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Never before has the debate over civil-military relations reached
the proportions that it has in the past few years. And rightly so,
for never before has the unpredictable sequel to a minor military act
involved such awesome potential consequences for mankind. There is
no place, nowadays, for the forceful and independent military initiative
which so frequently in the past resolved a situation before it became
diplomatically sensitive. Every military action must be dovetailed
into the global political strategy. Less obvious, but perhaps more
important, is the need to subordinate military planning objectives
to political policy. In all major nations, vast military establish-
ments, together with certain economic and political factioms, form
powerful segments of opinion. As President Eisenhower has warned,
this combination, if not properly harnessed, could exert an undue
influence over the less firmly united community of civilian policy-
makers.

So, on with the debate. On with explorations of better ways
toward a wholesome interrelationship, in which knowledgeable states-
men are supported by an effective and co-operative military community.

In the United States, wholesale public participation in the

analysis and modification of our political-military superstructure
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should not be interpreted as reflecting the views of The RAND Corporation
or the official opinion or policy of any of its governmental or private
research sponsors. Papers are reproduced by The RAND Corporation as
a courtesy to members of its staff.



has added wisdom and stability to these proeesses. Hundreds of
articles and books have appeared on the subject in the past two
decades. The public controversy, even when biased,‘has been
illuminating. If nothing else, it has brought out the fact that

an overcentralized, autocratic civilian control system could have its
defects just as would a monolithic military hierarchy. As usual,

the cautious, experimental democratic process has led to a compromise
designed to avoid the dangers of either extreme. 1In the past three
years we have witnessed the establishment of a new order of forceful
civilian direction over . military affairs, in a system which still
allows for a significant military influence whenever professional
leaders are willing to act in unison,

Thinking about the civil-military relationship in international

organizations has not progressed to the state of mature, objective
analysis that has been reached on the'national scene, In fact, some
of today's writing is more likely to distort reality and aggravate
already delicate relationships than to lead to solutions, Old NATO
hands, for example, are particularly alarmed by an attitude that is
only now breaking into the open and which, they fear, will further
weaken the NATO structure. This attitude, evidenced mainly in
American quarters, is predicated on the assumption that international
military leaders are conspiring to subvert or evade the authority
of the civilian directors of the alliance. If the assumption is
correct, the best course might be to dissolve our most cohesive
international combine. If the assumption is incorrect =-- but

nevertheless widely held -- then we shall do well to lay to rest a
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bugaboo that is driving a wedge into the already fragile intermationmal
machinery. As one dedicated international servant said recently,
"It's time someone who knows the situation tries to put it in focus.
Unfortunately, it is difficult for the military to speak out." My
purpose in this paper, without presuming to speak for anyone, is to
cast some light on a subject that has so far been accorded omnly a
one-sided public examination.

Outside observers of NATO start off on the wrong foot when they
fail to emphasize that NATO is not simply a scaled-up model of our
national governing structure. Actually, the two systems differ so
fundamentally that an attempt to extrapolate from one to the other
Vgenerally leads to erroneous conclusions., The almost total absence
of authority in the central NATO machinery invalidates most
comparisons between NATO officials and their nominal counterparts in
the relatively tight American federal system. This dissimilarity
applies particularly in the military field.

NATO has no powerful focal point of civilian control resembling
the American éecretary of Defense. Each nation jealously guards the
prerogatives of formulating its own strategy, determining the
composition of its forces, maintaining and operating its troops,
and selecting its own military equipment. The function of the NATO
organization is to blend these national designs into the best composite.
But since national desires remain paramount -- and they often con-
flict -- the co-ordinating function must be accomplished by committee
rather than by edict., Most NATO observers agree that, except in
the unlikely case of NATO's acquiring greater supranational authority,

a NATO Secretary of Defense would be a mere figurehead, a hindrance



rather than a help. Under present conditions, civilian control of
the military -- and military collaberation itself =-- must be
exercised through NATO's elaborate committee system.

Turning now to the specific, let us examine this recent
observation by American overseas correspondent Don Cook, which
typifies the attitude we want to examine:

...the NATO Permanent Council in Paris is kept
completely in the dark about what the NATO
military Standing Group in Washington is dis-

cussing, deliberating or deciding.

To put it another way, the political side of NATO
does not know what the military side is deing.

