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	What lies behind the growing and continuing European dependency on security policy on the United States and what are the political consequences of this?
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Preface

On behalf of the Fondation Pierre du Bois pour l’histoire du temps présent it is a great privilege and pleasure for me to introduce this Routledge Handbook on Transatlantic Security. It represents the outcome of the first scientific conference organized by the Foundation in conjunction with the Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies in Geneva, Switzerland.

But it is also with deep emotion that I am writing these words. The Foundation carries the name of Pierre du Bois, my husband, who, for 15 years, was Professor of International History and Politics at the Graduate Institute of International Studies in Geneva. He was an expert in European integration, in security issues and contemporary international relations. Pierre du Bois left us prematurely, suddenly and extremely sadly in June 2007 at the age of 64.

In keeping with his wishes, the Foundation was established, which aims at promoting and supporting research in the area of current history. It awards scholarships, research and publication grants, as well as the Pierre du Bois Prize. The Foundation organizes public conferences and symposia and thus encourages interaction among researchers and the creation of networks. The research and interest focus of the Foundation are, to start with, Europe and the challenges of European construction, security-related issues and Latin America.

The symposium, which represented the basis of this Handbook, fits perfectly within the framework of security-related issues, in an interdisciplinary manner and within the broadest sense of this word. It was organized by Professor Jussi Hanhimäki, Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies in Geneva, together with Professor Georges-Henri Soutou, University of Paris-Sorbonne (Paris IV) and Dr Basil Germond, PhD, University of Central Lancashire – and took place on the occasion of the 60th anniversary of NATO in April 2008. Beyond this anniversary, the organizers intended to create a forum for a frank exchange of views on the past, present and future of transatlantic security relations. We wished to place specific emphasis on the changing nature of security over the past six decades and analyse the challenges that lie ahead of us.

This Handbook brings together well-known historians with many young and brilliant researchers. Several among them worked with Pierre du Bois and he would have been the happiest man on earth to see them grow, develop and take flight. An extraordinary network of young researchers has begun to evolve within the Foundation. They are united by common interests and projects. This network aims to widen and establish contact with other researchers in Switzerland, Europe, North and Latin America, and across the world. I express the wish – and I will work to this effect – that the Foundation in the future offers a platform where skilled researchers can meet, share their learnings and ‘cross swords’ with each other to help us better understand and develop the world in which we live today.

My deep thanks go to the brilliant thinker, organizer, animator of the Symposium and editor of this Handbook, Professor Jussi Hanhimäki, one of the foremost specialists in transatlantic relationships after 1945, in the history of the Cold War and in American foreign policy. Also, many thanks to the other two co-editors: Professor Georges-Henri Soutou, renowned scholar and historian of international relationships and an old friend of Pierre du Bois’, and Dr Basil Germond, expert in European security and in naval forces and maritime issues. Basil Germond was the last student to obtain his PhD with Professor Pierre du Bois in May 2007. I would also like to express my profound gratitude to Philippe Burrin, Director of the Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies in Geneva for his extraordinary support. Last but not least my thanks go to Bernhard Blumenau, who is preparing his PhD with Professor Jussi Hanhimäki and who has been the ‘good fairy’ behind the Symposium and is editing assistant for this Handbook.

I hope this first volume will be followed by many more, as the Foundation grows and develops its association with scholars across disciplines and continents, all sharing a common interest in current history.

Irina du Bois

Fondation Pierre du Bois pour l’histoire du temps présent

March 2010






Introduction

Jussi Hanhimäki, Georges-Henri Soutou and Basil Germond


‘NATO was created to keep the Russians out, the Americans in, and the Germans down.’ The famous dictum from Lord Ismay, the first Secretary General of NATO (1952–57), has been repeated so many times in conferences and textbooks as to appear quite banal. For a book dealing with transatlantic security since the end of the Second World War and written amid the 60-year anniversary of history’s longest-lasting military alliance, however, there appears no better starting point. For not only does the citation neatly sum up the multiple rationales behind the founding of NATO but it also helps to put some of the Alliance’s present-day concerns into their proper perspective.

In April 1949 NATO was, first and foremost, a collective defence organization addressing joint transatlantic concerns and fears. The Soviet Union controlled one half of Europe and maintained a formidable military force capable, in theory, of rolling into Western Europe. The weakness of the West Europeans necessitated – in the minds of British, American and even French leaders – the continued presence of Washington’s military guarantee. Whether the Americans were ‘invited’ to establish an imperial-like hold over Western Europe or not, post-war transatlantic security cooperation was initially established with this reality in mind. For the next four decades it remained a central rationale behind the endurance of a transatlantic security community with NATO as its institutional and organizational backbone. And, to the surprise of a number of observers, the Alliance created to contain a common threat has not only endured, despite the disappearance of the Soviet Union, it has continued to expand to include a number of former Warsaw Pact – the Soviet-led institutional counterweight to NATO – countries. The story of transatlantic security since the Second World War cannot be understood without acknowledging the remarkable endurance and growth of this multinational defence organization.

Even a brief review of the literature on NATO, however, reveals a simple fact: historians, political scientists and other scholars prefer analysing situations of crisis to discussing periods of harmony. As the Norwegian historian Geir Lundestad has noted, a ‘crisis perspective’ dominates the literature on European–American relations in general and NATO in particular.
1



And yet, the American role in Europe during the second half of the twentieth century seems, in security terms, to have experienced a virtually linear course. Since the end of 
the Second World War, Americans retained a strong presence as the dominant member of NATO throughout the Cold War. Former enemies, such as Germany, became close allies, whereas countries that often criticize(d) the USA have made no serious attempt to break completely with Washington. Even France’s dramatic exit from NATO’s integrated military structure in 1966 did not amount to a full ‘withdrawal’. Nor has this pattern of security cooperation changed dramatically since the end of the Cold War. NATO expansion has, in fact, extended US influence while the American role in the conflicts following the break up of former Yugoslavia illustrated the relative incapacity of Europeans when faced with the need to take decisive military action. More recently, the Iraq war may have prompted a seemingly irreparable transatlantic confrontation. Yet, already the last years of the Bush administration witnessed a gradual warming of American–European relations that most expect will continue with the new Obama administration. Talk of renewal has replaced alarmist reports about transatlantic drift.
2



The 60-year anniversary of NATO in April 2009 was in itself a reminder of the continuing strength of transatlantic cooperation. The occasion turned into a festival of renewal and unity of purpose, highlighted by the addition of two new members (Albania and Croatia) from Europe’s most troubled region and by France’s full return to NATO’s integrated military structure. As President Barack Obama put it on 3 April 2009: ‘Today I’m confident that we took a substantial step forward to renewing our alliance to meet the challenges of our time.’
3



What explains these developments? What lies behind the growing and continuing European dependency – in security policy – on the USA? What have been the political consequences of this European dependency? Is it likely to continue to the foreseeable future or – given recent disagreements and the lack of a unified external threat – will an independent European Common Foreign and Security Policy eventually become an alternative to NATO? These are some of the key questions that will be addressed in the chapters of this book.

Yet, the story of NATO is only part of the past, present and future of transatlantic security. The bilateral context was central, but already during the Cold War a number of other developments shaped and transformed transatlantic security. Although Americans stayed ‘in’, they also gradually became to view Europe as less central in their overall security policy. The impact of the Korean War in the early 1950s – explored in this volume by Samuel Wells – was an early indication of the difference between America’s increasingly global concerns. Over the years Americans became accustomed to using military force on a global scale while Europeans – having withdrawn from their empires by the 1970s – became increasingly critical of such military interventions (whether in Vietnam, the Middle East or elsewhere). Simultaneously, Europeans were engaged in the gradual process of integration that, by the close of the Cold War, prompted the creation of the European Union (EU).

These factors – extra-European conflicts and integration – have influenced transatlantic relations much more since the end of the Cold War and the demise of extreme bipolarity. But whereas the world of the 1990s may have seemed rather ‘unipolar’ given the USA’s global pre-eminence, the relationship between the USA and Russia is still crucial in influencing transatlantic relations in the twenty-first century. As James Goldgeier’s chapter in this volume makes clear, Russia’s willingness to cooperate with the West remains a crucial question today. At the same time, however, the role of the EU has also become very important: the EU’s dynamics are crucial to understanding the nature of transatlantic relations in the twenty-first century. The EU is a new political and military 
actor; it offers a new framework for political and military cooperation to the EU and NATO Member States, which, since 2007, are almost the same (the principal exception being Turkey and some small neutral states such as Austria, Finland and Sweden). In her chapter, Hanna Ojanen argues that the EU now offers an alternative to NATO; according to Basil Germond it has even developed some geopolitical ambitions and started to exercise its power beyond its external boundaries. However, whereas the EU seems preponderant regarding civilian aspects of crises management and post-conflict reconstruction, NATO remains the main actor when it comes to high-intensity warfare. And, unlike in the 1960s when French President Charles de Gaulle removed his country from NATO’s integrated military structure, the defence alliance is today as popular as ever, symbolized by de Gaulle’s successor Nicolas Sarkozy’s decision to fully reintegrate France into the Alliance.

