metal, It has no dedicated forces
of its own but instead "borrows" existing forces for exercises

and would ask to have those forces transferred to it in wartime..

The fact that CentCom has no forces of its own underscores the
spill-over to Eurcpe since any forces assigned to it would
otherwise be available for reinforcing Europe.

The RDF was derided as neither rapid, nor deployable, nor a
force.8 vYet it is far from clear that the epithet still applies,
eveﬂ though the United States has not created new forces.
CentCom has given new missions -- and new life -~ to the U.S.
Marines. Moreover, the defense budgéts of the Reagan
Administration have included money for a range of improvements in
airlift and sealift -- for instance, the United States has some
17 ships deployed at Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean to
pre-position equipment for Marines who would be airlifted in

during a crisis. The new emphasis on mobility has begun to seep.
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into mainline military organizations, most visibly in the U.S,
Army's new interest in light divisions.

The United States has also sought to improve its access to
military facilities in or en route to the region. "En route®
means Europe, especially the Lajes base in the Azores, another
spill-over from out-off-area onto the Alliance. The United
States has upgraded its base at Diego Garcia, and negotiated
access arrangements and improved facilities in Egypt, Oman,
Somalia and Kenya. That haslﬁeen supplemented by security
assistance to countries in or near the region. Egypt has been
the principal recipient, and it now ranks behind only Israel as a
receiver of U.S. assistance. In 1982 the United States agreed to
improve airbases in Turkey. In exchange the United States will
have access to those bases, but only with Turkey's agreement that
the access is for NATO purposes.'

Finally, the ARmerican military presence in the region,
though still small, has increased. Egyptian bases, especially
that at Ras Banas, now host some thousand Americans, and U.S.
forces have joined Egyptian troops in the "Bright Star" series of
exercises. American AWACs aircraft have been deployed to
Saudi Arabia, élong with about several hundred American personnel
to operate them. The U,S. Middle East Force, based at Bahrain,
has been improved. It is joined most of the time by a much
larger U.S. naval presence in the reglon -- a carrier battle
group (some six surface combatants) from the U.S. Seventh Fleet

in the Pacific ~- and sometimes by yet another carrier battle _.
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-group. )

Implications for the Alliance

Question marks still hang over these efforts. One is
acéess, American forces would depend on bases in the region.
Would they get access in a serious crisis that regional states
feared might escalate? Recent events are not encouraging on that
score. Another question mark is the lack of new and dedicated
forces for Gulf contingencies. That would not pose a problem in
small operations -- helping ﬁarticular regimes combat internal
insurgencies, for example. But there would be sharp competition
for forces -—- and the potential for serious strain in the
Alliance =-- if serious fighting was a fact or prospect in several

parts of the globe.

Yet these preparations mean that the United States can bring
a formidable force to bear in the Gulf if it chooses. That was
apparent in 1987. By May, even before the USS Stark was hit by
Iraqi planes, apparently in an error, the U.S. had six warships
in the Gulf, a carrier task force outside it and a battleship
group en route. When the United States talks of military
measures as a necessary, 1f not sufficient, response to threats
in that region, it can quickly back up the talk with Qeeds.

In these circumstances, the inter-allied discussion
resembled earlier debates; what was different, perhaps, was that
Amefican military action was a fact, not a prospect. Europeans
were, as so often, better at criticizing than proposing: what,

they asked, was the point of protecting the Kuwaiti tankers? . .
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More pointedly, why did the Administration seem to be trying to

pick a fight with Iran? To be fair, these questions were ones
Europeans shared with American critiecs of the action, most
notably in the Congress. Iranian attacks on tankers en routé to
or from Kuwait disrupted only one percent of Gulf oil. Indeed,
over the course of the Iran-Iraq war, Pentagon statistics
recorded 93 Iranian attacks on Gulf shipping but 225 by Iraq.

As so often in alliance history, the European reaction (like
that of the U.S. Congress) wéé colored by earlier events. The
reflagging seemed almost desperate, an attempt by a lame-duck
president badly hurt by the Iran-Contra scandal to restore some
credibility to his Administration. It came in the midst of
European-American relations that were already strained over the
course of arms control in Europe. And it seemed eerily
reminiscent of events several years earlier in Lebanon, when the
United States had embarked on a military deployment with little
apparent thought where that course of action was headed.

Not surprisinglg, it 4id not take long for Americans in
Congress and elsewhere to ask what the Europeans were doing to
help. Why not a multilateral force? After all, the oil
supposedly being protected was pre-eminently that of the allies:
Italy received 49 percent of its total oil consumption from the
Gulf, France 32 percent (and Japan 59 percﬁnt), but the U.Sﬁ‘only
6 percent.®

Managing the Strain

The episode demonstrated how fragile was the progress that .
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_the United States and its European allies had made in coping with
dut-of-area.issues. The Europeans took the point early in the
1980s that more American attention directed toward contingencies
outside Europe would mean that the Europeans ;ould be calied on
to do more in Europe., That understanding was embodied in NATO's
Southwest Asia Impact Study, an attempt to force NATO planning to
come to grips with the need to offset possible diversioné of
American efforts to the Gulf, In that impact study and in recent
'NATO ministerial meetings, the formal Alliance at least took on
board the need to meet threats beyond Eurcpe and the implications
for the Alliance of (some of) its members doing so.