Members of the Permanent Council are getting fed
up with the situation, and NATO governments are
getting fed up tqo.l
One would infer from this account that, on the basis of some
esoteric technical factors, NATO soldiers are making important
decisions unswayed by civilian guidance and, indeed, without even
consulting their governments., Furthermore, the description implies
a willful effort by the military to circumvent civilian authority.
This image is not only exaggerated, it is inaccurate. Let us see
how the NATO civil-military complex really works.
At the apex of the pyramid, presiding over the entire structure,
sits the North Atlantic Council (hereafter called,simply, the Council),
which meets in Paris at least once a week. The fifteen members of

the Council -- one from each member nation =-- constitute the

supreme decision-making body for all fields of combined activity,

1
The Washington Post, November 10, 1963.



-5-

military and nonmilitary. They operate on the principle of unanimity,
and one veto thus can prevent collective action. Most of the detailed
business of NATO, however, is performed by one of the numerous
committees of the Council, by the International Staff/Secretariat,

or by the combined military establishment. Some critics have alleged
that the only place where military, political, and economic matters
are consolidated is in the Council. But much interaction and co-
ordination takes place at the other levels as well. For example,

the detailed implementation of the Infrastructure Program (military
facilities built from common funds) is conducted by the military and
the International Staff under the direction of the Infrastructure
Committee (a political body), without recourse to the Council.,

In the defense organization, the Military Committee ranks just
below the Council. 1It, too, consists of one delegate from each
country, except for Iceland, which has me defense forces. Since
the Military Committee normally meets only twice a year, and then
only for a few days, 'it has established a body known as the
Military Committee in Permanent Session (MCPS) =-- with representation
from each nation -- to monitor community affairs during the remainder
of the year. The Standing Group, composed of representatives from
France, Britain, and the United States, has been designated the
"executive agency' for the Military Committee. In all these bodies,
every country delegate must agree to a proposition before community
action can be taken.

NATO Supreme Commanders, such as the Supreme Allied Commander,

Europe (SACEUR), report to the Standing Group. The authority of



these commanders is so circumscribed in peacetime that they are
little more than advisors. For example, SACEUR cannet order the
deployment of a Belgian infantry company frem point A to point B
without the approval of the Belgian national authorities. Nor, as
we have seen, can he prevent the movement of a French warship from
port X to port Y, or even contest its removal from his jurisdiction.
Despite these limitations, some SACEURs have exerted towering
influence in consolidating and molding the alliance., But it is
clear that the final implementation of any significant military
action depends on national authorities. We know that, in most
countries of the alliance, military policy decisions, particularly
rin the field of foreign co-operation, are made by civilians.
Thus, Mr. Cook's analysis misses the mark on several counts.

First, the NATO military agencies above the level of SACEUR do not
operate as homogeneous entities, but, rather, as disjointed assemblies
of national representatives in which each delegate receives his
instructions from his home aﬁthority. Because national policies
frequently diverge, and most delegates are free to negotiate only
within narrow limits, progress is inevitably very slow. Furthermore,
since the basic divergences involve sueh matters as control of
nuclear weapens, strategic doctrine, and balance of payments =-- all
of which, in the final analysis, can only be resolved by political
authorities ~-- the higher military agencies do well when they reach
unanimous agreement on the more routine matters,

Second, it is inconceivable that Council members are unaware of

what goes on in military meetings. Even if the collective military



agencies did not keep the Council informed directly -- as, in fact,
they do -- the individual Council members would receive complete
reports through their national channels. Thus, the French represen-
tative on the Council, for example, will invariably act on national
instructions so as to be able to support the same proposition that
the French delegate has advanced in the Standing Group and the
Military Committee. If he did not, some heads would quickly roll.
Moreover, he will want to be informed by his fellow-Frenchman on
the military side as to what position the other national represen-
tatives have taken in the military debate., Council members without
compatriots on the Standing Group are kept advised by their men on
‘the MCPS.

If international military bodies are indeed weak and divided,
what then accounts for the impression aroumd Washington that they
have forged themselves into a bullheaded clan that rejects
civilian direction? It is the thesis of this paper that the
corporate NATO military nctwérk is not resisting cellective political
direction; its problem, rather, is its inability to comply with
unilateral political instructions from nations that hold variant
positions. In other words, the divergences are between individual

nations and the composite viewpoint, not between the corporate

military and civilian bedies.