The future of transatlantic security depends on a number of factors. Internal politics of the states in question, geopolitics (such as the growing EU’s ambitions, Russia’s aspirations, America’s role in the Middle East, etc.); American and European views of each other; the perception of risks and threats (common or not) rank among the top – but not only – issues that will continue shaping transatlantic relations in the future. While ‘hard-core’ territorial defence missions are not likely to induce operations in the forthcoming future, stabilization missions in Europe (Balkans) are about to be completed and/or transferred to the EU. So, what is left? Clearly, NATO is going to be an instrument to project security (power, forces, but also stability and good governance), far away from Europe. Afghanistan is an obvious example of this ongoing trend that may, though, create political difficulties in the countries that choose to cooperate with what remains an American-led operation. Such missions may even create crises between, as well as within, the major nations (and other actors) that are part of twenty-first century transatlantic security structures. It seems clear, however, that with the number of institutional structures and common interests at stake, no sudden and cataclysmic collapse of transatlantic security cooperation is in sight.

The present volume tackles a multitude of issues related to the evolution of post-Second World War transatlantic security. Instead of a thematic division, we chose to divide the book chronologically. The first part deals with the various challenges during the Cold War, which we consider as being a historically distinct period, with its specific international – ideological, military and political – structures. The second part of the book is focused on the challenges that have shaped the structure of transatlantic security since the collapse of the USSR. Perhaps because the editors are all historians we felt that such a chronological division was eminently justified.

A note of caution is in order here. Although the book is entitled Handbook on Transatlantic Security, we do not claim that this book is a ‘handbook’ in the sense of covering every conceivable angle of transatlantic security issues. Nevertheless, we believe that the wide variety of topics discussed – as well as the fact that the selection of authors range from PhD students to senior scholars and are roughly equally divided between historians and International Relations specialists – offers the reader a good sense of the multiple issues that shape and inform scholarship on transatlantic security today.

The chapters in Part I of the book offer a series of analyses of the key questions that shaped transatlantic security during the Cold War. Anne Deighton’s opening chapter focuses on the initial negotiations of the North Atlantic Treaty (NAT) and emphasizes the military–defensive nature of the organization created in 1949. Samuel Wells calls the readers’ attention to the sometimes forgotten impact that the outbreak of the Korean 
War in 1950 had on the ‘militarization’ of NATO and transatlantic security. In two subsequent chapters François David and Jenny Raflik look at the role of France during the first decade of NATO’s existence; David from the perspective of nuclear defence plans, Raflik within the context of French overall foreign policy during the Fourth Republic.

Several chapters deal with the challenges of the 1960s and 1970s. Georges-Henri Soutou analyses de Gaulle’s policies and the impact of ‘gaullism’ on France’s often turbulent relationship with its NATO partners. Benedikt Schoenborn looks at Willy Brandt’s détente policies and the foundations of the Federal Republic of Germany’s (FRG’s) Ostpolitik. In his chapter Leopoldo Nuti examines the negotiations leading to the signing of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) from the perspective of two non-nuclear powers, Italy and West Germany. Daniel Möckli and Andreas Wenger turn their attention to the broader context in which détente emerged and its impact on transatlantic relations. Finally, Bernhard Blumenau and Barbara Zanchetta address different aspects of the increasingly important role that the Middle East played in transatlantic security relations; Blumenau from the perspective of German–American relations during the 1973 October War and Zanchetta within the context of the Iranian revolution.

The end of the Cold War in 1989–91 fundamentally changed the rationale of transatlantic security. This is a key issue addressed in the first chapter of Part II of the book, in which Jérôme Elie places the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact within the context of ongoing Soviet–American negotiations that began at least as early as 1987. Wolfgang Krieger then takes the story into the late 1990s by introducing the EU–NATO dichotomy in his chapter on the background and relevance of the Franco-British St-Malo declaration of 1998. Hanna Ojanen’s chapter on the current state of EU–NATO relations further examines this post-Cold War institutional dichotomy, a mixture of cooperation and competition. The next two chapters, by Axel Marion and Basil Germond, revolve around the question of boundaries; in particular, on the evolving frontiers of the new EU and the impact that the extension of the European project has had on transatlantic relations.

From different angles, the chapters of Tuomas Forsberg, Jérôme Gygax and Guillaume de Rougé address the much talked about question of soft power. By looking at anti-Americanism in Europe (Forsberg), strategic culture (Gygax) and European identity (de Rougé), these chapters further underline the complexity of present-day transatlantic relations. James Goldgeier’s chapter, however, serves as a good reminder about the continued significance of Russian–American relations for transatlantic security, whereas Jussi Hanhimäki’s chapter cautions against the inflated expectations placed upon the new American president.

In the concluding chapter Ambassador Jacques de Dardel – the keynote speaker of the conference in which most of the chapters were initially discussed – provides an overview of the difficulties that NATO faces in trying to adapt to the evermore quickly changing times. The title of his chapter, ‘Is the present future of NATO already history?’ is a provocative reminder of the rapidity and unpredictability of our current era in general and transatlantic relations in particular.

Most of the chapters in this volume were originally presented in late April 2009 at an international conference on ‘Transatlantic Security Issues from the Cold War to the 21st Century’. The conference was hosted at the Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies, Geneva, and mainly funded by the Fondation Pierre du Bois pour l’histoire du temps présent. The editors would like to express their heartfelt thanks to the 
Graduate Institute and to the Fondation Pierre du Bois for their generous support. We are particularly grateful to the efforts of Mme Irina du Bois, whose commitment made the conference not only possible but into a truly memorable occasion.

We would also like to express our gratitude to those who were instrumental in bringing this book into fruition. At the Graduate Institute Bernhard Blumenau worked tirelessly to put the lengthy manuscript together, while Lisa Komar and Jaci Eisenberg provided valuable assistance with translation and editing. At Routledge, we owe a heartfelt thanks to Andrew Humphrys and Rebecca Brennan.


Notes


	1
Geir Lundestad (ed.), No End to Alliance: The United States and Western Europe: Past, Present and Future, (London: Macmillan, 1998), p. 4. See also Lundestad (ed.), Just Another Major Crisis: The United States and Europe Since 2000, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008).

	2
Literature on NATO is massive. One recent book that includes a wide array of perspectives and issues is Vojtech Mastny, Sven G. Holtsmark and Andreas Wenger (eds), War Plans and Alliances in the Cold War: Threat Perceptions in the East and West, (London: Routledge, 2006). The most up-to-date overall account is Lawrence Kaplan, NATO Divided, NATO United: The Evolution of an Alliance, (New York: Praeger, 2004). See also the Parallel History Project www.isn.ethz.ch/ (accessed 10 March 2010).

	3
The full text of the speech can be found on numerous websites, for example www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/04/03/politics/100days/worldaffairs/main4918137.shtml (accessed 10 January 2010).







Part I

Transatlantic security in the Cold War era





1 
Three ministers and the world they made

Acheson, Bevin and Schuman, and the North Atlantic Treaty, March–April 1949

Anne Deighton

DOI: 10.4324/9780203846698-2



Introduction

The North Atlantic Treaty (NAT) defined and then cemented the institutional shape of the bipolar system and the ideological contours of the Cold War world. The alliance became the key vehicle for both East–West and West–West communication during the Cold War, and it also shaped the politics of West European states. It has continued to survive and to expand its membership and its functions for over 20 years since the end of the Cold War.

This would have surprised the three leading foreign ministers, Dean Acheson (USA), Ernest Bevin (UK) and Robert Schuman (France), who signed the NAT with nine other foreign ministers on 4 April 1949. It would have amazed them that they had devised such enduring institutional and military structures, and that, over the next 60 years, NATO would both survive and continue to enlarge. For in 1949, all three were far more conscious of the history of the previous 50 years. Etched on their minds – but in different ways – were the disasters of European and global wars; the consequences of the USA’s refusal to sign the Versailles Treaty; the failure of appeasement in the 1930s to deal with nazism and fascism; and the frailty of the wartime alliance that had been forged to fight the war after 1939. All three were more concerned with how Germany’s future might look in the short term; with the nature and strength of the Soviet threat in Europe and the kind of political deal that was now required to meet it; and with resource and reconstruction issues.