Most of the rough bargain, however, has been worked out
among those NATO members with stakes and with something to
contribute. A major report by four institutes of foreign affairs
dubbed this the "principal nations" approach.l9 It might be
called, more colorfully, the "consensus of the willing." It is
based on several recogniticns: that several of the European
nations have something to contribute beyond Europe, that there
are advantages iﬂ informal cooperation among them and the United
States, and, critically, that to leave the Gulf to the United
States,in military terms, is to risk not only American policies
the Europeans might dislike but also a political backlash against
the Alliance in the United States. -

‘only Britain and France have forces structured for
deployment outside Europe, though Italy is organizing a small

such force, and several others send naval forces into the Gulf on




21
occasioﬂ. Other allies have bases and facilities to contribute
in getting forces to the Gulf if need be. Britain deploys
several ships into the Indian Ocean from time to time and has
organized its Fifth Infantry Brigade for far-flung opérations;
Several thousand British military and civilian personnel provide
training and other defense services in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Oman
and other countries of the region. For its part, France still
has the largest military presence in the region, at Djibouti, and
sustains gbout a dozen sﬁips in the Indian Ocean. France is
developing a five-division Rapid Action Force, comprising 47,000
men. Given the taboo on out-of-area military deployments, the
Federal Republic's contribution, other than bases en route, has
been mostly financial--economic assistance to Turkey, Pakistan
and other key countries in the region.

The value of some cooperation, loosely organized among the
"willing," in military deployments beyond Europe has been
demonstrated a number of tiﬁes recently. The allies have shared
facilities in American use of British-owned Diego Garcia and
British use of the American base at Ascension Island during the
Falklands/Malvinas war. The United States airlifed French and
Belgian troops into the Shaba region of Zaire during 1978,
suggesting that out-of-area cooperation need not be limited to
the Gulf. -

During the early stages of the Iran-Iraq war in 1980, the
U.S., France, Britain and others maintained a naval presence in

the region. That served to deter any expansion of the warl» As



22

fimportant, the multinational character of the presence diminished .
concerns of local states that would have been aroused by a
U.S.-onlf force -- for instance, that it was merely camouflage
for an attack on Iran. 1In August 1984 the Egyptian and Saudi
governments asked the United States, Britain, France, Italy, and
the Netherlands‘to mount minesweeping operations in the Gulf of
Suez. In all these cases the cooperation was military-to-
military, much of it behind the scenes. The Europeans were thus
able to skirt public opposition to any formalized "allied"
effort; for its part, France could retain its independence,

- insisting that any cooperation, especially with the United
Stafes, was great powers consulting as equals.

The multinational force in Lebanon initially sent in the
summer of 1982 by the U.S., France and Italy, and returned in the .
autumn =-- that time also including a small British contingent =--
at first had some of the same virtues of quiet cooperation. For
a time it contributed some stability to that ravaged country,
though changing circumstances in Lebanon made the enterprise a
disaster in the end. Italian participation, growing out of
Italy's earlier role in the U.N. peacekeeping force in the Sinai,
marked a departure in Italian policy: for the first time since
World War II Italian troops were deployed outside Europe.

In October 1983, however, 241 American Marines and 58 French
in Lebanon were killed in simultaneous car-bomb attacks; Sy
February, public support in the United States for the deployments

had eroded completely, and Washington announced that the troops

L
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would be withdrawn, leaving its allies to fend for themselves.
still, despite its chaotic end, the MNF episocde provoked
suprisingly few recriminations among the allies.

The MNF underscored one powerful European incentive to
participate in military measures beyond Europe: it gives them a
claim to share in American decision—makihg. The MNF foreign
ninisters met fréquently at the margins of other meetings, and
working groups of civilian and military officials produced
gulidelines for allied action'énd provided a discreet opportunity
to air differences. In other cases the incentive is more
negative: Europeans have felt compelled to support American
policies they did not particularly like lest they be excluded
altogether from decisions and thus run the risk of American
policies they liked even less. That was the case during the 1986
American confrontation with Libya and earlier during Iranian
hostage crisis when most of the‘Europeans went along in some
measure, reluctantly, with U.S.-sponsored economic sanctions
against Iran. (In both cases, Eurcpeans did get what they liked
even less -- military action.)

There is an even more important reason for Europeans to be
involved, and be seen to be involved in the military aspects of
approaches to the out-of- area issue. If isolationism is dead in
the United States, it near kin, unilateralism is not. It has
been clearly visible beneath the surface of the debate, partly
reflecting nostalgia for images of past American strength but

partly also reflecting impatience with allies and friends. -
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,.Unilaterélist impulses are spread across the political spectrum .

