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Foreword 
•• ••• •• • •• • ••••••••••• •• ••• ••• • •• •• •• Amidst the crises of tSe.mUlr '6111s. 11110 one I!ays. mUCR at"teSttiotZ ~ thl !Ccandinavian area. Govern-

ments and their publicI (r~ pre4c<lUt1ed ,; .the :'ar in i;ietnant, 'turm~i 1" in COlDmlnist China, the ........ I.. t •• •• •• • ••• - ... " disaffection of France·tTouft~e ~es~ern 1 iance, and the dilemmas of the underdeveloped world. 
The Scandinavian area, stable, secure, and slightly stodgy, simply is not very high on anyone's 
agen~a~ 

One major issue, however, that does capture attention is the future of the NATO Alliance. 
Although in this country when we think of NATO we tend to focus primarily on France, Germany, and 
the UK, it is a fact that the Scandinavian countries comprise one-fifth of the membership of the 
Alliance, and they occupy NATO's strategic northern flank which we may have been taking too much 
for granted. Since, under the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty, members may withdraw from the 
Alliance after 1969 with one year's advance notice--a date that is faat approaching--it is 
important to know what our northern partners are thinking, and what they will do. How do the 
Scandinavians, from their rather remote northern perspective out of the mainstream of events, 
look at what is happening to NATO and at their own security in a changing world? 

With these questions in mind, I visited Denmark, Norway, and Iceland--the NATO members, as well 
as Sweden--the traditional neutral in the area. I spoke with officials in each country in the 
foreign and defense ministries, with parliamentarians who represented various political poin~s 
of view, and with persons not in government from the academic communities. While in Sweden I 
talked with members of the Finnish Embassy. Out of these discussions (bolstered by some 
preliminary research for background purposes) I have tried to distill a number of the most 
prevalent attitudes today in the countries visited on matters of their national security. 
While a wide range of opinion quite naturally was expressed, certain subjects invariably arose, 
and on these a basic consensus was apparent. The discussion that follows attempts to summarize 
this consensus. 

I am only too well aware of the dangers of making generalizations of this nature based on such 
a limited exposure. But granting all the reservations that must surround such an approach, I 
simply present here a summary of the most prevalent points of view of the people I talked to 
about current trends on the world scene and the implications of such trends for the security 
of-the Scandinavian countries. As the United States charts its future course in the Western 
Alliance, it is important, among other things, to know how the wind blows from the north. 

I am greatly indebted to a number of officials in the Departmena of State and Defense for giving 
me initial suggestions and suidance, and to many individuals in the US Embassies in the countries 
I visited. They were without exception most patient and helpful in arranging contacts with 
local nationals upon whom I drew for the substance of this paper, and from whom I aained an 
intensely interestina and educational experience. 
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.. 
NEW PERSPECTIVES ON NATO'S NORTHERN FLANK: 

A 1967 APPRAISAL OF SCANDINAVIAN 
CONCEPTS OF SECURITY 

As the title suggests, there are new perspectives on NATO's northern flank. The outlook of the 
Scandinavian countries* today hAS changed f,fom ~gat At .i9~'4 .. t.be.yuu. ~TO was formed and when 

•• • •• -. .- t. •• 
each country made the hard. ctloic. whether -ar- net" tcf ioi~.: .Thi) .gan~~ out look is a combination •. 11·· .. • •• • ... of old and new elementsjf [AIle-oldeDeinf eaoo.II:ounpry's- flxtd geJ>gtaph~ ,"ocation on the globe and 
its historical past, anct ,t'be:uw \li11& •• a~ ==o .. ~r)'t'C:I· iIlt.rpreta!t~ ~ events taking place beyond 
its borders and the manner in which these events impinge on its own interests. 

The old geography, of course, remains. Scandinavia is set apart from the central land mass of 
Europe, Denmark alone being attached but as a small appendage. Yet, although remote and with 
relatively modest resources, Scandinavian geography is important. Norway shares a l22-mile 
border with the Soviet Union close to the important Soviet naval bases at Petsamo and Murmansk, 
and her ice-free coastline confronts the access routes to and from the North Atlantic in the 
far north and extends south along the flank of that strategic area; Denmark stands astride the 
routes connecting the Baltic Sea and the Atlantic; Sweden flanks the Baltic approaches to the 
east, and, especially in the north, separates areas of traditional eastern and western influence; 
Iceland occupies a strategic position athwart the sea routes into and out of the North Atlantic. 
These old geographic realities are perhaps even more important today in the era of wide-ranging 
missiles and naval craft than before, not only for the strategic warning and surveillance they 
afford, but also because use of these areas must be denied to a possible enemy. From a rather 
cold-blooded strategic point of view one could make the case that geography alone is what makes 
the Scandinavian countries really important in the Western Alliance rather than their human and 
material resources, which on the broad stage are relatively modest. 