This chapter will examine what Acheson, Bevin and Schuman thought they were creating in April 1949, and the high-level personal diplomacy that took place in Washington from 31 March to 7 April 1949. It will show that there were substantive areas of disagreement, and that compromises had to be made to secure a general treaty, as there was no agreed view about the form it should take or of its membership. Yet, it was clear by the end of 1949 that the NAT had triggered a profound strategic and psychological revolution among the Western allies, despite the fact that the militarization of the NAT took several years more. By the mid-1950s, the NAT had facilitated a more activist US policy over West Germany which involved empowering France as the lead nation 
on the European continent, but which also left the UK as a global strategic partner to the USA, yet also outside the integrative efforts on the continent.

The chapter will conclude by reflecting on the footprint of the 1949 settlement that remains today, at least in two important respects. The first is that the idea of an existential external threat remains the necessary driver for the institutional success of NATO. That is to say, NATO remains at heart primarily a defence alliance, driven primarily by Article 5 of the NAT. This helps us to understanding the continuing perceptions of both Russia and now also of terrorism as existential ‘others’, as this serves to legitimize the continuing presence of NATO. The dominance of the USA over European politics from 1949 has also shaped the direction and depth of subsequent European integrative efforts, and has contributed to a European-wide cultural and political internalization of Atlanticism that has become a part of the politics of European security and integration over and beyond the end of the Cold War. This reveals the ‘stickiness’ of NATO’s institutional presence in the Euro-Atlantic sphere to this day, although the extent to which this continues to depend upon the ‘defence’ dimension of the Alliance remains unknown.



Secret and public diplomacy: 1948

The year of ‘la grande peur’ was 1948. Between 1945 and 1947 diplomacy had failed to secure a post-war settlement, and the risks of an ideological and power political conflict seemed high. Germany, Austria and Japan were still under military occupation. In February, the Soviets masterminded a coup in Prague. In June they blockaded Berlin. Economic crisis loomed in Western Europe and the sterling area, despite the promise of dollars through Marshall Aid. Intelligence reports about the attraction of communist propaganda were mounting. Politicians and planners on both sides of the Atlantic were divided on how to assess the future: they were mindful of the baleful memory of appeasement, yet aware that popular pressures were for domestic reconstruction and peace. The nature of Soviet policy was hard to assess beyond observation of policy on the ground, and analysis of the ideological and geostrategic tenets of the Soviet Union/Russia.

It was against this background of real fear and insecurity that the Brussels Treaty (BT) was drawn up by the UK, France and the Benelux countries. It was Bevin who made the early running for the treaty, particularly with his famous House of Commons ‘Western Union’ speech of 22 January 1948.
1
 The BT, which was then agreed less than two months later, was multilateral, secured within the UN Article 51, with defence automaticity in Article IV. It received public endorsement from Truman, as well as his private promise of support.
2
 Before the ink was barely dry the signatories began talks on how to bind the USA to a European project to deliver military security to the western part of Europe.

The welter of negotiations that took place over the rest of the year has been covered in a number of accounts.
3
 There were private trilateral talks between the USA, UK and Canada from March (about which the other BT powers were not informed); sessions of the BT Consultative Council; and many sets of bilateral negotiations. At the public level, the Vandenberg resolution of June 1948 was a significant indication that public opinion in the USA might now move to a new defence policy, and the BT powers, the USA and Canada then opened negotiations. Negotiators on both sides of the Atlantic moved from the hope that the USA would give military support to the BT or an expanded model of the BT, to exploration of the USA joining the BT, or even creating a new treaty. Military discussion also got under way.
4
 By September 1948, the planners had come up 
with the skeleton of what was to become the NAT: while not naming the Soviets or the Germans as the future threat, the draft mentioned mutual defence against an armed attack. It also touched upon economic and social cooperation, self-help and mutual aid. The form, membership, duration and geographical scope of the treaty were not mentioned.
5
 Hard negotiating then lapsed because of the American presidential elections in which Truman was wrongly but widely expected to lose.
6





January–April 1949

As the new year opened, ministers once again began their negotiations. What were the expectations of the ministers as the preparatory talks reached their climax, and preparations were made for the three foreign ministers to meet in Washington at the end of March 1949?

Dean Acheson, appointed as Secretary of State by Truman after his own successful election campaign, was to be the host of this three-way meeting. It was to be the first time he had met his fellow foreign ministers.
7
 Acheson was a lawyer–politician and had already served under Truman, taking a leading role in the Marshall Plan before leaving office to make money as a lawyer. Acheson’s views hardened over time, but he was still by temperament a classic east-coast American liberal with a natural sympathy for the UK. Urbane, quick-witted, yet with a sharp tongue, he sought to activate a ‘preponderance’ of power in the furtherance of American interests in Europe.
8
 Acheson saw the treaty instrumentally, as part of a wider European project to deal with the major strategic question of Germany’s future in the face of the Soviet menace. He was irritated by the complexity of the two-, three- and four-power negotiations about Germany, reconstruction and defence, thought that the path towards the creation of West Germany was irreversible, and that the USA had to use the NAT as a ‘carrot to elicit France’s cooperation’ to bring a West Germany into a West European community.
9
 Truman later reflected that there would have been no NATO without Acheson, who drove through both the decisions on Germany and the treaty’s own institutional arrangements.
10



Robert Schuman’s career and approach to life were totally different. A borderland man from Lorraine, Schuman was unmarried, gaunt, aesthetic and almost clerical in demeanour. Yet he was a tough political survivor. He came to the post of foreign minister in 1948 from being prime minister, and was an emblem of stability in the tumultuous politics of the Fourth Republic. He knew both the depth of insecurity about German power that existed in France, and also the importance to the national psyche of the idea of France as a major continental and imperial power. He knew that French leadership in Europe would never be easy, not least because of France’s large communist party, and he was also not a natural Atlanticist. Yet it was clear to him that the USA had now to be an ally of France in peace as it had been in war: how this was to be operationalized in a way that enhanced France’s role in the international system drove Schuman’s strategy.
11
 So Schuman went to Washington with the intention of seeking progress on Germany, but also with a clear agenda about the ways in which the treaty could benefit France’s own European, geostrategic and economic interests.
12
 He would have to be flexible on currency reform, a possible new constitution for western Germany and the Ruhr, while playing a hard, two-level game between French domestic opinion and international ambitions and pressures.

Ernest Bevin was one of the most senior trade unionists in Britain, and had held senior government office longer than his other two colleagues. Minister of Labour between 
1940 and 1945 in Winston Churchill’s coalition wartime government, he then took office in the 1945 Labour Government of Clement Attlee at the age of 64. He was already tired and in poor health. Bevin’s view of Britain’s role in the world was largely formulated before 1945. In his union career he had seen the malign influence of communist doctrine upon the working man and upon social democratic trade unionism. Yet he appreciated that communism was a force that could be neither ignored nor easily stamped out, and that the Soviet Union – like the interwar employer bosses – was a power with which Britain would have to live. He favoured an intergovernmental, Commonwealth-like approach to the management of Britain’s role as a world power. He also favoured a close collaboration with France, but there is little evidence of a natural affinity with the USA. He had opposed the 1946 US loan, and was on the secret cabinet committee for Britain’s own independent nuclear bomb project. However, Bevin, always a subtle observer of the workings of power, was well aware of the unbalanced power distribution among the USA, Europe and the Soviet Union that the Second World War had exacerbated.

In 1948, Bevin’s sights were set high. He sought actively to promote the role of the UK as a third world force; to lead continental Europe, and to re-animate imperial– commonwealth connections through development, strategic bases, and financial links. Such a scenario would have brought strategic strength, and greater independence, as well as access to the raw materials and labour that Britain and continental Europe needed for reconstruction. So he wanted the NAT to be a short-term military alliance, to have the BT powers hold a privileged place in the arrangement and thus to privilege it as the premier European organization. He preferred the phrase ‘collective defence arrangements of the Brussels treaty powers in association with the United States’ to the wording of the NAT. For the Five Powers



had their own identity and common purpose and were what he called at the time of the signature of the Brussels Treaty the “hard core” to undertake the leadership of Western Europe. He would be reluctant to hand the whole business over to the United States … If Western Europe developed on the right lines and again got on her feet, the difference in power between her and America would not be so great and it was important to keep Western Europe’s position of leadership even during the present time of temporary difficulties.
13





Bevin was the key player among the BT foreign ministers, to whom the others, especially the Benelux countries, deferred. But both he and Schuman needed to achieve military security and funding to enable them to restore confidence at home; they both wanted to be leaders, although it would be fairer to say that theirs was rather a competitive dependence upon the USA.