ﬁut are most powerful on the powerful right -- from
neoconservatives like Irving Kristol who would condition American
support for the defense of Europe on tougher Eurcpean policies
toward the Soviet Union; or those, like Senator Ted Stevens, who
are tempted to draw down American forces in Europe to build them
up for contingencies in the Gulf; or staunch defenders of NATO,
like Senator Sam Nunn, who nevertheless feel that the U.S. bears
too much of the burden of defending Europe, and the Europeans too
little,11

The current state of affairs is somewhat paradoxical in that
European establishments seem almost reconciled to some reduction

in the U.S. military presence in Europe even as there is little

pressure in Congress for such reductions. That pressure could,
however, be brought to the fore, powerfully, by a perception
that the United States was bearing the burden of defending
interests, in particular oil, that were more important té
Europeans than to Americans. Deficit reduction in the United
States will compel defense budget-cutting in any case. Suppose
that coincided with tightened world coil markets and riéing
prices. Trouble-spots in the Gulf would again be the
strategist's fashion. 1In those political circumstances, it would
be imperative for‘Europeans to be seen bearing some of the _
military burden, and risk, of the out-of-area issue.

There is no lack of places to consult when the will is

there. The margins of NATO is one. The seven-nation Western . .
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summits, labelled "economic“ but ranging over political and
security issues,are another, though, having become regular, they
have also become ceremonial. The four Western "Berlin" powers --
the U.S., France, Britain, and the Federal Republic =-- have
meetings at several levels that deal with issues well beyond
Berlin. For the Europeans there are various EEC contexts. And
it has not been beyond the wit of allied leaders to consult,
quietly, in specially-tailorgg groups of two or three. All these
restricted gatherings may displease NATO allies that are
excluded; yet on many occasions they may actually prefer to
remain aloof provided their noses are not rubbed in the fact of
their exclusion.

Neither the small steps taken throuoh the "consensus of the
willing" nor the fact that NATO has edged toward recognizing that
the interests of its members do not end at the Tropic of Cancer
is anv guarantee that the allies will find it easy to confront
the next crisis that propels the out-of-area question onto the
nightly TV news. Nor are they a guarantee that the United
States will not act on its own, as it did in Grenada, to the
consternation or even to the alarm of its allies. To both
propositions the Gulf is again testimony. For security issues
inside Europe, there is some measure of American deference to
European views; after all it is their continent. No such ™~
deference applies outside Europe.

Yet it should be possible to learn some of the lessons of.

past episodes. At least the next time around they may look less
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. like the character from Gilbert and Sullivan waiting for a train

on Saturday afternoon. Saturday is a regular occurrence, he
observes. It is predictable. But somehow it always manages to

catch this railroad by surprise.
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1983; Norman Podhoretz, "The Present Danger," Commentary, March
1980; and Walter Laqueur, "Euro-Neutralism," Commentary, June
1580.
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Nicole GNESOTTO

East—~-West Relations : who is changing what ?

Cyclic by definition, since the £first REAGAN-
GORBACHEV summit in Geneva in- 1985, East-West relations
have moved into a phase of détente. Every channel of
dialogue has been opened, be it bilateral Dbetween the
Soviet Union and the United States {like the talks on
nuclear arms and weapons in space) or multilateral (the
talks on chemical disarmament in Geneva, conventional arms
stability at the CSCE, regiocnal diplomacy at the United
Nations in connection with the Iran/Irag conflict, etc.).

But this easing of tension between East and West is
taking place between different partners playing by new
rules : GORBACHEV's USSR is no longer playing its trad-

itional threatening role, American strategy and coherency ..

with regard to Europe is causing some concern, nuclear
dissuasion is no 1longer taboo and 1is coming in for

———r

criticism from East and West alike, Arms Control has taken

on sweeping dimensions, abolishing whole categories of
weapons, at least on paper, and Europe, the traditional
T e

pawn 1in the East-West conflict, is_also becoming the
testing _ground for. all. these different.changes.

It is true that for the time being all these
innovations remain on a purely rhetorical level : nothing
has changed in'the real balance of East-West political and
military relations. Nothing except the discourse and the
intentions displayed on either side. Indeed this is by no
means an unimportant feature of the current situation, in
which words take on the weight of deeds in the case of
both Soviet Glasnost and American strategy in Europe. But
is the former really as revolutionary as it would have us
believe 7?7 And 1is the latter as unchanged as American
leaders repeatedly assure us ?



I - USSR :.the strategy of confession

* Never was diplomatic discourse more "transparent”
or more sincere than the Soviet discourse of the GORBACHEV

era : never were the Soviets so open about the aims the

est has always attributed to them - denuclearizing
Europe, decoupling Europe and America and creating a new
pan-European security system. This 1s indeed the meaning
of Glasnost diplomacy : Mr. GORBACHEV is finally, un-
ashamedly confessing the wultimate aim of all Soviet
diplomacy over the last forty years.