The historical past also remains. Although tending for many years toward neutrality in conflicts 
among the larger European powers, Norway and Denmark were invaded and occupied by Germany in 
World War II. Iceland was involuntarily used as a base of operations by British and then 
American forces. ~ll three opted for NATO in 1949, having experienced the results of going it 
alone. Sweden, not a participant in World War II, continued to remain unaligned not wishing to 
reject a policy that had kept it out of.·war for 150 years. 

t:-Together with these grographical and historical realities, Scandinavian attitudes are also 
affected by new elements on the world scene. Each country is in the process of assessing the 
recent course of events beyond its borders in terms of its own interests. 

The discussion that follows considers the subjects about which the Scandinavian countries appear 
most concerned today. In each case the discussion is introduced by a statement which, I believe, 
reflects the most prevalent current attitude throughout the area as expressed to me by a number 
of informed and responsible persons. 

I 

"The Cold War is over, and the threat of Soviet 
military action against Western Europe has been 
neutralized by the deterrent effect of United 
States strategic nuclear forces." 

There appears to be broad agreement that the Soviet Union has ceased to be a threat to European 
security. Frequently I heard the opinion that this is a different and less dangerous world from 
that of Stalin's or even Khrushchev's day. A senior official cited a number of points to support 
this view: a. Europe has recovered from the military, economic, and political weakness of the 
post-war period when it was no match for, and therefore a temptation to,-Soviet military 
aggression. This fact, coupled with the US strategic deterrent, has made it far too risky for 
the soviet Union to attempt to extend its influence in Europe by military means. At the time of 
the Cuban missile crisis the Soviet leadership was made brutally aware of the risks it would 
take by any military move in Europe. Since that time a stalemate has existed at the military 
level in East-West affairs. b. Fundamental change. have taken place within the Communist world. 
It i. DO longer monolithic and run from Moscow, but has fragmented among a number of centers of 
nationali.tically oriented Communism. Divided within its own camp, Communism as a weapon in the 
Soviet arsenal is less dangerous. c. The Soviet Union is increasingly concerned over the future 
development of Chinese Communist power, and is less likely to take risks in the West with an 

*For purpose. of this study "Scandinavia" and "Scandinavian area" includes Denmark, Norway, Sweden, 
and Iceland, the countr,'C ~""tfd. )fl\l,t!cf, ,p\-&p'r(y ,.. tosc!ioc \-1a1h': :than a Scandinavian country, 
has a significant influ~n't- 0Jl: tte S.~ufU!l af'flir.·elf it» no~bed 4e(gbbors; but with close ties 
to the Soviet Union, Fbland :.o~s .a.r:: tre l!8CuIJ-ty· .. ftustJ.oft.1"n spt 11;.+ in somewhat different 
term. from those reflect&4 (n the generalIzations set forth bere. 
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unfriendly China at its back .. ~ ... EU,..and. W •• t .-.e inereast;tsl' .e~ei·fith problems of' North 
and South. Attention and rts~urcn §evt\t::e<J: to .thes.e- P!O'lelllS: m1ttga~ Else-West tensions and 
dangers. It is an objective iect that b~h:t~e S~iet.~41on .n. _he U~ite~ States are devoting 
IIlOre and IIlOre resources to .t.,-.. ~:ar:icu1<arty !If cotlftee:tf'orf \tth ·th: "et~:m war. This tends to 
reduce the likelihood that Europe will be the scene of possible conflict. e. The Eastern 
European countries are anxious to seek new forms of acco~dation with the West economically and 
culturally. These same practical and even elllOtional iIIlpulses also are affecting the Soviet 
Union. 

In short, to Scandinavian eyes the facts of history confronting the Soviet Union have brought 
about a change in Soviet intentions toward Europe. The leaders no longer consider feasible the 
possibility of extending Soviet influence in Europe by military means. They are sincerely 
seeking further detente with the West to preserve hard-won domestic gains under the pragll18tic 
leadership of a managerial class. These men are quite different from the tyrannical Stalin or 
the mercurial Khrushchev, and will subordinate Marxist doctrine to the practical needs of economic 
growth and more traditional Russian security interests. 