The issues

What issues were most contentious for the NAT negotiators? The most important issue was the wording of Article 5, as this was the ‘key article of the treaty’ and underpinned the whole military alliance. The Europeans watched anxiously as the ‘deplorable’ debate on Article 5 flowed through the US decision-making system and the American press in early 1949. The article became a painstaking compromise for Americans between the continuing lure of isolationism and the responsibility of guarantees.
14
 Bevin knew that, 
while he wanted Article 5 to include the word ‘military’ and to follow the model of automaticity in the BT, a weaker clause could not be a reason for not signing the NAT, for the psychological importance of even a weak NAT would better than no treaty at all, as ‘we should still secure consultative machinery, and above all, the establishment of a military committee’.
15



If Article 5 provoked widespread debate, membership and thus the structure of the NAT did not cause so much consternation, although the issues were strategically just as important, and were unclear until the last moment. The BT powers were late to move to serious consideration of adhering individually to an Atlantic Pact rather than negotiating as a block. However, the Americans expressed concern about the Scandinavian region; Spain (whose admission was out of the question for the Europeans); Greece; Turkey (Bevin also sought but failed to secure a public commitment to Iran as well); and Portugal. Here, US officials said the need for the Azores as a base trumped concerns about the Portuguese dictatorship.
16
 Sweden was also of concern, for it sought a Nordic bloc which would draw in its immediate neighbours and be less provocative to the Soviet Union than a transatlantic pact – and Bevin was always very attracted to inter-locking regional security blocs. But the Americans were opposed to this idea – and the Norwegians were not so keen either. The Scandinavian debate was taken right up the wire, and not resolved until mid-March when the Americans got their way, and Norway and Denmark, but not Sweden, were invited to accede.
17



The case of Italy caused endless diplomatic trouble, and was also not resolved until late in the negotiations.
18
 The French, who had originally been happy to leave the Italians out, then saw that admitting Italy could be a prelude to also admitting Algeria – both Mediterranean countries. This change of heart infuriated both the Americans and Bevin. However, the French would then only support the admission of Norway, which the Americans insisted upon, if Italy could be considered too. Ambassador Bonnet even threatened withdrawal from the process if this were not done.
19
 As with Article 5, Bevin relented again. As he said to his BT colleagues, the British were not now ‘masters of the situation, and if the United States were keen on the admission of Italy, then the United Kingdom would not object’. He just hoped that something might be done for Greece and Turkey, ‘or the Soviet Union might assume that we had decided upon a certain line of defence which did not cover Greece and Turkey, which would thereby be endangered’.
20
 The significance of all this is that key leaders were very unclear of exactly what they were trying to do beyond pen in communism_ it is startling to see how uncertain the institutional shape of the NAT looked, even in March 1949.

Other issues that had to be considered in the last hectic weeks were those of aid for the Europeans; the relationship between the proposed treaty and the UN; the wording of Article 2; and the duration of the alliance (20 years was as long as the Europeans thought they could get the USA to agree to). European requests for aid were rejected as being underprepared and underscrutinized, although the BT countries had actually stated their request for aid that was based on considerations of solidarity and that, ‘the attainment of [their] economic viability should accordingly have priority’: the USA should provide the hard military cover for European economic revival, an issue that starkly revealed the real uncertainty about exactly the type of threat from the Soviets that they were all facing.
21



The relationship between NATO and the UN was also of importance, not least because the UN was the most public aspect of inclusive international diplomacy to date: if the NAT was not to be seen as a deliberate attempt to undermine the UN (which was 
the Soviet claim), then the treaty had to be constructed in such a way that at least the appearance of universalism had been retained. It was not until 16 March that Acheson the lawyer stepped in to resolve the difficulties of dovetailing UN Articles 51, 53 and 54 to the proposed NAT text.
22
 Of course, Soviet diplomats were quick to complain that Article 5 was detached from the UNSC and could alone trigger war without any reference to the UN.

There was another debate that centred on Article 2 – the Western community-building clause.
23
 The Canadians, who sponsored this article, were in part concerned to open a firmer trilateral trade space between the USA, the UK and themselves in the context of the negotiations about freeing up trade within Western Europe, while giving themselves an explanation at home for adherence to the treaty.
24
 It is significant that neither Bevin not Acheson favoured Article 2, largely because they thought it would complicate and slow down the implementation of the military treaty. However, the Canadians also reserved their position on adherence at all until Article 2 was included.
25
 Given the subsequent debates and difficulties relating to this dimension of the treaty, and the imaging of NATO as a collective security institution, this is highly significant and underdiscussed.



To the end of the negotiation process

The text of the Pact was published 18 March.
26
 Bevin had had to make many compromises, while Schuman had his way on Italy. Acheson was not happy about the successes the French and Canadians had scored. One might have expected that spirits would be high, but this was not the case, not least because the Americans had outmanoeuvred their BT colleagues and invited the Canadians and all the other future European members of the NAT to the signing ceremony, although the BT powers had hoped only to allow the others to accede to the treaty later, thus reinforcing the role of the BT at the European heart of the treaty.
27
 At the end of March the foreign ministers then met face-to face to discuss not only the NAT but future strategy more generally, a pattern much favoured in the growing phenomenon of multilateral institutional negotiations.


Bilaterals and multilaterals

The first meeting between Bevin and Acheson was on 31 March – the first time that the two had met. After the pleasantries, they discussed the fact that the Soviets seemed interested in finding a way out of the Berlin blockade and reopening negotiations on Germany. Bevin sought to hold back for, ‘I saw no objection to continuing sounding the Russians, but I thought it was essential that we should consolidate the situation in Western Europe before we went any further with them … We did not want to rush ahead too fast’.

However, Acheson disagreed with Bevin’s view that the Soviets were trying to block the NAT by making some concessions on Berlin, and argued that, by contrast, ending the blockade immediately might encourage the US Senate towards the NAT. Bevin now reported that he sensed a ‘very dangerous situation arising’ with this form of issue linkage to US domestic politics. It was, instead, important to build upon the growing confidence and participation of France, and not ‘put the clock back’ by either making too early an agreement with the Soviets over Berlin or allowing the Germans greater freedom of action, both of which would make France fearful and obstinate. While seeking also to ensure a 
privileged position for Britain in American eyes vis-à-vis France, he knew that keeping Americans on board was the top priority: a repetition of the events of 1919 when the Americans failed to secure agreement to the Versailles Treaty would be disastrous.
28



Schuman’s meeting with Acheson covered much of the same ground. Schuman wondered how the NAT would really stop French fears of a Soviet invasion of France, which could not be countered by use of the bomb in Western Europe. Yet, Acheson admitted that Congress might find the delivery of large quantities of military aid difficult to agree to. On Germany, Schuman finally agreed to a trizonal solution. Like Bevin, he was more cautious about the next steps towards the Soviets, but broadly agreed with Acheson that the initiative here should not be lost.
29



The three men met together in the afternoon of 1 April.
30
 They discussed the possibility of a simplified Occupation Statute for the Western zones. Acheson suggested retaining reserved powers, while allowing the Germans greater freedoms, and also completing the Ruhr agreement.
31
 He later recalled that they all agreed that none of them actually fully understood the existing complexities of the situation. However, the record of the meeting reveals a good deal of residual tension: Bevin in particular was truculent, as immediate four-power talks could ‘split the western front’ for neither the Pact, nor a European Council, nor even the decisions on West Germany had yet been finalized or ratified. His idea of negotiation from strength essentially stemmed from his trade union experience of collecting negotiation chips to improve bargaining power, while Acheson’s tactics displayed a confidence that Western unity would oblige the Soviets to be more accommodating. Schuman was more pliable than Bevin, indicating that the Western powers should not fall into a trap of rejecting the possibility that the Soviets wished to negotiate again.
32



On 2 April, Acheson met all the other Pact foreign ministers who had now arrived in Washington. The final wording of the Pact was now nodded through, and talks opened on the Soviet responses and follow-up machinery for the Council.
33
 However, there was disagreement with the Dutch about Indonesia (Dutch Foreign Minister Dirk Stikker even threatened not to sign the Pact – the third foreign minister to do so).
34





