What Should Follow from NATOQO?

By OWEN J. ROBERTS

FTER the United Nations Charter

was adopted, the United States at-

tempted to do what I think was more

than its full duty—made the most gen-

erous contributions for the restoration

of the free world, which had been nearly
destroyed by war.

It was decided that the devastated na-
tions of Europe which had fought with
us could not recover of their own force
and strength, and the British loan and
the Marshall plan were intended to
restore to some extent their economic
potential. Even the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics was offered an op-
portunity to share in the benefits of
rehabilitation through the Marshall plan.
She refused.

Shortly afterward, the attitude of the
U.S.S.R. in the United Nations and in
international affairs convinced the peo-
ple of the United States that the U.S.S.R.
was not willing to play the role that
had been assigned to members of the
United Nations. The incident that
constrained President Truman to an-
nounce his Turkish and Greek policy
emphasized that fact.

The conduct of the Soviet Union,
characterized as cold war, so frightened
and discouraged our allies in Europe
that they felt that even with the aid of
economic rehabilitation, they would be
but food for the Soviet war machine
sooner or later. A new instrument, it
was felt, must be devised for their pro-
tection. It was understood that Eng-
land and western Europe together had
not the potential to stand off aggression
from the great Soviet empire, and that
the United States must join in any
movement for that purpose.
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PURPOSE AND NATURE OF THE TREATY

This was the genesis of the North
Atlantic Treaty which was intended to
bind together the free nations of western
Europe and of the North American
Continent to resist aggression and to
make aggression unlikely, or, we hoped,
impossible, on the part of an ideological
group that had divided the world into
two camps—the camp of the slave and
the camp of the free; the camp of the
Marxist and the camp of free competi-
tion and individual liberty.

And so, the North Atlantic Treaty
was adopted. I stress at the outset that
it was a treaty. Each of the signatories
reserves its full and complete sovereignty
and independence of action. Each mem-
ber of the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization has the perfect right to agree
or not to agree to any action proposed
under the treaty. All actions taken
by the parties to this treaty must be
unanimous.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE TREATY

In order to implement the treaty, the
members set up a Council, consisting of
the ministers of foreign affairs and the
ministers of defense of the member na-
tions. That Council, after due delibera-
tion, made one great decision; it decided
that the military forces of the member
countries should be placed under one
unified command, and General Eisen-
hower was chosen as the commander of
this unified force.

Nothing like that had ever occurred
in peacetime before. Under the stress
of World War II, Great Britain and
the United States had made a similar
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arrangement; but in the absence of
actual warfare, no nations had ever
gone so far. It was a great step forward.

The members of this body, of course,
were bound to support this unified mili-
tary force, commanded by the choice of
all the member nations; but the foreign
ministers of twelve nations could not
meet more than once in three or four
months, and therefore decisions were
made very slowly. To obviate that
difficulty, they set up a Permanent
Council in London, where each foreign
minister named a deputy to represent
his country; but even after the deputies
had unanimously agreed, their decisions
had to be referred back to twelve
chancelleries in twelve member nations,
and decisions were inordinately delayed.

General Eisenhower, having a thor-
ough grasp of what was necessary to
organize a unified army, went ahead so
fast that the military preparations com-
pletely outran the political and economic
implementations that must support them.
Then the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization created a number of ad koc
committees on resources, defense, and so
on, and these committees debated for
many months. When the NATO powers
met at Ottawa, they were completely dis-
couraged by the fact that there had been
no sort of arrangement to support what
the Supreme Command in France was
attempting to do.

They therefore appointed the Tem-
porary Council Committee, consisting of
one Frenchman, one Englishman, and
one American. Mr. Harriman, of our
own country, was the chairman. After
months of study, that committee re-
ported to a meeting of NATO at Lisbon
with recommendations that were indeed
grandiose, about what each of the na-
tions was to contribute, economically
and in the matter of resources, to sup-
port the great unified military effort
which Eisenhower envisioned.