During discussions along these lines I frequently raised the question of whether prudence did not 
dictate that the Western Allies base their military posture on Soviet capabilities rather than 
intentions. The typical response was that, naturally intentions must be considered along with 
capabilities, that to do otherwise would be arbitrarily to rule out intentions as a vital factor 
in the equation, and reduce an inherently complex situation to artificially simplistic terms. 
One well-informed observer said: '~hat if the British were to base their security policy on US 
capabilities and ignore US intentions? How ridiculous this would be. Of course, you have to 
take intentions into account, and it is clear that Soviet intentions have changed." 

As might be expected, I found the military relatively IIlOre concerned than the civilians with Soviet 
capabilities, doubtless because it is their business to cope with the immediate consequences of 
situations in which presumed benign intentions turn out to have been misjudged. On the whole, 
however, a broad consensus exists on the point that real progress is being made toward East-West 
detente, and that the Western Powers should not continue to cling to outdated habits of thought 
which visualize the military threat in the same terms as in 1949. This attitude naturally has 

had consequences for the security policies--and the budgets--of the Scandinavian countries. 

II 

"The NATO alliance in its present form is outdated, and 
should be modified to fit the new circumstances." 

All with whom I talked agreed that NATO has been essential to the defense and stability of Europe. 
Only the extreme left wing parties have consistently opposed it. NATO is credited with having 
provided the essential shield behind which Europe recovered from the war and reassumed its role 
on the world scene. But having accepted this, Scandinavians generally believe that NATO as a 
strictly military alliance has outlived its usefulness. A parliamentary member of an opposition 
party went so far as to contend that the mere existence of NATO constituted a bar to further 
detente with the East, and argued that it should be disbanded. This, however, was a minority 
view. 

The predominant trend in Scandinavian thinking about NATO appears to be that the Alliance should 
be maintained, but that its functions should be expanded to make it more than the vehicle for a 
hostile military confrontation with the Warsaw Pact powers. As one official put it, NATO could 
serve the Allies as a forum for the discussion of political and economic matters, and thereby 
facilitate coordination of actions that the members would take individually in their relations 
with the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. The thought here seems to be that, with the diminished 
military threat, some further justification is needed for NATO if public support is to be main
tained for a political commitment that, after all, runs counter to long-standing neutralist 
tendencies in the area. 

No one in a government position had any doubt that the three Scandinavian members of NATO would 
remain in the Alliance. They foresaw nothing dramatic happening in 1969. There was some discus· 

sion about what form the conmitment would take after the 20-year obligat'ol\ NP~,ed. Some 
visualized simply unilateral decla.ati~ o~.i~ftt:t4 ~e~i~·80~i~ted.t~ the-.Alliance. Few 

~ •• • • •• 1 •• thought that the text of the Tre~: :IC':J-d ~e 0ftned!1.!It fo. n!lIot~\. en ~ :mot~e( 20-year 
commitment, although there was su.., 4Jipeculat:ltone aboltt "tM.,.iI1 .:J;,c.,..aw4. ~n. ».rway there was 
talk of submitting further NATO m40!berU,tp lo a· pleb:sc1te. 

It was outside government circles, however, that I found informed opinion not so sanguine. For 
example, a private view was expressed to the effect that if the forthcoming elections in Norway 
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cause realignments in the governing coalition, a wider range of choice will be opened in the 
matter of security poli~y .. ~i;~.resf~t, that. are.lior,~npr.~¥:t#b~ •• t~government sources seem 
to accept. In Iceland, .aJ4;h.ughelllAl. aajo. ~rties .. uppfllrfl.the:NI1O .... u"'itment, one of the issues 

. •. -r • • •• • • .. .-in this summer's electicOt .,i. bElt the.futu.re. staMlS Off the Kef4.atik lfls, and its NATO Defense 
Force manned by the US. :Jt:eh~dtfr,·eb,ct! tZta,.ttult"~s:e:Of t'uitttUft of the base will be 
linked to the NATO commitment, which could mean that anti-base sentiment would tend to extend 
into anti-NATO feeling. The prevailing view, however, is that Iceland needs the protection of the 
Alliance, and that the base is the price it must pay. 