A purist might still argue that even this condition violates
the theoretical ideal of civilian supremacy. But the situation
cannot be judged with finality until one understands how the military
representatives, each respensive to his own civilian national chief,
are able to agree on common policies while their diplomatic superiors

cannot reach accord.



First, some military rapport exists as a legacy from the more
harmonious days when Europeans were really worried about ; Soviet
attack. The strategy agreed to some years back still represents
alliance policy simply because some nations continue to prefer it to
the alternatives.z (Incidentally, we often overlook this deficiency
of the unanimity system., Once on the books, a policy will remain
there in spite of changed conditions so long as even a small minority
is unwilling to remove it.)

Another reason that NATO generals can agree on routine matters
while ambassadors can not is to be found in the differences in their
functions. Military officials plan for future contingencies. NATO
rdiplomats, on the other hand, must decide on policies that deal with
actions in the present. When military planners differ, they can often
(though not always) make alternative assumptions and formulate plans
to cover several courses of action. But political authorities usually
find it impossible to bypass serious dilemmas in this way. For
example, back in 1954, Generﬁl Gruenther, then SACEUR, knew that
the Council could not aéree on conditions for the use of nuclear
weapons in defense of Europe. Therefore, he merely asked for
permission to "plan" in terms of being able to use them, Presumably,
he had other plans based on the alternate assumption that the Council
would not allow him to employ them. In this manner, SHAPE (military)
was able to prepare definitive plans in the absence of Council

(political) agreement.

2See, for example, Crosby S. Noyes, "France Already Is Forcing
NATO To Change A-Strategy," The Washington Star, December 6, 1963.




One may reasonably ask, is it wholesome for the central military
apparatus to proceed in planning ahead of the accord that can be
achieved within the political controel bodies? The answer is simply
that without such contingency plamning NATO would become a mere
paper alliance. Today we find the political administrations of two
NATO countries openly dissatisfied with the integrated military
community -- for reasons that are almost diametrically opposed to
each other., On the one hand, France favors a policy of national
nuclear deterrence somewhat akin to the old American theory of "massive
retaliation," and the need to find the wherewithal with which to build

the force de frappe is prompting France to conserve resources by

7scaling down her conventional troops. At the other end of the pole,
the Uniﬁed States is seeking acceptance of a strategy of flexible
response. This would invelve a European troop buildup capable of
providing a robust conventional response to even large-scale non-
nuclear attack, Between these two extremes, the other nmations
occupy median positioms, although none is close enough to the American
concept to advocate enlarging its own standing army. The corporate
military machinery, thus caught in the middle, takes its guidance --
such as it is -~ from the agreed political strategy of almost a
decade ago. In fact, it is the dissident natioms, each clashing
in its own way with the majority position, who raise the bugaboo
of military intramnsigence.

The French position is made to order for President de Gaulle.
His subordinates, insofar as they are allowed to participate in NATO

deliberations, have only to follow a passive course of preventing
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change in cemmunity strategy -- a simple matter where unanimous
approval is needed.

But the United States, seeking as it does a positive realignment
of doctrine, has had to adopt a more active policy. The Department
of Defense, under the energetic leadership of Secretary McNamara,
has spearheaded the campaign to secure a revision, or at least a
reappraisal, of NATO strategy. The aim seems commendable; but the
methods and the unbridled vigor with which they are being pursued
have shaken the alliance to its foundations. When opposition has
been encountered, the U.S. civilian directorate, with self-reliance
and single-minded dedication, has sought other ways to make the
ralliance more amenable to suggestion., Whether intentienally or not,
these independent activities have had the incidental effect of
undermining the prestige and authority of the international military
establishment.

In some cases Washington has resorted to direct public appeals
to make its points. The effort to revise strategy was accompanied
by a series of official speeches and pronouncements aimed at
persuading the European citizenry, as well as political and military
leaders, of the need te build up larger conventional forces.
Subsequently, in its advocacy of the multilateral nuclear force
(MIF), the administration again resorted to extra-mural procedures
and openly circulated the American proposal for a mixed-manned fleet.

At other times, Department of Defenge officials have used more
direct pressure on the alliance machinery, in particular against the

office of SACEUR., When Mr., McNamara took office, one military figure
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had gained such wide personal acclaim that he was able to meove the
alliance forward under the most divisive conditions. The manner

in which the new administration hastened General Norstad's
departure could only be interpreted as an act of retaliation for the

3
general's less than wholehearted co-operation. Both before and

since General Norstad's retirement, Washington has seemed to go

out of its way to disregard SACEUR's recommendations, sometimes
snubbing him publicly or overruling him without advance warning.
Sueh actions, coupled with the unavoidable reduction in the Military
Assistance Program aid to Europe, have sharply curtailed SACEUR's
influence in Europe.