The Americans lecture the Europeans

That evening, a Sunday, the Pact foreign ministers met with Truman, accompanied only by Acheson and Forrestal. The meeting was, as Spaak said, ‘blunt’, and was dominated by Acheson and Truman, and not even included in the UK record of these days.
35
 It is here that we can see the longer strategic vision of the Americans – this was real, hard, no holds barred ‘grand strategy’, in which their view of communism as an ‘egalitarian, dynamic social force’ was developed, and in which the particularities of the Europeans and their own national preoccupations were thought of as being of secondary importance. Truman asserted that ‘none of us are under illusion that the Atlantic Pact itself is more than a symbol of our common determination’. He then set out how the future would involve ‘sacrifices of traditional security and economic objectives which they may be most unwilling to make’, but which were necessary if they were to ensure their survival, and then ‘the eventual triumph of the West’. Truman said that vast military expenditure was out of the question: US public opinion would not stand for it. The Europeans, and especially the French and Dutch, were told that they had to give up their colonial fantasies – their ‘hopeless colonial warfare’ (Forrestal) – and stop the risk of communism spreading to support nationalism. However, USA estimates were that there was a breathing space of ‘several years’ for the West, during which time Truman proposed ‘to carry the ideological war to the Soviet sphere itself’. 
Germany and Japan were both major power centres: they had to be rehabilitated. In the case of Germany, this had to be done through a ‘reasonably centralised West German government … And the integration of the Reich as a full-fledged partner in an increasingly unified Western Europe’, politically, economically and militarily, to capture the imagination of Germans in a way that would protect them against Soviet influence.

However, although the Europeans had to start being more effective collectively, it would be impossible to defend Europe at the Rhine in the near future, and they now required a combined command led by the USA, UK and France ‘with liaison missions from the other members’.
36
 Under this would be the Western Union organization, perhaps joined by Italy, in a scenario in which only the USA and the UK would have naval missions, while the others built up their forces, all of which would require integrated equipment, training and operational techniques, supplied by an integrated armaments production division. The UK and the USA, ‘the farthest removed from the Soviet threat’, would become the arsenals of this Atlantic combine. The president added that a dynamic political and psychological warfare programme was needed to seize the initiative, as well as a strengthening of the UN ‘as a focal point for rallying and tying together the entire non-Soviet world’, and to reinforce the core effort of turning the Pact from ‘a paper plan to a solid reality’. To support this, the European Reconstruction Programme (ERP) must be revitalized through a ‘whole new approach’ of closer economic and political cooperation (although Eastern Europe was ‘gone semi-permanently from the Western orbit’). Revitalization would be an antidote to the appeal of international communism, though a United States of Europe was not immediately favoured. However, ‘[i]n this connection, Mr Bevin’, Acheson said, ‘we are somewhat concerned over the evident UK hesitation about proceeding too far along these lines … for the continent is Britain’s shield against attack’. Britain must sacrifice some of her traditional aloofness.

The meeting must have particularly humiliating to Bevin and Schuman, as it became clear that far from being able to use the Americans for British or French interests, the new arrangements implied a grand strategic re-evaluation led by the USA. Bevin’s fear of European federalism came to the fore, for ‘we do not consider ourselves as a continental nation: we have a worldwide commonwealth to look after and our attitude toward the continent is somewhat like that of the US … we do not wish to rush headlong into entangling commitments’. To which Schuman replied tartly that perhaps ‘Mr Bevin would prefer to wait until the Communists had “stabilised” Western Europe?’ Acheson had to calm both down after this exchange, and the meeting seems to have ended rather abruptly.

The USA had now fully turned the corner and would now be leading its Western European allies forward, listening and empowering Bevin and Schuman in different ways. The two strongest features of the treaty were already the dominant role of the USA, which was prepared to tell the Europeans how they develop their region, and the hopefully distant but fairly solid commitment to military defence through Article 5. This difficult evening meeting made it all too clear that negotiating from weakness with the USA in the context of the NAT would be the way forward from now on.




Short-term outcomes

The next day – no doubt with a return of good diplomatic manners – the treaty was signed. The treaty’s institutional framework was set after September 1949, when the first meeting of the Council was held, which also established the Defence Committee. It was not until October 
that the Mutual Defence Act finally went through Congress, freeing up aid for the European militaries. In January 1950, the first strategic plan was agreed by the North Atlantic powers: by now the BT was clearly not going to retain its independent military dimension.

The NAT was a military, psychological and diplomatic gateway to the subsequent dominance by the USA of German and, to a certain extent, also West European politics. Outstanding issues over policy were taken forward by the three foreign ministers in five intensive meetings over three days after the signature of the NAT, and they agreed a four-power conference and laid out the lines of a new civilian government for the three Western zones, with high commissioners, a new funding mechanism and with the empowerment of German civilian rule with allied control only exercised over specific security arenas. Although this was not widely discussed at the time, all three also knew full well that the three German zones were now indeed militarily defended by the NATO treaty.
37
 These decisions were unequivocally driven by Acheson.
38



In late May, the abortive four-power Palais Rose Council of Foreign Ministers was held in Paris, following on from the Soviets agreement to end the blockade of Berlin on 12 May. This was the meeting about which Bevin had had such reservations when he was in Washington. While Acheson came increasingly to admire Bevin’s dogged approach to dealing with the Soviets over Germany, he suggested that they should nevertheless have constructive proposals to hand to the Soviets, even if only for propaganda purposes.
39
 It was not until July 1949 that the NAT was ratified in the UK, USA and France, and it did not come into operation until August 1949, so Bevin and Schuman had to be content with the publicity surrounding the treaty to give them the psychological boost needed to have the confidence to take forward these solutions for Western Germany. As a result of Acheson’s German policy both Bevin and Schuman came to realize and appreciate that Acheson did have a strategic vision that they had to accept. Acheson’s personal relations with Bevin were stronger than those with Schuman, and Bevin’s growing compliancy in NATO matters was part of that package. Yet, retrospectively, it cannot be forgotten that Acheson ‘almost thought of Bevin and Schuman as one. They had both emerged from Europe’s “tragic” century and agreed on the “menace of communism”’. They had both realized that for Acheson, ‘power talks’.
40



Bevin was feted for the treaty, yet it can be argued that both the detail and the strategic thrust of the NAT were a setback for his most ambitious personal aims.
41
 Bevin had opposed Article 2, but favoured a stronger Article 5; opposed a wider treaty, and particularly the membership of Italy; had vigorously sought to empower the BT powers to a far greater extent than materialized; and had unsuccessfully sought a speedy resolution to both the military aid and the planning issues. In short, he wanted US support and money in the short term, to allow the UK to recover its own autonomy in the world.

At the same time, Acheson was seeking to empower Schuman, who was ‘one of the greatest strokes of luck that has come along for a long time’.
42
 The moment when the USA turned unequivocally to France was 15 September 1949. In their tripartite meeting in Washington, and in the midst of a long and painful discussion about dismantling and reparations, Acheson turned to Schuman and said, ‘[p]erhaps the situation is hopeless. Maybe Germany can’t be a useful quiet member of the European community. The best chance and hope for us seems to be under French leadership. It doesn’t work for us to take the lead. We are too far away and to a lesser extent this is also true of the British. In the long run if there is to be an answer, there must be a solution of Franco-German troubles under French leadership’.
43



This was the decisive moment, made possible through the psychological advantage of NATO as a gateway to a stronger German policy, and in part in view of the help that 
the Americans had given to the UK during their terrible currency crisis of the previous month. Acheson thought that Britain would be kept on board through the military context, financial and global conversations, while France could ensure its security vis-à-vis Germany through West European institutional structures.

So from the autumn of 1949, Bevin’s world power plans were in tatters, and the increasingly ill foreign secretary was to see the Foreign Office (FO) – always sceptical about European cooperative schemes – now make the running over the treaty at home, and argue that the fist aim of British policy should be to further empower the treaty, drop his world power proposals, use Article 2 to build an Atlantic rather than European community (i.e. against the Council of Europe), and to encourage further positive gestures from the USA, which they did in a very vigorous series of papers between the autumn of 1949 and April of 1950.
44
 However, it was actually France that was the sine qua non of the strategic impulses of the NAT. For in June 1950, France could pick up the gauntlet thrown by Acheson six months earlier and lead the way towards a reconceptualization of the Franco-German dilemma through Jean Monnet’s ‘Schuman’ Plan, confident of US backing. No wonder the FO was dejected and Bevin infuriated by events on the continent. Indeed, by the autumn of 1950, the Americans had begun a tortuous four-year period of negotiations over the full return of Germany to the centre of the European balance of power with the Pleven Plan/European Defence Community proposals, which left the UK as pliant supporters of an American policy that accommodated itself to the time needed by France to allow West German admission to NATO.