There 1is therefore ungquestionably a diplomatic
revolution on the part of GORBACHEV, but in the etymolog-
ical - and conservative - sense of the term : a return of
Soviet nuclear strategy to point zero ; as in the nineteen
fifties, when the USSR used the Stockholm appeal to
denounce atomic weapons as "frightful weapons for mass
extermination™ and first use of nuclear arms as "a crime
against humanity" (1).

* The more spectacular Soviet proposals on disarm—
ament thus reveal the coherency and continuity of the
three strategic obijectives of the Soviet Union with regard

to the status and the security of Burope :

. The denuclearization of Western Europe by
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stages, start?ﬁg with European-based American systems
capable of striking Soviet territory (INF-SRINF) and
continuing with short—-range land-based nuclear arms 1in
general, including the American FBSs and European systems
which make up the Alliance's entire tactical nuclear air
force. The GORBACHEV proposal of the INF-SRINF double zero
option {28 February 1987) should be considered in parallel

ceofenn

(1) "L'Humanité" newspaper, 27 March 1950.



with the other Soviet proposals for conventional disarm-
ament : indeed the Budapest appeal in June 1986 and above
all the draft Soviet mandate presented to the CSCE confer-
ence in Vienna in July 1987 include nuclear missiles with
a range of 0 to 500 kilometers and "tactical airborne
strike forces" in the framework of negotiations on conven-—
tional forces in Europe.

. SiEEEEEEEQEELYL——Pne”entlng"“any alternative..
European defence'option. Here too, the Soviet positions on

nuclear and conventional negotiations form a whole. Their
demand for the dismantling of the American warheads on the
72 German Pershing 1A missiles {(July 1987) is de51gned to

e

set a precedent for the Alliance' S two-key,'n-wo—owner

e
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systems present and future : NATO's tactlcal missiles have

e peet otk a3

the same double ownership status as the Pershing 1A
missiles. The second Soviet demand under the INF-SRINF

Ealks, involving the non-transfer and non-conversion of
these systems to allied countries, is also designed to
give the Soviets a say in inspecting NATO's internal
nuclear cooperation arrangements. Finally, the Soviet wish
to include land-based nuclear arms and tactical aircraft
in talks on conventional weapons concerns not only
American weapons but also NATO forces and the tactical
components of third country forces.

So if the USSR has officially renounced its demands
concerning British and French nuclear weapons, it never-
theless means to keep open indirect channels to have them
taken into account little by little.

. And ﬂlnally, preventing a _ relnforcement of
S oz IR
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postures on conventional weapons in Purope aggwgmgg§51ble
redefinition oL NATQ.!s.... flex1bL§, ~Lesponse :. the draft

Soviet mandate for conventional weapon negotiations makes
reducing forces an absolute prerequisite for the opening’

coofann




of talks ; it 1is therefore out of the question as far as
the USSR is concerned that the redistribution of con-
ventional forces in Eurcpe should take the form of an
increage in Western forces. Similarly, the insistence of
the Soviets on including air forces in the conventional
weapons talks 1is aimed at countering any project to
replace the American nuclear dissuasion force in Europe
with a larger airborne component after the INF-SRINF
agreement.

All in all the Soviet positions on arms control in
Europe therefore tend to add up to a coherent plan for the
future security of Europe : the abolition of nuclear

weapons and the return to a strlctly conventional bBaldnce

of power on the contlnent. These are traditional 80viet -
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objectives and 1nterests which should come as no surprise
to us,

¥ When it comes to bilateral strateglc relations
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between the USSR and the USA, however, denuclearlzatlon is
not on the agenda. It is true that Mr. GORBACHEV's rhet-

oric is based on the principle of the total abolition of

nuclear arms in the next fifteen years (plan of 15.01.86).
But the reality of the START negotiations is more modest.

fetat et I et

The aim is still to reduce the American and Soviet

T
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arsenals by 50%, as agreed by the two "Heads of State at

the Reykjavik Summit : each of the two parties would
maintain an overall ceiling of 1600 launchers and 6000
nuclear warheads, i.e. approximately the nuclear potential
Soviets and Americans possessed at the time of SALT II
(1379). Moreover, Dby linking START negotiations with the
SDI issue, the USSR is mortgaging the possibility of a
rapid signature of an agreement to reduce strategic arms
by 50%.
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So if we look beyond official anti-nuclear rhetoric,
Soviet strategy appears to aim at a double order of East-
West relations : on the one hand the European .arena.must

-
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be denuclearized to.leave. a"purelywconvent;gpgkwpalenqe of

power welghted in favour of the USSR, denuclearization
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affecting not only land—based forces but also airborne
nuclear forces. On the other hand, the purely strateglc
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relations between the USSR _and. the USA wqpld reﬁeln

P

Auclear but w1thout _any U S.. superlorlty ':' the ~START
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negotlatlons are suspended because of the SDI issue, but
this has not prevented the USSR from carrying on its own
research on defence systems. Two different weights, two
different measures.