Why would the United States pursue a policy of seeking to
diminish the pewer of SACEUR? The office seems destined to remain
an American post. New Frontier spokesmen, from President Kennedy
down, have avowed a liking for "integration” and increased collaboration
in the Nerth Atlantic community. SACEUR has been the only inter-
national official who 'has coﬁsistently been able to function
effectively. Efforts to undercut him and other alliance institutions

appear, offhand, to be antithetic to American goals.

3See, for example, C. L. Sulzberger, New York Times, August 13,
1962.

4Most flagrantly in the case of the Mobile Mid-Range Ballistic
Missile, which SACEUR had strongly urged for incorporation into his
forces. Charles Murphy reports that General Norstad was 'dumbfounded"
when word was flashed to him that the American political delegate to
the North Atlantic Council, Ambassador Finletter, had just stated
that the U.S. saw no military necessity for the weapon. (Charles J.
Murphy, "NATO at the Nuclear Crossroads,'" Fortune, December 1962.)
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Perhaps the seeming centradictien can best be explained in
terms of conflicting policy interests. Administration officials,
particularly in the Department of Defense, have resented the
independent position of SACEUR. While this attitude is gemerally
understood around Washington, it has seldom been stated explicitly.
We are therefore indebted to Mr. Joseph Rraft (who explains that he
tends to reflect the views of the Kennedy Administration) for a most
revealing insight into the preblem., Here are a series of related

excerpts from his boek The Grand Design, which add up to a very

plausible motive for the Administration’'s wanting to reduce the
inf luence of SACEUR.

In sharp contrast to the Europeans, Washington
has moved far from the all-or-nothing principles
of "massive retaliatiom.”

% *

Not only does Washington differ with the
Europeans; it views their approach with
some alarm,

* %* *

It has not been easy for Washingten to communicate

its views to the European allies, National sensibili-
ties are involved; at least some of the American
officers in NATO headquarters have not got "'massive
retaliation" out of their systems.

o * *

Strategic planning in these circumstances has

tended to gravitate around the office of the

Supreme Allied Commander Europe, SACEUR. Made
prestigious by the tenures of Generals Eisenhower,
Ridgway, Gruenther and Norstad, and held aloof by

not unfamiliar military attitudes toward civilians

and security, SACEUR and staff have become a

satrapy of the American military. It is secondhand
fTrom SACEUR that the Europeans derive their notioms

of nuclear planning, Hence the lag in their ideas....

5Joseph KRraft, The Grand Design, Harper and Brothers, New York,
1962, pp. 55-60 (underlining added).
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Mr. Kraft thus goes further than Mr. Cook; he identifies the
culprit who has been poisoning the international atmosphere as an
aloof and intransigent SACEUR. However, though seemingly persuasive,
his reasoning, too, can be shown to be based on some flimsy
assumptions.

Few would care to dispute the assertion that European concepts
have ''lagged" behind American strategic theory. But most knowledgeable
observers would attribute the lag less to the dissenting advice of
SACEUR than to the rapid fluctuations in U.S. doctrine, We should
recall that when General Eisenhower first organized SHAPE, a dominant
United States slid naturally into a position of leadership. American
Qtrategic guidance was responsible for the adoption, in 1952, of the
original "Lisbon goals" calling for large levies of ground forces
to carry out a traditional European land campaign. But Europeans
were reluctant to accept, willy-nilly, the United States' plans for
defeating the Soviets., Their opposing arguments generally were
shrouded in official sSecrecy, but occasionally they broke out into
public debate. Suffice it to say that testy Field Marshal Montgomery,
Deputy SACEUR and leader of the European school of thought, was
not tilting at windmills when he proclaimed, "The first rule of
warfare is not to march on Moscow." His maxim epitomized the
Europeans' distaste for large standing armies dedicated to a rerun
of World War 1I.