The great unknown factor in the question of continued Scandinavian adherence to NATO is the youth 
in each country. Without exception in the countries I visited, the attitudes of the growing youth
ful element in the electorate are being fett. This is the segment of society that did not 
experience World War II--one third of the population generally. Old attitudes, emotional biases, 
traditional patterns are being questioned. As a member of parliament put it, the older generation 
and the less sophisticated elements of society still see the world as a fairly dangerous place, 
the history of the past 50 years being what they were--a world in which small Scandinavian countries 
need allies. It is the youth and the intellectual classes, however, who are questioning the 
validity of policies that have existed during the post-war years, including the NATO commitment. 

Among these groups various points are made. In the global contest among the Great Powers, would 
not the Scandinavian countries be as well (or as doubtfully) protected by the United States whether 
or not members of the Alliance? In other words, could the United States afford not to protect even 
a neutral Scandinavia, perhaps banded together in a Nordic Pact, armed, and resolved to stay out 
of a war between the larger powers? Why should even the present levels of defense expenditures 
be supported since, as the British and some Americans say, there would be a period of political 
warning preceding any Soviet military move in Europe which would give the West adequate time to 
prepare? 

Whether such reasoning is sincere or merely a rationale for declining defense budgets is open 
to debate. The fact remains that these points of view are being expressed, and they contribute 
to the uncertainties that lie ahead for the northern members of NATO. 

III 

"Concern about the future course of German nationalism 
constitutes the single strongest reason for preserving 
NATO. " 

In all the countries except Iceland I noted definite anxiety about the course Germany would take 
in the future. Perhaps this underlying attitude was brought closer to the surface by recent 
statements and positions taken by the new Bonn government on such subjects as the non-proliferation 
treaty. Yet the reasons for the anxiety were often admitted to be more emotional than based on 
any objective evidence of a change in Germany's political direction. As one official said': "After 
all, we have had some rather dramatic experiences with the Germans in this generation, and, well, 
one just can't be sure." Irrespective of the reasons, there was a broad agreement that the inte
gration of Germany's armed forces into the NATO military structure and into a European security 
system generally is highly desirable. 

I was left with the definite impression that the continuation of NATO needed no other justification 
than this, and in fact that this means of keeping Germany in hand might be, for the Scandinavians. 
the principal reason for perpetuating the,Alliance. 

IV 

"The Scandinavian contribution to world stability and 
peace consists chiefly of maintaining a balance of 
power in the Nordic area between the Soviet Union 
and the Western Allies." 

Scandinavians seem to assume as an article of faith that they are the guardians of a delicate 
equilibrium intbe balance of power in northern Europe. According to this concept. referred to as 
the "Nordic Balance". stability and peace have prevailed in the area because Finland I s treaty 
arrangements with the US~ 1p. lh, eaa.t ta18illl:e ~Ilo ... .of. )lerw., .1Il.nera.rk with NATO in the west. 
and Sweden is in betwee~ (lignld!ritt(nliCher 'ide!.be 'o~c"'t f:r~ holds that greater Soviet 
influence over Finland ta 1'-la:i~ cl:d!~k:by tt:J1.e ',o(p4:t t'a~ ~rwlJ lnc:C Demurk miaht reverse 
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their self-imposed limitation8 ~n.~ Itat~nl.~f~O.fQr~.or.nuoWe8r .. apons on their soil, 
the so-called "base-and-ban" lImitation, and that Sweden might develop closer relations with the 
West. 

Although a number of knowledgable persons, especially those in government, doubt that this concept 
of a "Nordic Balance" has any practical value as a political instrument in specific policy 
situations, a segment of the academic community believes it did operate as a check on the USSR in 
1961 when, at the time of the Berlin crisis, Khrushchev asked Finland for "consultations" under 
the terms of the Finno-Russian Treaty. President Kekkonen demurred, arengthened in his stand by 
a timely statement from the Norwegian Foreign Minister to the effect that Norway might have to 
reconsider its "base-and-ban" policy. 

I tend to join with the skeptics in the view that, in order to "save" Finland, Norway and 
Denmark are unlikely to urge that NATO forces and nuclear weapons be rushed to their soil, or that 
Sweden would reverse its lSO-year neutrality. Nevertheless, the "base-and-ban" policy and Swedish 
non-alignment seem to be generally accepted as responsible for and essential to the preservation 
of Finnish independence and to general stability in the area. 