* This strategy of confession thus goes hand in

.hand "with a marked tendency to mimic Western language :

GORBACHEV's revolution in fact consists in raising the
stakes by appropriating developments in Atlantic diplomacy
as his own. The eradication of nuclear arms by the year
2000 was first proposed in 1983 by Mr. REAGAN. The INF
zero option was proposed by the Americans as early as
1981, and the principle of restricting SRINF was included
in the double decision of 1979. Reducing surprise attack
capabilities and conventional imbalances in Europe is an
idea borrowed from the Alliance (communiqué from the
Atlantic Council in Brussels in December 1986 on conven-
tional stability). And as for its discourse on human
rights, the USSR is trying to be more European than the
Europeans by presenting human rights as a major element in
security and proposing a conference on the subject to be
held in Moscow.



GORBACHEV's innovation thus consists in the extremely
apposite use cf other pecple's silent revolution : after
European public opinion and pacifist movements it was the
turn of the American President to make the thesis of the
illegitimacy of nuclear arms his own at a time when Soviet
diplomacy did not yet c¢onsider the concept of dissuasion
"unacceptable". Soviet conservatism is thus all the more
justified today in that a certain trend in Western

strategy seems to coincide partially with traditional

i v
1

Soviet objectives. The transparency" of the new diplom—

atic discourse of the USSR thus consists in saying aloud
not only things that the Soviet military has dreamed of
for 30 years but also things which certain currents within

the Atlantic Alliance scarcely dare dream of even today.

+II - The United States : silent deveélopments

There have been real developments in the American
position, even if they have been less spectacular thah
GORBACHEV's media~tuned innovations. They do not reflect a
new coherent and deliberate line of policy but rather are
the result of a series of random and often contradictory
tendencies. In at least two instances there is a certain
concordance in American and Soviet lines of thought, even
if not in practice.

* The first concerns Arms Control, the end purpose,
role in East-West relations and priorities of which have
changed considerably. -

Since the October 1986 meeting at Reykjavik, Arms

Control talks cover not cnly the control but also the
drastic reduction of arms and even the total elimination

cof e



of one whole category of weapon systems : a 50% reduction
in strategic weapons, the INF-SRINF double zero option,
not to mention the rhetoric common to both Great Powers on
the elimination of nuclear arms by the year 2000, or
America's fanciful proposals for a total ban on ballistic
missiles of any type (1). There_ jis_a risk that this .new..
r"p_i;d___;‘Ec_za.:,,.a.z:ms_reduc:t:l.cmJon.ll not _be. _limited. to--puclear

e

weapong alone : in the preparatory talks with a view to

possible negotiations on conventional stability in Europe,
the USSR has made arms reduction the prerequisite £for any
negotiation. From being a mechanism for regulating the
balance Dbetween Fast and West, Arms Control 1s now

becoming the means of actually modifying the balance of
s
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‘power, partlcularly in Eurone.
< .

Similarly, the Arms Control process has taken on an

unprecedeﬁted place and role in East-West relations. In
the seventies, Arms Control was above all a means of
testing the state o¢f East-West relations ; the latest
example of this was the non-ratification of SALT II by the
United States. In recent years, however, the whole issue
has tended to hinge on Arms Control. It is no longer
disarmament talks that depend on the state of East-West
relations but rather the opposite ; it is the stapility
and the very credibility of world leaders that hang on an
INF agreement : from R. REAGAN after Irangate, to H. KOHL
if he wants to show that Germany's whole policy on defence
and détente has been worthwhile, and even GORBACHEV, if he
wants to turn words into actions and cash in once and for
all on the public image he has been projecting. At the
same time, major subjects of East-West dispute, such as

NI

(1) These proposals, which were put forward at the
Reykijavik Summit, have since bYbeen dropped by the
Americans.



Afghanistan, Nicaragua, the SDI, are shrouded in relative
silence as 1f nothing should be allowed to jeopardize a
first INF agreement.

Finally, since Reykjavik, Arms Control has reversed
the priorities : talks on the elimination of intermediate
nuclear weapons in Europe have become the dominant theme
in East-West relations, whereas they in. fact concern only
a very small fraction of the 25 000 or so warheads in the
possession of the two Great Powers. Has Furope perhaps

become the laboratory for this new radical policy on Arms
s S o TP e A it AT S "‘- - “:“ aps g e o T "‘““ -.-.uw PAT NS A oy e g P
Control ? The paradox 1is indeed striking between the
\-ﬁn—:—mﬂ;"—"’ . . . . .
relative standstill in bilateral strateglic relations and
the effervescence over nuclear disarmament in Europe, the

former being justified by the latter. A two-speed disarma-

ment logic .could howegg;nthxeﬁtggwphgﬂgglitical status quo
in. Europe. In this respect, Arms Control, at 1least "in
= "

Europe, would tend; to find itself on the DbYorderline
between disarmament proper and the European or German

policies of the Great Powers.