Influenced no doubt by his knowledge of Euroepean attitudes,
President Eisenhower initiated, or at least condened, America's

shift to the strategic concept of ''massive retaliation." The
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"New Look" of 1954 de-emphasized standing forces in favor of reliance
on nuclear arms. Once again the Europeans -- political leaders as
well as military men =-- were unwilling_to accept wholeheartedly the
American credo. A black-or-white view of ''peace or nuclear oblivion"
was unconvincing and frightening to those who remembered the horrors
of war somewhat more vividly than did the Americans. To accommodate
the views of Europeans unwilling to rely solely on the American
response to the "tripwire," General Norstad as SACEUR was forced in
1957 to flesh out the bare NATO doctrine with his concept of '"the
pause." He had a twofold purpose: first, to restore the Eurepeans'
morale by assuring them that the Americans would not bring down
7nuc1eat annihilation in respomse to a minor Soviet indiscretion;
second, to stimulate the European nations' will to centribute to

their own defense by establishing the raison d'etre for robust non-

nuclear "shield" forces. Under General Norstad's concept, substantial
troops (thirty divisions for the central front) weuld be needed to
contain local Soviet incursions -- to force the enemy to pause, bring
up reinforcements, and weigh the decision to risk nuclear war,

A few years later, with the advent of the Kennedy Administration,
United States doctrine veered from '"'massive retaliation" to a policy
of dependence on cenventional weapons until "about te be overwhelmed."
The pace changed, but SACEUR was still out of step with his country-
men. Ironically, General Norstad, who had so skillfully defended
his need for conventional "shield forces'" against the economy-minded
depredations of his own compatriots, now found himself attacked from
the opposite flank by Mr, McNamara's advocates of a sizable buildup

in conventional armies. The Administration's objective, of course,
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was to mobilize enough manpower so that nuclear weapons would not
be required; just how many troops would be needed, they never
really said. Sensing that neither European military ner political
opinion would support any onerous mobilization of forces, General
Norstad did not support the new trend enthusiastically. And, as
Mr. Kraft implies, the new civilian decisiom-makers in Washington
were annoyed at the officer’'s failure to acecept wholeheartedly the
guidelines laid down for him,

Today we find changes in strategic theory outpacing changes in
administration., Shortly after entering the Pentagon, Secretary
McNamara and his lieutenants launched a series of appeals to the
European allies, asking them for increases in Continental manpower
contributions so that the West would net be hopelessly outclassed
in a nonnuclear conflict, Some time in 1963, however, the U.S.
interpretation 6! the power relationship shifted. At present,
Washington emphasizes that the Western alliance has more men under
arms in Europe than does th§ Soviet bloc., 0ddly enough, the
advocates of conventional-force buildup see no inconsistency in
urging further mobilization upon a defensive alliance that already
has more manpower in the field than the probable aggressor.

Evidence clearly shows that U.S. strategic policy has
fluctuated as to the nature and size of NATO force requirements.
This variability may have contributed to the lag in European opinion,
but a wobbly policy still would not justify insubordination on the
part of a military commander. The charge that successive SACEURs
(senior U.S. officers in every instance) have violated the letter
or intent of directives from their lawful superiors demands

investigation.
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Let us begin by asking: Who is the lawful superior of SACEUR?
Does SACEUR take his orders from the Secretary of Defense of the
United States? Europeans would like to think that he does not,
although the evidence of late has caused them to wonder. The answer
is, of course, that an officer who accepts appointment as SACEUR
must rise above his national allegiance; he represents the alliance
as a whole. His legitimate superiors are the NATO Standing Group,
the Military Committee, and the Council.

Complications are introduced by the fact that the American
officer appointed as SACEUR normally functions in a dual capacity, for
he acts also as Commander-in-Chief of Americanm troops in Europe
(CINCEUR) . In this role he is indeed subordinate to the U.S.
Seeretary of Defense, and, as the senior U.S. military official in
Europe, he must do his best to carry out the policies established by
his superiors in Washington.

This ambiguous command arrangement is loaded with the potential
for misunderstanding and resentment. Yet most analysts still think
it represents the strongest pessible combination of autherity. It
ensured the closest rapport between the NATO military structure and
the most powerful NATO nation during the critical formative years.
An understanding Pentagon directorate will avoid showdowns in which
SACEUR has to make a choice between his duty to the alliance and to
his nation. Such issues can easily be passed to the Standing Group,
where the U.S. representative is expected to speak only as directed

by his national superiors.
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Mr. Rraft's criticism of SACEUR for failing to heed U.S.
directives is no slip of the pen; the official he describes is
SACEUR, not CINCEUR. But to asserﬁ that SACEUR has flouted instructions
from the Pentagon is to reveal a basic misunderstanding of how the
system is supposed to operate. Having informed CINCEUR of their
attitude with regard to American interests, it would be improper for
United States officials to bring pressure to bear on SACEUR. The
international commander of NATO forces in Europe must be allowed to
follow his conscience and base his stand on what he thinks is best
for the alliance. Almost inevitably, his opinions will sometimes
differ from what the Pentagon thinks is best for the United States.

