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Prudent Limits to an American Commitment on
European Political Union

By CrArencE K. STREIT

ABsTrACT: The United States has for some time been com-
mitted to European political union. The policy was and is to
federate western Europe in a union about equal in power to our
own federal union and to link the two so that they would
balance each other yet, without separating, exercise their
combined weight in world affairs. This has been known in
State Department circles as Operation Dumbbell. The ex-
pression is apt, also, in the slang sense, for the policy is self-
defeating and dangerous. The United States commitment to
European political union is so deep that the only way to limit
it prudently is to replace Operation Dumbbell with a policy of
Atlantic federal union. A policy of Atlantic federal union
would recognize that any other bond—alliance or confedera-
tion—would be too frail to be depended upon to hold such
heavyweights together. Time is working against eventual
union slowly achieved by degrees; everything in our time
moves at revolutionary speed. What the United States is
aiming to do in western Europe can be done on an Atlantic
scale by transforming NATO as it is into a federal government,
by transferring to the Atlantic union power over foreign policy
and defense, by establishing a common market, a common cur-
rency, and a common citizenship, and by doing so in the way
that has been shown to be successful, the pattern of federation
as achieved through the United States Constitution.—Ed.

Clarence K. Streit, Washington, D. C., is President of the International Movement
for Atlantic Union, an office he has held since 1958. He has been President of Federal
Union, Incorporated, since 1939. He is the Editor of Freedom and Union. He is the
author of many books, including Union Now (1939, 1949), which pioneered the concepts
of Atlantic community and federal union of Atlantic democracies, Union Now With
Britain (1941), Freedom Against Itself (1954), Freedom’s Frontier (1961), and coauthor
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HIS august Academy’s annual

meetings began when I myself came
into the world just sixty-six years ago.
That gives me pause, because I do not
feel very august, not venerable at all,
and I feel I shall prove that to you only
too quickly. The general topic for the
sixty-sixth meeting is “American For-
eign Policy Challenged,” and I am here
to challenge very brashly some of the
bases of that policy.

Indeed, if I had the time I would even
challenge one of the assumptions of that
policy which the program of this meet-
ing itself reflects. Our first session
dealt with the United States and mid-
Africa; the second, the United States
and Latin America; the third, the
United States, Russia, and the United
Nations; the fourth, the United States
and Asia; and here I am to open the
fifth session of which the subject is the
United States and western Europe.

I have no objection to dividing the
challenge that is facing us in this con-
venient way; it is a very logical way to
tackle so vast and complex a problem.
But when United States foreign policy
similarly treats Africa, Latin America,
Russia, the United Nations, Asia, and
western Europe as if, because they are
each important, they are equally im-
portant, as is being done at the cur-
rent juncture; and when they avoid, as
they too often do, distinguishing number
one even from number ten, to say noth-
ing of number two; when they do not
even try to assign top priority where
it belongs, and avoid this in a field
which is even more vital, I believe, than
is that of defense, where no such dodging
of priorities is permitted—this basic as-
sumption of American foreign policy I
would challenge, if I had the time.

This article is the text of an address to the
Annual Spring Meeting, Fifth Session, Satur-
day afternoon, April 14. The question-and-
answer session which followed the address is
reproduced at the end of the article.
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But, luckily for you, I have not got
that time, and I shall confine myself to
challenging our foreign policy in the
area assigned me, which happens to
be, as you may have guessed, the one
which I would consider should have top
priority—the Atlantic community.

OPERATION DUMBBELL

The United States commitment to
European political union was long ago
named Operation Dumbbell. Its ad-
vocates in the State Department gave
it that name. They were thinking of
“dumbbell,” of course, in the standard
dictionary meaning, as best describing
the operation. For the operation was
and is to federate western Europe into
a union fairly equal to our own federal
republic in power while uniting the two
federations, or the two solid spheres,
inseparably by a built-in bar so that the
two, though balancing each other, would
never be split apart, so that their com-
bined weight must always go together
on the same side of the balance.

When you put it in these terms,
Operation Dumbbell seems quite plau-
sible, very practical, most attractive
common sense. The diplomats who
gave it that name, however, were ap-
parently so far removed from the com-
mon man that they did not realize that
dumbbell has also a slang sense, one
which risks making the operation ridicu-
lous, self-defeating, in a democracy such
as ours. The fact that they overlooked
so obvious a defect is enough to rouse
suspicion, it seems to me, of the sound-
ness of their reasoning on the policy
itself. That reasoning is, in fact, so
fallacious and the resulting operation
is so self-defeating and dangerous that
I, too, would call the plan Operation
Dumbbell, but in the slang sense of
the term.

It is high time that we recognize
Operation Dumbbell for the blunder it
is, for it has now led to a very deep
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United States commitment to European
political union, a commitment so deep
that the only way to limit it prudently,
I believe, is to replace it with Operation
Atlantic Federal Union. By this I
mean a policy that centers attention no
longer on matching our own American
union with a European union fairly
equal to it in weight but focuses in-
stead on the bar that is expected to
unite the two spheres, recognizes that
this bar is far too frail, far too brittle,
to be depended on to hold such heavy-
weights together, and hastens to unite
western Europe, the British Isles, Can-
ada, and the United States in the strong-
est possible way. The strongest pos-
sible way is obviously a federal union
composed not just of two big states but
of a number of states, large and small.
That has been proved plentifully by our
own republic as the strongest way, and
we have even chosen it now as the best
way to unite the Europeans, by Opera-
tion Dumbbell, so that they might
equal us in power.

Operation Atlantic Union, on the
other hand, means uniting the Atlantic
community, not by one brittle bar con-
necting two solid spheres, but in one
solid sphere, a sphere that is not only
unbreakable but twice as impressive in
size as either end of the proposed dumb-
bell. To this, it adds the immense moral
and material strength that union prover-
bially adds, especially when there is no
doubt about its effectiveness. Let me
develop this ABC’s of the challenge:
(A) why Operation Dumbbell is so
dangerous; (B) why Atlantic union is
the most prudent way to limit the
United States commitment to European
political union; and (C) the present
prospect.

European position

But first I should make certain things
clear. My criticisms are not aimed at
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the European advocates of European
union. I have the highest respect for
them. I am proud to count many Euro-
pean federalists among my personal
friends. I have known Jean Monnet,
for example, since 1939. My admiration
for him has never ceased to grow. He
is among the few statesmen of our time
that history, I believe, will remember
forever. I have never had, since I
have come to know him, the slightest
doubt that he is as convinced as I am
that Atlantic union is a goal we must
achieve. He and I differ only on the
course and timetable that should be
followed in order to achieve it. That
difference is largely due to the fact that
he, as a European, sees the problem
from that angle while I, as an American,
see it from our background. If I had
been in his place I would probably
have followed his strategy of seeking
"to develop federalism first in Europe,
but I am sure that I would not have
done it as well as he has done. Cer-
tainly I have concentrated my own ef-
forts on our own country with nothing
approaching his success. I am pro-
foundly convinced that the functional
and European-union approaches to the
problem, though they may be the right
ones for the Europeans to take, are not
right for the United States.

I would also stress that I feel we
owe a warm debt of gratitude to the
French, Germans, Italians, Belgians, and -
Dutch who have done such courageous
pioneering in these fields. Their work
has been highly educational, not only
for them but for all of us. Their experi-
ments and the success of their plans
have been to the general advantage.
In this connection, I would emphasize
that my challenge today is directed not
merely at United States rather than
European policy but primarily at the
United States government’s efforts to
bring about a European political union,
and not at such things as the European