* The second development to come from America
concerns nuclear dissuasion itself. We must bear in mind

ot course¢€ﬁat e it in Moscowhar in Washington, words are
one thing and actions are another. Thus the statements
made by R. REAGAN on the total abolition of nuclear
weapons, or the positions adopted by Secretary of State
George SCHULTZ on the merits of "slower but surer"
conventional forces of dissuasion must be taken with
circumspection. And vyet 1in an Alliance of democratic
States where the role and anti-nuclear mood of public
opinion cannot be denied, such declarations have a
distinct political effect independent of military
realities : indeed pacifist currents have had their. own
anti-nuclear discourse pulled out from under them and have
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even disappeared temporarily from the international scene,
thcfpaclflsm of the Great Powers hav1ng taken over from
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nuclear protestors in~ Europe : concerned European govern-—
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ments have had, after Reykjavik, to remind Washington in
no uncertain terms of the merits of dissuasion and the

risks of rushing headlong into nuclear disarmament.

Independently of statements by one leader or
another, budget considerations and home policies even now
suggest a. redefinition of priorities and of overall
American strategy. The first change of direction can Dbe

seen 1n the offence/defence relatt1onsh19 and the’role of

S kLl e e

spI  in A@er19a9:§9v1et blLEEEEEiWWEEEQEeglc- relations.
Flnan01al. E;Ehnologlcal and strateélc ambitions have been
pruned without compromising the future of the American
research programme. The SDI will probably lead not to an
alternative space and defence strategy but to a reinforce-
ment of protection against a first weapon-destroying
strike. So for the foreseeable future, nuclear dissuasion
still remains the basis of strategic relations with the

USSR. -

The second change concerns the nuclear/conventlonal

STV L e By

balance and European security. If it ever came to be, the

withdrawal from Burope of all nuclear missiles with a
range of over 500 km would affect America's nuclear
commitment to Europe perhaps not in substance but at least
in form : the improvement of conventional postures and the
reinforcement of the sea- and airborne elements of NATO's
flexible response would seem all the more necessary.

But these changes, born of Arms Control, and in
themselves purely technical, could be jeopardized by the
very logic of disarmament. The. debate on reinforcing

g

conventlonal forces is actually g01ng on at the same time
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M
as two other debates : One purely American debate on_the

P LTS

w1t§g£gﬁal_o£ﬁa-certa1n contingent of GI's from Europe and
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the other a multilateral debate on the prospects of

————

conventional negotiations in BUrGp&~i the USSR will by &Ll

PO

accounts try to use this debate to freeze NATO's programme
to modernize its conventional forces, while American
supporters of troop withdrawal will try to use these
negotiations to obtain at -least a proportionate withdrawal
of Soviet troops. Senator Sam NUNN has already advanced
the idea of a 50% pull-out of American and Soviet
divisiohs in Europe. At the same time, the reinforcement
of the other nuclear elements of Euro-American linkage
could be brought into question : how can tactical nuclear
weapons be modernized if INF-SRINF negotiations convince
public opinion and Congress that nuclear disarmament in
Europe 1s a possible and desirable goal 7? How can the
other nuclear elements of flexible response be reinforced
if tactical missiles and nuclear aviation are likely to be
included in talks on conventional weapons ? The USSR is
openly in favour of such a step and there is no reason to
believe that similar inclinations do not exist in +the West
too. ..

II1 - Europe ¢ the implicit transitions

Developments 1in East-West relations have thus
concentrated recently on the status and the fate of

Europe. Unless there is a last-minute turn-around,
American-Soviet negotiations will introduce a security

. . . . . . ""T--—--—-—.n
scheme in Europe in which nuclear digsuasion will at least

PR

have-lost most of its land-based component if it has not

disappeared altogether. The zero option on INF was already
e e

implicit in the WNATO Double Decision in 1979, which
GORBACHEV simply accepted. Paradoxically, this victory

seems as undeniable today as it does disconcerting to the
Europeans themselves.

Y S
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The problem is not so much denuclearization or the
desirability or otherwise of dissuasion - the famous
"dissuasion crisis" is inherent in the Atlantic debate -
as- the ways and meang of Euro-American linkage. Other

periods in the history of the Alliance, partfgﬁférly the
years 1967 and 1977, have already witnessed similar adap-
tations : NATO's flexible response doctrine, the deploy-
ment of intermediate nuclear weapons in FEurope bear
witness to the Alliance's capacity to change the rules of
the strategic game in Europe when necessary. But the
present situation is still wunusual, for three sets of
reasons @

. No "great transatlantic debate" 1s accompanying
WM

these changes : Europe's worries remain confidential and
the ddherency and the real objectives of the American
Government remain uncertain. GORBACHEV publicly declares
that he wants to change European security, the American
Government maintains that nothing has changed as far as it
is concerned and certainly not NATO's flexible response
doctrine. However the truth must lie somewhere between the
two since there is Soviet-American agreement on the INF.