I suspect, however, that an even deeper underlying attitude is that in the last analYSis the 
Scandinavian countries can do little to control their own destinies, and that in the course of the 
contest between the Great Powers what happens in Europe as a whole will determine their fate no 
matter what they do. Therefore,--and I heard this most explicitly in Sweden--the Scandinavian 
states must at least try to stabilize their portion of the world and remove one additional area as 
a point of hostile confrontation between East and West. It is with this goal in mind, say the 
Swedes, that Sweden declined to join NATO in 1949, a move that would have brought the Soviets into 
Finland, and that Sweden for one has contributed enthusiastically to various UN peace-keeping 
efforts around the world. For similar reasons Norway does not permit NATO military exercises in 
the Finnmark area ajacent to the USSR. 

I have concluded that the idea of a "Nordic Balance", however questionable may be its utility as 
an instrument of government policy in the international arena, nonetheless does influence the 
way Scandinavians think about their own security. it tends to provide a logical basis for taking 
no actions that would upset the ~ ~ and in addition serves as a rationale for further 
reductions in military activities that could be construed as provocative to the Soviet Union. 

v 

"Reductions in national resources devoted to military 
security are acceptable in view of the diminished threat 
and the importance of encouraging further East-West 
detente. " 

Throughout the Scandinavian area the trend in defense expenditures is down. The attitudes discussed 
above logically lead to this result. Domestic social programs, always competitors of defense for 
funds, appear to be winning this year. Defense budgets as percentages of the GNP in the Scandinavian 
countries range from approximately 3% (Denmark) to 4.5% (Sweden), and from 13% to 20% respectively 
as percentages of the national budgets. Norway falls in between. The prevailing mood is not one 
of optimism for a reversal of a downward trend. 

Underlying this lack of enthusiasm for greater defense efforts seems to be the conviction that the 
security of the Scandinavian countries lies in hands other than their own. In Norway and Denmark 
one hears explicit reference to the fact that external farces, meaning primarily those from the US, 
are committed to come to their aid if they are attacked, and that the role of local national forces 
is to execute whatever delaying actions they can until such help arrives. In this context they are 
interested in the existence of the Allied Command Europe Mobile Force, since these small brigade
sized units, composed of other NATO forces, have been created for the express purpose of deployment 
to the flanks where in peacetime no other NATO forces are stationed. These special units are 
intended primarily to serve in a deterrent role by demonstrating allied solidarity and commitment 
in a time of tension. Norway and PCnmvJ.<",. arc aVA ipterlltSlted.4.n ~et new:c~pt·~f the Quick 
Reaction Mobile Force advanced at ~he ~niste~i~ fuet,;ng ~ 19'6_~ich .. nvisi.n. more sizable 
units drawn from resources outside:N':TO"l8nd.dis~tchtd:t~ <ta tQ!-ea~n)ft ftarCt· wilh:the capability of 
substantial combat effectiveness. :.. :.. ...: • •• •••••••••••• 

Even Sweden, resolved to fight to defend its neutrality if attacked, does not rule out the option 
of appealing to the Western nations for help if that alternative seems necessary. Here again US 
strategic power is implicitly accepted as the foundation of Scandinavian security. 
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My impression was that the three countries concerned conceive of their own military defenses as 
at best marginal to theieDo ulU.atet securi7 ned~, a,>ite:~ ut>s,·t!o "tI~ up enough of a fight if 
attacked to prevent a c~~ h.em~v\clory,. ~d·ltuY·E!QouRh •• imeefe~ oUlts-de help to arrive. It 

.... • .--. • 1 It'. •• .,. mus t be noted, however, :th)t:und .... 1irilolg tl\f ... con/iept s. a .gnawiLnf uncert:ainty about what might 
be happening on more vi~ ft81fts,· wh@!l'feX- stlf!fci~~ mhftary· re:crulc~s from the outside would 
in fact be available, and whether those in charge would decide that such resources could be most 
profitably employed in coming to the Scandinavians' aid. 

All this leads the Scandinavians finally to the conviction that their security can best be enhanced 
by avoiding hostilities in the first place. This translates into a primary concern with deterrence, 
meaning the US strategic posture, and the avoidance of destabilizing actions in the Nordic area. 
As far as the Scandinavians' own contribution to the military equation is concerned, it is hard for 
them to argue in their own domestic political arenas that a little more in the way of already incon
clusive resources is important one way or the other. Since it is always easier to reduce defense 
budgets than to add to them, the current downward trend is not surprising. 

