European
disaffection
uses détente
as an excuse
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type of reasoning, as self-indulgent as it is
naive, which attempts to prove the feasi-
bility of a unilateral reduction in American
forces, fails to take into account the vital
necessities of the Soviet Union’s inherent
expansionism.

Is it possible today to defend Europe
almost in spite of itself? In other words, is
it possible to hold the European front lines
without the Europeans themselves sending
in reinforcements? :

Although it might seem surprising, it
is quite clear that this apparent European
disaffection, backed by a nationalistic
spirit rarely denied in certain Western
European countries that accepted Amer-
ican leadership only as a postwar economic
necessity, is using détente as an excuse. In

. the midst of a world-wide economic crisis,

in the midst of an energy crisis that has
shaken most of the European countries,
can we justify increased military spending
while, at the same time, pretending to
believe in détente and strategic-arms
limitation?

The orchestrator of American policy,
of whom it is said that he changes hats
depending on the role he has to play, has
thus been caught at his own game, which
consists mainly of creating illusions. How
can you be involved in painstaking nego-
tiations to limit — qualitatively or quan-
titatively — the forces of the two camps in
Europe and at the same time ask your
allies for greater military investment? How
can you talk simultaneously about the
reality of détente and the feasibility of
limited nuclear reprisals in the case of a
Warsaw Pact attack on NATO? How can
you claim that the CSCE is a historical
landmark in that it shows promise of co-
operation in a Europe without ideological
boundaries while at the same time there
are barriers going up behind which the
Soviet Union seeks to keep a free hand?
Finally, how can you claim that the Cold
War is a thing of the past and then call for
vigilance? Until recently, it was possible to
exercise leadership by alternating the car-
rot and the stick, but now it is extremely
difficult to distinguish the one from the
other.

Danger point

Without denying the requirements of
electioneering, which are just as valid in
North America as they are on the other
side of the Atlantic, we come to the con-
clusion that the danger-point has been
reached. Involved in an exhausting consti-
tutional debate with Congress — one more
illustration of the interpenetration of the
two levels of American policy — and, as a
result, unable to forestall or contain the
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adversary’s advances, the America1 y
ministration has adopted a policy o py
ting its European allies on their guaid. ¥
can see in this the beginnings of an A- lanj;
orthodoxy. It is a fact that the concamg
the United States at seeing countri s [
Italy and France tempted by a pcpuly
front socialist-Communist alliancc g
implies an acknowledgment of the ‘aily
of Kissinger’s illusion-mongering. T
American reaffirmation of the rejec iong
the popular fronts at this particulz ¢ tin
marks a shift that is all the more ,ignit
cant in that it takes place durl g tk

Bicentennial year. We should nte j}

passing that none of the candidates ‘ort}
Presidency in November has had . go
word to say about détente —no ew
President Ford himself; on the co itray
almost all of them have attacked eithe
this policy, “which has done nothir 3 mor
than give Pepsi Cola a conces:ion i
Siberia”, or the man whose nar e vl
forever be connected with this n yth ¢
“containment” tailored to suit e nomi

complementarity.

But the tragedy is that the Ilians
system — set up when the partn: s an
allies, ruined by the war, had no ch: icebu
to be yes-men to Washington — « epené
on the power of the United States in cor
trast to the docility of the Wester . Eur
pean countries. In spite of atte: ipts &
reinvigorate or revitalize NATO, it
never be changed to such an extc 1t the
the United States is no longer cle tly tk
leader; should that ever happen, : . woul
no longer be NATO. Without com 1entir;
on the content of either of them. we @
say that this pact is like its Co: imuni
counterpart; is it possible to in igine¢
collegial Warsaw Pact? Here is  ae ca¥
where a collegial structure is unc 1estior
ably the antithesis of efficienc:. Com
promises are possible between the sartner
in NATO — as opposed to the Wars#
Pact, in which there is one power ul staft
surrounded by satellites — but alw .ys ¥it
the strict limitation imposed by he f

that the red button is under the ¢ ntrol®
the Americans alone. .

Can Washington today still ir pose_lf-‘
point of view on all its allies, most f whit
have reached, or think they have ‘eachét
the “age of reason”? .

There is one fact that sh uld I
be overlooked: in their resy mse f
American diplomatic contacts wi h EUf
pean politicians and to the van®¥
official warnings, the Europeans havefff
belled primarily against the forr: of thl
interference in the internal & fairs a l
France or Italy; others, and jus Iy, hﬂ"r'
contested the right of Generd H:f
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