Conclusion

A strategic revolution took place as a result of the NAT, which, as we have seen, was not fully anticipated at the time: it shaped Western defence, the rehabilitation of West Germany and the nature of transatlantic relations. It set a pattern of US support of West Germany through French leadership on the continent, and UK compliance to US demands and to NATO (in the name of the ‘special relationship’). There are many characteristics of the foundation days that were to dominate the 1950s and beyond which still resonate today.

First, it seems that the idea of an existential external threat remains a driving – and perhaps necessary – force for the continuation of NATO.
45
 In 1948–49, the fear of the Soviet Union and its communist ideology seemed real enough. While planners and politicians did not expect an immediate invasion or war, the territorial gains of the Soviet Union, the nature of an ideology which argued that the forces of history were on its side, were cause for alarm. Yet a residual fear of German power had not disappeared, through its military potential as an aggressive power, as an economic competitor or as a possible future ally of the Soviet Union, although Germany was recognized to be the necessary driver for economic recovery in Europe. The NAT initially gave military protection to the western zones of Germany until a new Germany that was embedded in Western Europe could be created. The treaty took the western part of the defeated Germany inside the new system, even as the structure, thinking and planning of NATO was predicated upon the external, Soviet threat.

Nothing like this happened after the end of the Cold War. Intuitively, one might have expected the institutional structure of NATO to change after the relatively peaceful collapse of the Soviet Union. Debates and initiatives in the 1990s to explore the possibility of weaving Russia into the NATO fabric however were tepid and feeble, and excluded the possibility of Russian membership. Yet at the same time the USA developed a policy of NATO 
enlargement to parts of the former Soviet empire, which has continued to divide Europe and upset the Russians. This focus on the Russian ‘other’ shifted after 9/11, as NATO planners saw the possibility of ‘reinventing’ NATO to fight terrorism in Afghanistan, a new enemy. The consequences of this have been on the one hand to transform the alliance into a fighting force in a region beyond Europe, yet at the same time without having managed to reinvent Russia as a long-term partner of NATO. Now, there is a rising public and private concern, once again, about Russian policy. If one leaves aside the politics of this shift, it is not hard to see, in pure strategic terms, the continued value of the enemy, the ‘other’, for a ‘sticky’ institution as large and as dependent upon public messages, rhetoric and psychology as is NATO.

Second, the two institutional features of NATO in the Cold War were US hegemony and the assumption that there would be an increasingly united Europe under a benign American supervision. This was clear in Truman’s important dressing down to the foreign ministers. This assumption has changed perhaps less than might have been expected. Institutional theory suggests that institutions continue to behave in similar ways, unless and until affected by a major ‘shock’ or paradigm shift. This was and is still true in the case of NATO. During the Cold War, the West European powers were firmly ‘nested’ within the Atlantic structure, even if there were disagreements within the organization. No country defected from NATO – even France, despite its histrionics about the military command structure. Indeed, France, the UK and West Germany all performed an elaborate and competitive dance for the attentions of the USA throughout the Cold War.

In 1949 there was also a widely held assumption that West Europe should cooperate or integrate further – if only to stop Europeans fighting each other again. The Americans had been disappointed by the lack of integrative impulses in the ERP. Although they privileged the UK, France and the Federal Republic, this was in different ways for each country, and there always remained an element of ‘managing’ the West Europeans. Within NATO, the institutional and particularly the military structure were US-dominated, affecting planning, purchasing and grand strategy. Historians have not yet satisfactorily assessed the extent to which NATO has shaped the way in which European integration developed in the Cold War, and the extent not only to which the USA worked against European defence/military integration, but also, for example, the participation of the neutrals in the European Community during the Cold War.

In the post-Cold War world, the negative response of the USA to the St Malo initiative in 1998 indicated very starkly that the hegemonic structure remained appealing to the USA, which feared both a threat to the military role of NATO and the weakening of the institutional loyalty of its European Union (EU) partners. Institutional competition between NATO and the EU is a powerful reason for the relative lack of subsequent success – or at least the very slow progress – of the ESDP since 1998. Indeed, Europeans remain culturally Atlanticist (even through the Iraq War), despite the new dimensions NATO. Thus, in these two illustrative areas, the overlay of the NAT remains extraordinarily powerful, showing that this international organization gave a shape to the current transatlantic system that was not understood at the moment of its creation.
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As the events of the early days of the Cold War developed after 1946, the US administration of Harry S Truman demonstrated its continued commitment to the strategic priorities of World War II. In the increasingly heated competition with the Soviet Union, Europe remained Washington’s primary concern. To the challenges of Communist subversion in Greece and Turkey and to economic collapse and security anxiety across Western Europe, the United States responded with the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, the Brussels Pact, and eventually in April 1949 the North Atlantic Treaty. At the same time, the Truman administration reduced its obligations in East Asia by withdrawing its military forces from South Korea (June 1949) and limiting its commitment to the Chinese Nationalist government in Taiwan. The National Security Council (NSC) formalized these policies in December 1949 when it adopted NSC-48 which outlined future strategy for Asia and excluded the Asian mainland from the US defensive perimeter. Secretary of State Dean Acheson presented this new Asia strategy to the public in a speech at the National Press Club on 12 January 1950. This statement clearly excluded South Korea from American defense commitments.
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Yet when North Korea invaded the south on 25 June 1950, the United States intervened by sending its available military forces from Japan. This was largely because the political climate in Washington had changed and because new forceful personalities had taken over critical positions in the administration. Dean Acheson replaced General George C. Marshall as Secretary of State in January 1949, and Paul Nitze took over from George Kennan at the Policy Planning Staff of the State Department a year later. In September 1949, President Truman surprised the world with the announcement that the Air Force had detected fallout from a successful Soviet atomic test. Shortly afterward, on 7 October, the Soviet Union established the German Democratic Republic in its zone of occupation, thereby creating a divided Germany for the post-war period. That same week, on the other side of the world, the Chinese Communists celebrated their victory in the civil war by establishing the People’s Republic of China. The two giants of international Communism consolidated their forces by signing on 14 February 1950 a Treaty of Mutual Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance. Adding further cause for concern, British police arrested scientist Klaus Fuchs for atomic espionage early in February. Capitalizing 
on this series of unwelcome events, Senator Joseph R. McCarthy launched his first attacks on the Truman administration for harboring Communists in its ranks in a speech in Wheeling, West Virginia, on 9 February.
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A debate on defense expansion

Following the detection of the Soviet atomic test, President Truman established a committee to examine the question of whether to develop a fusion (hydrogen) bomb. Aggressive Russian actions in Eastern Europe, especially the blockade of Western occupation zones in Berlin, persuaded the president that leaders in Moscow would pursue a fusion capability in any event. This conviction led Truman to approve a report recommending an accelerated research program on the fusion bomb on 31 January 1950. To put the weapons decision in a wider strategic context, at the same time he ordered a broad evaluation of US national security policy in the light of the new Soviet nuclear capability.
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Paul H. Nitze chaired the policy review group which worked through the late winter and reported to the NSC in April 1950. Nitze and the members of his ad hoc group contended in their report, called NSC-68, that US defenses needed significant strengthening in order to be able to confront a time of “maximum danger” from the Soviet Union in 1954. They declared that the goal of the Soviet leadership was “to impose its absolute authority over the rest of the world” and called for a serious political mobilization of the West, a major build-up of conventional and nuclear military power, and an expansion of covert operations in economic, political, and psychological warfare. The report concluded by declaring: “The whole success of the proposed program hangs ultimately on recognition by this Government, the American people, and all free peoples, that the cold war is in fact a real war in which the survival of the free world is at stake.”
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Truman received this alarming report with considerable skepticism. He realized that the Soviet Union would be a growing problem, but he firmly believed that the United States needed to limit its defense budget to 15 billion US dollars a year in order to maintain a strong economy and continue the conversion to a peacetime nation. As recently as October 1949 he had confronted a defense appropriation bill containing an unwanted requirement to spend 800 million US dollars for long-range bombers and an additional 10 groups for the Air Force with a declaration that he would not spend the extra funds and would restrict the Air Force, to his requested strength of 48 groups. The president asked a special committee of budget specialists to analyze the recommendations of NSC-68 and report how much it would cost to implement them.
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The authors of NSC-68 had omitted cost estimates because they were well aware of the president’s views on a 15 billion US dollars spending ceiling for defense. Some important members of the review group admitted to colleagues that they believed the full implementation of the report would cost 45 billion US dollars a year for a number of years. The new committee studying the possible cost of NSC-68 had met eight times before war broke out in Korea, but they had reached no conclusion. The records of their deliberations indicate that their likely direction was to implement only part of the recommendations and hold the spending increases to no more than 3 billion US dollars per year. NSC-68 had forced a reconsideration of how to meet a growing Soviet threat, but it took war in Korea to reverse Truman’s budgetary constraints.
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A military build-up