135

The NATO abolished all ad koc com-
mittees. It brought the Permanent
Council from London to Paris. It
created a Secretariat of which it made
Lord Ismay the incumbent in Paris,
who should act under the Permanent
Council. It was planned that the Per-
manent Council, in place of the many
scattered committees, should study all
pertinent questions, and, after clearing
its findings with Lord Ismay, should go
to the powers with full recommenda-
tions.

The result has been totally disap-
pointing. None of the great powers,
except our own perhaps, has been willing
to live up to the program for the sup-
port of the unified military effort of
NATO that was set forth at Lisbon.
The departure from that plan is so great
that in an article in a recent number of
Foreign Affairs it is stated that NATO
has changed its direction, or has slowed
down or has abandoned a great deal
of what it intended to do militarily.

NONMILITARY ASPECTS

But of course, there is far more that
concerns the free nations that ate bound
together in NATO than the mere sup-
ply of a military force, important as
that is.

In a recent study prepared by a com-
mittee of Chatham House in Great
Britain, under the title of “Atlantic
Alliance,” this is said—this, you will
note, by the British committee: “The
cold war has made the grand strategy
of the free world dependent as much on
political -and economic as on military
and geographic factors.”

The Nerth Atlantic Pact recognizes
that fact. At the insistence of Canada,
this was inserted in the pact: “They
[the member nations] will seek - to
eliminate conflict in their international
economic policies and will encourage
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economic collaboration between any or
all of them.”

At Ottawa a committee was ap-
pointed, headed by Mr. Pearson, the
Secretary of Foreign Affairs of Canada,
to study and report to NATO what
was meant by the “Atlantic Com-
munity.” This was at Canada’s in-
sistence that the “Atlantic Community”
must get on with its business—the other
business than the mere military job.
It must proceed with the economic job
and the political job. That committee,
after long consideration, suggested that
it would be a long time before this ob-
jective of economic and political co-
operation could be brought about. They
said it must come as a result of needs
and events—whatever that means—and
they warned that the member nations
of NATO must formulate a common
foreign policy if their organization were
to survive and to serve the purposes in-
tended.

NATO’s NEEDs

But the needs that they spoke of
are here, now. I can do no better than
to cite a great Englishman on this sub-
ject. Lord Montgomery, in a speech
before the Press Club in Washington
last March, listed six of NATO’s needs.
Without quoting him exactly, the six
needs are as follows:

1. Political unity and agreement on
our problems and how to solve them.

2. A central organization to direct
this agreed political policy.

3. An agreed master plan to handle
the present cold war and a future hot
war, if one ever bursts upon us.

4. The closest possible link-up of in-
terests—political, military, economic—
between the national communities in a
geographic area.

.5. A complete overhauling of the
present North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion.
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6. A pooling of resources of all the
Allied Nations.

And Lord Montgomery insisted that
none of these six needs had been met.

WEAKNESS oF NATO

Now, let me summarize the situation:
NATO has resulted in a single military
command; but it leaves the provision,
the equipment, and the financial support
of all forces for that command to the
discretion of each individual nation. It
leaves all the economic means affecting
the function of the Organization to the
separate national controls. We can
build as high tariffs as we please in an
effort to starve the industries of Europe.
We can build as high walls against im-
migration as we please. We can adopt
any fiscal policies we please, no matter
how injurious to any of our allies in
NATO, and not one of them has a right
to say a word against them.

The military establishment can never
persist or succeed without two things:
a political entity which sets the policy
to be implemented by the military arm,
and an economy which ensures the re-
sources to support the army in its as-
signed task. No one can say how we
are going to attain these two require-
ments under NATO.

We must realize that NATO is now
at the point of stalemate. Many of
the member nations are now deficient
in their contributions toward the army
that General Eisenhower and his staff
have set up. They give various reasons
for this situation, and I do not criticize
their reasons. Some say that their
economies are debilitated by our tariff
system, and that it is a pretty situation
when we weaken their economies by our
tariffs and then ask them to’pay us what
they cannot pay. Britain and France
both say they have commitments of one
sort or another—France, a military com-
mitment, and Britain, certain other com-