. Furthermore, this is not a decision from within
the Alliance but a set of new rules negotiated directly

e g, b o T AR A TR T TR T

with the Soviets on the ba51s 34 objectlves which are more
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polltlcal than strateglc : in the case of the second zero

option on SRINF, many European governments had the
unpleasant sensation that they were being pressed into
agreement by Washington for BAmerican domestic political
reasons.

. Above all, certain elements of European security

are 1 in_danger of dlSappearlng before the Alllance_nasﬂeven
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had time to think about - and of course agree to - altern-
e — = By

ative solutions. It was only in June 1987, at the sugges-

t{on. of Europe, that the Alliance decided - after the
event - to call for a pause in disarmament in order to
take some time to think things over.

Y A
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An overview of European—-American relations and
developments in European security thus gives some cause
for perplexity. For twenty years the double notion of
Defence/Détente, established in the Harmel repeort in 1967,
was the basis for Alliance policy, also taking into
account the state of and .fluctuations in Euro-American
relations. Time after time transatlantic crises and

misunderstandings brought to 'Iigﬁf‘"a”“Eeffafn“"tendency

towards the sharing of tasks - decried DY’ Henry "KISSINGER

1n A his day - between & Eufope obsessed with détente and
what it had achieved and an America that was ultimately
responsible, financially and militarily, for its defence
needs. The Federal Republic of Germany was itself at the
heart of this ambivalence between ostpolitik and Atlantic

defence.

Recent trends in East-West relations however throw
a new shade of light on this pattern : since Revkjavik and
the prospects of an INF agreement, European governments

e i T TR

have been showing concern_about _the _defence of Europe
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wﬁile the American,. government has seemed_most eager. to

estabilsh a certain.détente in_US- SOV%EE_E?lathPﬁ_Pn the
European contlnent This situation is not‘an"}a;t-;:;“}
the 1979 Double De0191on already gave cause £for a West
German Chancellor to raise the alarm on European security.
But the current situation is original in that it contains

a second paradox : under the REAGAN Administration, Arms

Control - and perhaps détente in general - has become
divisible again : nuclear negotiations in Europe are now

R e Tt L T

autonomous and US- Sov1et relatlons 1n Europe are prosper—

1ng 1ndependently of overall East—West relatlons {(the SDI

issue and the reglonal confllcts, for example) Whether it
is only skin deep or destined to last, this particular
configuration of East-West relations - which is somewhat
reminiscent of the CARTER era - has already given rise in
West Germany to a cer;aln exacerbatlon of post-war

A e e e
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dilemmas. T e
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—~E§?ﬂ?EEEEELMF%EiEmgim?&i_Mﬁgtween Security and
Disarmament : the first zero option on INF &orresponded €6
a’gg;g“g¥ﬁgiate of grace in relations between Bonn, Moscow
and Washington : for the first time in a long time there
was consensus on security in Federal Germany with regard
to the elimination of Euromissiles crowned with equal
unanimity on the part of Americans and Soviets. But this
consensus was short-lived. The second zero option on SRINF
caused a new rift in German political opinion : elimin-
ating all missiles with a range of more than 500 km would
leave Europe with only nuclear artillery and short-range
tactical missiles. Paradoxically, because of Arms Control,
the Federal Republic of Germany would be the only Alliance
country directly faced with the threat of the Pact's SCUD
and other tactical nuclear weapons. After attempting to
find an alternative solution to the SRINF zero option,
Chancellor KOHL opted to demand subsequent Soviet-American
negotiations on these short-range missiles (SNF). And
since we are on the subject of paradoxes : European
nuclear disarmament does not necessarily coincide with
West German security ; but the way thlngs are shaping .up

e L T S S,

is_tending to make_Westhermanyucall_fonugggltlona} dis-

armament measures .
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- Finally, with the Pershing 1a missiles, the

e

Soviet Unlon made : a vain attempt to turn_ the’ Federal‘
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Republlc of Germany _1nto_ the flnal obstacle to the
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conclusion of an INF agreement. The USSR had never before
sgnspenly played on the relationship of West Germany with
nuclear arms by raising the question of the nuclear role
of a non-nuclear country. The speech by E. CHEVARDNADZE at
the disarmament talks in Geneva was as. brutal and aggres-
sive as can be towards Bonn : "we see no reason why the
F.R.G. should meddle 1in Soviet-—-American negotiations.
Why ? By what right ? Did it not undertake by virtue of
the NPT not to acquire nuclear arms ? (...) The Soviet

people will never accept the. Federal Republic of Germany

NSRS
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becoming a nuclear power". The Soviet Minister of Foreign
Affairs thus wused the Non-Proliferation Treaty as an
argument to denounce the Pershing 1A and through them the
Alliance's nuclear cooperation scheme, deliberately
creating confusion between ownership of nuclear weapons -
which West Germany neither has nor wants - and deploying
nuclear arms in the F.R.G. - whic¢h no treaty forbids.