In responding to the North Korean invasion, US officials assumed the attack was directed by the Soviet Union in an effort to establish Communist control over all of Korea while testing American will to act in East Asia. The administration’s response transformed military policy. On 19 July the president requested supplemental appropriations for defense, indicating that most of the funds would be used, not for Korea, but for a general military build-up. The NSC on 30 September approved NSC-68 as US policy, and the president directed all agencies to implement its recommendations. By early December Congress had passed two appropriations bills totaling 35.3 billion US dollars in addition to the previous administration budgeted bill for fiscal year 1951 of 13.3 billion US dollars. After the massive intervention of “volunteer” Chinese troops in late November, Truman declared a state of national emergency on 16 December, asserting that the Communists “are now willing to push the world to the brink of general war to get what they want.” The administration increased the armed forces by 1 million men to a size of 3.5 million, and within the first year of the war expanded the orders for aircraft by 500 percent and for combat vehicles by 450 percent. The build-up prepared to send significant additional forces to Europe and began a series of steps that transformed NATO from a treaty for political reassurance to a full-fledged military alliance.
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The Korean build-up greatly expanded US military capabilities. Shortly before the war began, the Joint Chiefs of Staff set its force goals for fiscal year 1952 at 10 divisions for the Army, 281 major combat vessels for the Navy, and 58 wings for the Air Force. Given pre-war political and economic attitudes, it was unlikely that these force increases would be funded. But by the end of December 1950, the administration had approved all the recommendations of NSC-68 and accepted force goals for fiscal year 1952 of 18 divisions for the Army, 397 major combat vessels for the Navy, and 95 wings for the Air Force.
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The focus on Europe

Although US forces in Korea were driven back into a narrow redoubt around the port of Pusan, officials in Washington concentrated on expanding defenses in Europe. On 14 July, Secretary of State Dean Acheson reported to the Cabinet that anxiety was sweeping across Europe. Declaring that the situation was “one of gravest danger,” he said the war in Korea indicated to the world that US forces were not adequate to counter the threat. “The feeling in Europe is changing,” he said, “from one of elation that the United States has come into the Korean crisis to petrified fright. People are questioning whether NATO means anything […].”
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Europe’s defenses were clearly inadequate for any serious challenge from Soviet forces. NATO was a new organization without any central staff or a single commander, and its “strategic concept” allowed each member’s military to specialize in the missions for which it was best suited. Although allied planners agreed that 54 divisions would be needed to hold a line of defense at the River Rhine, NATO had only 10 understrength divisions in West Germany. Within this force, the United States had one infantry division, three armored cavalry regiments, and two fighter-bomber groups. The allied war plan assumed that NATO could not withstand a major Soviet attack and planned for its forces to withdraw to Spain, North Africa, and Great Britain to wait for massive reinforcements.
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After extensive discussions among military, diplomatic, and political leaders, the Truman administration agreed on a plan for greatly improved European defense. Secretary Acheson presented this package to the British and French foreign ministers on 12 September at the Waldorf-Astoria in New York before a meeting of the North Atlantic Council. The proposal consisted of three elements: sending four additional US combat divisions to Europe with added air and naval support, creating a unified command for the alliance with an American Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR), and establishing an integrated NATO defense force including German units of up to a division in strength. The French government strongly objected to rearming Germany so soon after the devastating war. It took General George C. Marshall, now returned to government as Secretary of Defense, to negotiate a compromise that included delaying German rearmament. At the same time as the terms of the European build-up were being resolved, the United States approved a massive increase in defense assistance for European rearmament. In addition to a planned appropriation of 1.2 billion US dollars in July, Congress approved the president’s request for an additional 4 billion US dollars in late September. Of the new amount, 3.5 billion US dollars was designated for Western Europe.
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NATO restructured

Despite continued economic dislocation in Europe and the reluctance of national leaders to devote more funds to defense, NATO made significant progress in reforming its organization and in expanding its military capabilities. At a joint meeting of the North Atlantic Council and the Defense Committee in Brussels on 18–19 December 1950, the allies agreed to create an integrated defense force, approved the Medium Term Defense Plan, and created the office of SACEUR. They called on President Truman to appoint General Dwight D. Eisenhower to this position, and he took that step the following day. Over the next year the expanded alliance staff under Eisenhower’s leadership organized the command structure, planned for various possible military contingencies, and worked to gain the resources to implement the Medium Term Defense Plan. According to one of his staff assistants, who later served as SACEUR, Eisenhower spoke often of the main task of NATO during his first year in command being to create “spirals of strength and confidence.”
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While the alliance advanced its organization and planning capacity, the United States worked to prepare and send to Europe additional forces and equipment. To accomplish this task the administration had to overcome serious political opposition led by Senator Robert A. Taft, who with his Republican allies in Congress strongly opposed sending additional ground forces to Europe and wanted the US contribution to continue being mainly limited to air and naval forces. The argument that proved decisive came from Dwight Eisenhower, who made a tour of allied capitals and returned to testify in February 1951 before the Senate Armed Forces and Foreign Relations Committees. The incoming allied commander asserted that a defense of Western Europe could be constructed but only with a significant US ground force. Such an American contribution would be both the backbone of the NATO defense and the all-important US moral commitment to the protection of Europe. On 4 April 1951 the Senate voted 69–21 to approve the transfer of four additional divisions to Europe and endorsed the appointment of Eisenhower as SACEUR. By the end of 1952 the US force presence in Western Europe had grown to five divisions and seven air wings.
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The role of Germany within the alliance remained in dispute for some years. Washington firmly believed that German rearmament was a central part of creating an adequate European defense, but the French and a substantial number of German leaders found a wide range of proposals all unacceptable. After extensive negotiations the allies signed a treaty in May 1952 creating the European Defense Community (EDC). Opposition to the treaty continued, however, until it was defeated by the French National Assembly in 1954. The treaty also failed to win the needed two-thirds vote in the German Bundestag and was withdrawn by the government. Some other parts of the American defense build-up, not subject to the foibles of European politics, fared much better.
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The expansion of Strategic Air Command and the atomic strategy

The most important outcome of the Korean War build-up for national security policy was the development of the strategy of nuclear deterrence of the Soviet Union. Sparked by the new Soviet atomic capability, guided by the recommendations of NSC-68, and fuelled by the build-up for Korea, the US Air Force launched a successful campaign to become the primary element of national defense. Within the Air Force the spearhead of this expansion was the Strategic Air Command (SAC), which by the end of 1955 had doubled its assigned mission and tripled the number of its operational bomber fleet. With a strength of 87 wings in June 1951, the Air Force advanced an ambitious request for an increase to 140 wings by the end of fiscal year 1954. This proposal included a striking growth of SAC from 34 to 70 wings. After months of debate over missions and resources among the services and some changes demanded by Congress, the administration settled at the end of 1951 on a program of 137 wings for the Air Force.
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The SAC soon became the dominant component within the Air Force. General Curtis E. LeMay, Commanding General of SAC from October 1948 through June 1957, became the face of the Air Force for the public and Congress. With LeMay providing dynamic leadership, organization, and the rationale, the air staff in Washington won the resources for rapid expansion. As it phased out the World War II workhorse B-29 fleet, SAC introduced the B-36 and the all-jet B-47, and in mid-1955 received its first B-52. From the end of 1950, SAC grew from a total force of 962 operational bombers to a total of 1,830 by the end of 1953 and 3,068 by the end of 1955.
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General LeMay developed a broader mission to justify SAC’s growing force structure. Before the Korean War, SAC had focused its limited resources on a strategic air campaign against “war-supporting targets in the Soviet Union.” But when the Soviets demonstrated an atomic capability and supported aggression in Korea, the Air Force had to plan for the time when its likely opponent would have a long-range atomic strike force of its own. Contending that the mission of SAC had essentially doubled, Air Force planners laid out a new mission containing three elements: to destroy any bases that could be used for an atomic attack on the United States, to eliminate Russian industrial capacity, and to attack massed conventional forces and retard their advance against NATO defenses. During the early 1950s, the campaign of selling SAC and its deterrent mission was extremely successful and led to the creation of a strategic nuclear capability which has been aptly termed “overkill”.
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To accomplish its expanded mission SAC needed access to numerous overseas bases ringing Russia and Eastern Europe. Medium bombers such as the B-29, B-47, and B-50 could only reach targets in the Soviet Union from overseas bases. Only the B-36 and B-52 
had intercontinental range, and the B-52 only became available in usable numbers after 1955. SAC had constructed 14 overseas bases for its primary operations by the end of 1955, and it had also gained landing rights at bases in Newfoundland, Labrador, Iceland, the Azores, Morocco, Libya, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia. This ring of bases was clearly directed against the Soviet Union, and their bombers could be used to deter a Soviet first strike by an assured response, to impede a conventional attack, or to make a pre-emptive strike against the Soviet homeland.
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The final component of the atomic strategy was the rapid increase in the types and numbers of nuclear weapons available for US forces. The Korean build-up generated three important advances in nuclear policy. The Atomic Energy Commission budget for fissionable materials and weapons production increased sharply with supplemental appropriations of 260 million US dollars in 1950, an additional 1 billion US dollars in 1951, and a further 5 billion US dollars in 1952 for new production facilities. The vast increase in available nuclear weapons was matched by an equivalent growth in the target list for SAC. Unclassified estimates indicate that the US nuclear weapons stockpile grew from about 1,000 warheads in 1953 to almost 18,000 by 1960. Second, expanded funding supported accelerated development of the hydrogen bomb and led to the detonation of the first “true” thermonuclear device in October 1952. Finally, scientific breakthroughs and the promise of almost unlimited supplies of fissionable material led to a rapid development of tactical nuclear weapons. Based on studies showing the value of tactical nuclear weapons in the defense of Western Europe, the Army and the Navy developed doctrine and delivery systems for their use. The first low-yield tactical nuclear bombs were deployed for Air Force use in Europe in 1953, while large numbers of rockets and artillery shells with nuclear warheads arrived for battlefield use by the Army in 1954–55. By the latter date Washington’s reliance on conventional deterrence of the Soviet threat in Europe had been replaced by nuclear deterrence at both the strategic and tactical levels.
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The rapid growth of intelligence operations