Just as we would expect President Johnson, the one-time Senator
from Texas, to support the interests of the nation as a whole against
sectional demands, so must we expect SACEUR to view matters in the
first instance from the NATO standpoint. Not only would it be
unethical for him to do otherwise, but, more important, SACEUR's
effectiveness would soon diséppear if he behaved like a puppet of the
United States,

Finally, Mr. Kraft implies that there is a difference between
the instructions emanating from the American military and these
issued by civilian authorities in the Pentagon. 1In the past three
years, it is true, some individual military leaders have taken
exception to the decisions of civilian overleords; but in the main,
their objections have referred to decisions against their branch
of the service. More often than not, in such cases, the other

service. chiefs have been inwardly content with these decisions
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~ against their colleagues. The ability of the civilian superstructure
to play off the military services against one another largely accounts
for its remarkable success in gathering the reins in the relatively
short space of three years. But, except for the inadvertent bobble,
which occasionally happens in any agency as large as the military
establishment, the military as a whole has been fully responsive to
the desires of the civilian directorate., It is misleading to say
that SACEUR and staff have become a '"satrapy of the American military."
NATO has some serious organizational weaknesses, Increased
competition among allies and the lessening of the overt external
threat have contributed to loosening the bends that made the
allies cling together in the past, Admittedly, we need to revive the

alliance's esprit de corps and to add new vigor for the tough years

ahead., But before attempting te revitalize the alliance by
exorcising evil spirits, let us be sure that they are genuinely
evil., The international military netwerk has, it is true, shown
itself to be better able to collaborate than its pelitical counter-
part. 1Is this necessarily bad, if, as we have argued, the military
is effectively controlled by the political apparatus?

Almost every problem in NATO, frem Polaris to poultry, ultimately
becomes a political issue. And it 1s in this vast political arena
that the allies are barely able to agree on the date of their next
meeting. The Germans have a preferred strategy, both political and
military, and so does every other NATO coumtry. But there is no
monolithic political strategy for the NATO community with which
the allegedly recalcitrant generals could be forced to align

themselves,
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In the absence of such definitive guidance, NATO military leaders
have -- to their credit -- been able to draft some ground rules and
formulate taétical plans. The plans, based on their assumptions,
have been duly passed up to their political superiors for approval
or emendation. No one, least of all the military, would complain if
the political authorities, in their corporate role, would provide the
directien that the alliance so badly needs. But, understandably,
the composite political bodies are finding it difficult to agree on
and formulate a single, unequivocal policy. By filling the policy
vacuum -- albeit imperfectly -- the NATO military network has per-
formed a valuable service. Military cohesion will be equally

7important in the troublesome years ahead.

Hopefully, this article will be received as more than a quibble
with two responsible journalists., It grew out of a concern that
their image of what goes on in NATO may reflect a view widely held
in official circles: an impression of uncontrollable international
militarism. This attitude has been generated by the frustrations
encountered by a dynamic Pentagon directorate in its dealings with
a factious bevy of allies. Balked in its attempt to sell the
allianee on a strategy of primary relianee on non-nuclear defense
(certainly an improvement over our own previous preoccupation with
massive retaliatien), Mr. McNamara's crew has focused its resentment
on the international military network -- a lumbering target reluctant
(or unable) to defend itself by carrying its case into public debate.
To reproach SACEUR is like criticizing the salesman because he

cannot sell an unwanted product. In fact, it is even worse, because
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on investigation it turns out that the salesman no longer works for
the distributor, but has been hired by the community of customers
to find them what they think they need.

By all means, let us keep the direction of alliance affairs
where it belongs: in the hands of the political leaders., But in
looking for a scapegoat for the present malaise, let us not gloss
over the crucial absence of a meaningful political consensus,
Before we dismantle the military collaborative machinery, which has
served well in its own unpretentious way, let us be sure that we
can replace it with something that will work at least as well. And
that something has to be communal political guidance, not unilateral

American opinion.