So the development of INF negotiations in 1987 will
have had an unexpectedly marked effect on relations
between Bonn, Moscow and Washington.

- For GORBACHEV, the Federal Republic of Germany is
as much a partner as a card to be played in his bilateral

relations with the U.S.A. Generally speaking, as__far as
L s

European security and the status of Europe are concerned,
LrOpEe BEs s

the USSR has develoggg_gg_gpgg;jigwpg;;gx%insofar as. they
are satisfactorily.covered.by -bilateral. relations between

R e =

the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Its attitude towards the
F.R.G. is revealing, although ambiguous still : whereas in
1983 the USSR used the West German opposition and prlic
opinion against the NATO decision, in 1987 Moscow tried to

influence Washington against “"German interests".

- As for German~American relations, they have
deteriorated noticeably. The State Department's hurry to
support the SRINF second zero option (February-June 1987),
the extreme reticence of Washington with regard to sub-
sequent talks on short-range missiles (SNF) requested by
Bonn, the inclination of certain American 1leaders to
shoulder Bonn with +the responsibility for finding a
solution to the Pershing 1A problem all added to the
confusion and even the trauma within the CDU itself : for
the first time the feeling that they had been let down, or
betrayed even, by the United States reached beyonhd the SPD
into the conservative ranks which had always been such

ceefen
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staunch allies of Washington. Whereas in 1983, at the
height of the Euromissile gquarrel, Chancellor KOHL - who
was fully behind Washington - only had to face opposition
from the Greens. and the SPD on the home front, in 1987 he
found himself alone on several occasions in the face of
the converging views of the SPD and the American Govern-
ment, which is paradoxical to say the least.

For the whole of Europe, Reykjavik and the prospect
of an INF agreement will have been fraught with contradic-
tions : nuclear disarmament does not necessarily increase
security ; détente is not necessarily specific to Europe
or defence necessarily an American attribute ; the USSR no
longer seeks merely to establish the status gquo in Europe
but also to have a say in the development of its: statute
and of European security.

These challenges have constituted aso many budding
opportunities for European cooperation on security, as is

.demonstrated by the revival of the WEU - and particularly

the drawing up within the WEU of a charter on European
security based on nuclear dissuasion. On the bilateral
level too, particularly between France and Germany and
France and the U.K., we have witnessed close concertaticon
on security issues in general. The modest nature of this
European cooperation no doubt constrasts with the radical-

. [ - T T
ism of the nuclear disarmament race in Europe. But we have

every reason to be pleased that a touch of adventure is
not the.only guiding rule in the Atlantic Alliance.
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In conclusion :

1) For the USSR there 1is 'coherency between the
political and military goals of disarmament in Europe :
the withdrawal from European soil of American nuclear
missiles capable of reaching Soviet territory has been a
constant objective of the USSR since .1979. Setting up an
alternative conventional balance in Eurcope is an even more
traditional objective of Soviet diplomacy. .- In this
respect, Mr. GORBACHEV embodies the ‘continﬁity of the
Soviet Union's European policy.

2) For some time now in the Alliance there has been
a tendency for_a number of elementary security principles
to operate in reverse : decisions come before reflection,

the disarmament argument comes  before defence, domestic
politics condition diplomacy, regional disarmament is put
before strategic disarmament.

3) Although exacerbated by the INF issue, however,
these features of the Alliance are by no means new. Two
lessons can be learned from the history of Euro-American
relations :

- In 1457 (nuclear vs conventional), in 1967 (the
flexible response) and in 1987 (INF withdrawal) it was the
United States each t}me who changed the strateglc rules of

the Alliance and the Europeans who grew concerned. (The

—

only exception was when Europe, and in particular the

Germany of Chancellor SCHMIDT , requested a change in
1977). So what we are going through right now has already
happened every ten years or so. It only remains for the
United States to draw up the concrete rules of this new
transition they have negotiated with the USSR instead of
criticizing Europeans for their so-called doubts, inco-
herencies or inconsistencies.
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— In the long bgim, from 1957 to 1987, the trend in
the United States has'been for ever—increasing. flexibility
in the mechanisms of their commitment_ in Europe. (Here
again, 1977 and the decision to base American Euromissiles

in Europe is an exception to the rule.) It is not a
guestion of disengagement, decoupling or isolationism as
such, but rather of a reassessment of the mechanisms of
Euro-American strategic linkage, so it is important to
know what the new set-up will be : more airborne forces ?
Stronger navies ? More conventional forces ?

4) For EBurope 1in any case, security principles
remain relatively simple : there must be nuclear weapons
in Burope because the USSR is a nuclear power in Europe.
The mere fact that the mobile Soviet S§ 24/25 systems can
reach Europe proves that there can be no separate Euro-
strategic theatre or autonomous regional disarmament. No
conventional defence alternative has ever worked in

Euggpggg;_giggg;y. A real transatlantic debate on the
future of security in Europe is always better than an
atmosphere of misguided resentmént or a silent implosion.