The Korean War caused a major expansion of the size and nature of intelligence operations sponsored by the United States. Although very little can be said about the activities of the military intelligence agencies or those divisions of the intelligence community dealing with cryptography and covert and electronic surveillance, it is safe to assume that their size and scope also increased dramatically in this period. We know much more about the activities of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) as a result of the lengthy investigations of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence Activities (the Church Committee). Created by the National Security Act of 1947, the CIA was originally set up as a coordinating staff for information collected by other agencies, but by 1950 it had developed its own collection capability and added the missions of intelligence analysis and covert operations. These activities were conducted in separate organizations and initially had little supervision or coordination.
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With the approval of NSC-10/2 in June 1948, the CIA was authorized to begin covert operations. The agency’s mandate was to create a unit to conduct political and psychological warfare and economic and paramilitary operations against the Soviet Union. This unit of the CIA was to be directed in its operations by the State Department, and it was misleadingly named the Office of Policy Coordination (OPC). After a slow beginning in its first two years, OPC experienced a massive expansion during the 
Korean build-up. In 1949 OPC operated with 302 employees, while in 1952 its personnel numbered 2,812 plus 3,142 overseas contract employees. In 1949 OPC had seven overseas stations, whereas three years later it operated 47. The unit’s budget of 4.7 million US dollars in 1949 exploded to 82 million US dollars in 1952. When the Truman administration left office, clandestine collection and covert action consumed 74 percent of the CIA’s total budget and employed 60 percent of its personnel.21

In its first five years, the OPC developed a wide range of activities in Western Europe. Officials in Washington viewed Europe as the region most vulnerable to Communist penetration as well as the area of greatest value to the United States. Europe also bene-fited in OPC’s allocation of assets because until the start of war in Korea General Douglas MacArthur refused to allow the CIA and OPC to operate in the Pacific theatre under his command. In Europe, OPC activities focused on projects dealing with labor organization, refugee assistance, media development, and political action. With the outbreak of war in Korea, paramilitary operations expanded greatly in North Korea and later in China, and they remained the principal activity of the CIA in Asia.22

Prior to October 1950, when General Walter Bedell Smith became Director of Central Intelligence, OPC had operated with almost complete independence. Step by step Smith assumed administrative control of OPC and coordinated it with other parts of the CIA. In April 1951, at Smith’s urging, the NSC created the Psychological Strategy Board as a subcommittee of the NSC to provide general direction to psychological warfare and to approve all covert operations. General Smith is credited with improving the professional quality of covert operations and with coordinating them effectively with expanded analytical activities, especially with the work of the new Office of National Estimates.23

The creation of the National Security Agency (NSA) in 1952 is the other major Korean era development in the intelligence community. Organized as part of the Department of Defense, the NSA has the mission of collecting and decoding foreign communications and electronic signals. Although it does not produce intelligence analysis, it does collect massive amounts of data and is the largest of US intelligence agencies.
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The Korean build-up stimulated a massive expansion of the CIA. Between 1947 and 1953 the agency grew by six times, most growth coming after war began in Korea. The CIA’s missions expanded even more dramatically. By the end of the war the CIA had developed the organization, missions, and patterns of influence that would function over the next two decades.



The impact of the Korean War

When the fighting in Korea came to a stalemate at roughly the 38th parallel where it had begun and truce negotiations started in July 1951, the Truman administration began to slow its military build-up. Except for the Army the force structure goals remained the same, but the time span for their achievement was lengthened. Congress and the public were no longer willing to support the high level of expenditure necessary to maintain the building program needed for the major weapons systems for the Air Force and the Navy as well as the rapid expansion of the nuclear stockpile. Reinforcing this general resistance to high defense spending was the fact that the Soviet Union had made no new aggressive steps in Europe and the prospects of a major crisis in the near future seemed sharply reduced.
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As public support for a deadlocked conventional war in Northeast Asia declined, Robert A. Lovett, who became Secretary of Defense in September 1951, realized that he 
had to reduce the annual cost of defense. During 1951–52, Lovett directed the design of a military force that would reduce the size of its ground component and rely much more heavily on SAC’s strategic nuclear deterrent. This reduced force structure and the military doctrine for its use would be passed on to the new Republican administration of Dwight D. Eisenhower early in 1953. The new president would continue these general trends and baptize the approach as the New Look and its strategy massive retaliation.
26



The Korean War had an immense impact on US strategic programs and doctrine as it launched the military build-up which NSC-68 had been unable to initiate. The major enemy was assumed to be the Soviet Union; its most likely objective, the domination of Western Europe. In meeting this challenge and demonstrating the will to defend its vital interests, the Truman administration vastly increased its expenditures for the defense of Europe. In the process it transformed NATO from a loose organization with minimal military capability to an integrated military force with a unified command and significant military potential. Expanded intelligence and covert operational activities were also a critical dimension of the American build-up. The most important long-term result of the war was the US commitment to a nuclear deterrent strategy. This new approach would rely on nuclear weapons delivered by bombers and later by land and sea-based intercontinental missiles as well as shorter range tactical nuclear weapons based in Europe and in Asia.

Western Europe continued to be the principal strategic interest of the United States. The Korean War initiated the implementation of containment by military means, and the North Korean attack was the principal cause of the first Cold War defense build-up and a major escalation of the military competition between the United States and the Soviet Union.



An evaluation of US policy and strategy

The foregoing description and analysis of the military build-up launched by the Korean War was based entirely on US records and sources. It reflects the thinking and actions of officials in the Truman administration and the subsequent analysis of scholars and policy specialists. Recently available archival materials now allow scholars to examine the plans and choices made by Soviet, Chinese, and North Korean leaders. These records come from Moscow and Beijing and also from fraternal Communist states such as the German Democratic Republic and Albania. We can benefit, in addition, from studies by scholars in Russia and China who have access to archives not open to foreigners. Although the new sources for the Korean War period are tantalizing and important, they are presently limited in scope and fragmentary. They can raise questions about US assumptions and decisions, but they are seldom conclusive. In light of this opportunity and with this limitation in mind, we will explore several key questions regarding US policy and strategy for this period.



What was the role of Joseph Stalin and the Soviet leadership in the North Korean invasion? What were their goals and assumptions?

Stalin wanted to reunify Korea under Kim Il Sung’s leadership, but he needed to find the time when the costs were low and the task relatively easy. For the Soviet leader, a 
cautious approach was necessary because his nation’s resources were devoted to a massive reconstruction program at home and to solidifying control over Eastern Europe.

Also, the North Korean military was poorly equipped and trained and, by all accounts, not ready for war.
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