Sweden has the additional problem of being able to develop a nuclear capability--a choice Norway 
and Denmark do not have. My impression is that the Swedish leadership currently deems it neither 
necessary nor desirable to take the nuclear route. 

The atmosphere of detente, and the hopes that a continuation of this trend raise for the normali
zation of the political situation and hence the tensions of Europe, al.o plays its part in 
dampening enthusiasm for greater defense expenditures. 

In short, the Scandinavians are very interested in deterrence, which is basically something their 
alliance partners provide; but they do not appear to be interested in making further contributions 
to defense, which involves facing up to what must be done if deterrence fails. This attitude is 
probably the consequence of an awareness of being small and relatively helpless, and of the 
assumption that war in Europe in the nucles r era is inconceivable and "simply won't happen". 

VI 

"The prospect of US troop withdrawals from Europe and 
current US policies toward Vietnam are unsettling 
factors that strengthen domestic political forces 
tending to question the future utility of NATO." 

A final Scandinavian attitude about which a generalization can be made concerns two current 
US lines of policy: the prospect of US troop withdrawals from Europe and the Vietnam war. 
Scandinavian reactions to both of these issues contribute to a further questioning of the future 
need for or survivability of NATO. 

I found univeral support for the continued maintainance of US forces in Europe at substantially 
their present levels. To the Scandinavians these forces represent an essential part of the over
all deterrent to Soviet military action, since without them the Soviets could reasonably wonder 
whether the US would commit its strategic nuclear power to repell an attack on Europe. Symbolic 
US forces would not do. The general sentiment was that a reduction in the US military presence 
in Europe would weaken the positions of the domestic factions which support the NATO commitment 
and the maintenance of reasonable levels of defense expenditures, since it would demonstrate 
that even the US has accepted the fact of a lessening of the military threat to Europe. Such a 
development would give encouragement to anti-NATO elements and to the advocates of defense cuts. 

Similarly, the increasing US involvment in Vietnam is read by the Scandinavians as representing 
greater US concern with Asia than Europe, and the commitment to Asia of resources not available 
for Europe, which to them implies that the US sees the dangers to Europe as less great. Even the 
Soviet Union, concerned with the problem of Communist China and also involved in Vietnam, is push
ing detente in Europe--again lowering the risks of conflict there. 

Beyond this, US conduct of the war in Vietnam is unpopular in Scandinavia, although more on moral 
and emotional grounds than on the basis of logical analysis, But the result is the growth of anti
American sentiment, all of which makes the relationship more difficult between the US and its 
alliance partners. If Scandinavian views are representative of a wider sentiment, I would say that 
the achievement of US c¥'j)cttte( in ~u( ¢"t~Ms )r¢h·lIn~ -c;puFt!Civ·)round the world on a wide 
ranle of issues will c~~nut:t~ be.'dte~/lY-fff~d tt s~ el~e~ ,s long as the Vietnam war 
continues. •••••• - ••• ••• • •• .. ... . ... ... .. . ., ... .. 

s 



I 

•• ••• • ••• • •• a. • • • ~ .. • • 
~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • :m. • • • • • • • • • •• .... • • •• • • ••• • ••• • • 

CONCLUSION 

It would be presumptious for me, after only a three-week visit to the Scandinavian area, to draw 
any over-all conclusions about what future US policies toward the countries of the area or toward 
NATO as a whole should be. I can only draw some conclusions about what may be the implications 
for the US of the Scandinavian attitudes discussed above. 

These attitudes suggest to me that Scandinavians, and probably many other Europeans, are beginning 
to conclude that two basic lines of US policy are inconsistent and self-defeating: on the one hand, 
they contend, the US continues to insist that NATO must continue unchanged as a military alliance, 
thereby perpetuating the Cold War, and on the other the US is trying to bring about further detente 
with the Soviet Union, and move towards an easing of the hostile confrontation that has characterized 
East-West relations in the post-war years. The Scandinavians are clearly on the side of detente, 
and if they see NATO as a barrier to progress in this dir~ction, it may be only a matter of time 
until the anti-NATO trend will be irresistable, and the linch pin in Western solidarity will be 
swept away. 

The problem for the United States is how to keep Europe from perceiving the choice in "either-or" 
terms--NATO or detente. 

My conviction is that the solidarity of the Western Powers, as represented by NATO, has created 
conditions in Europe which the Soviet Union has had to take into account in assessing the means 
it would adopt for pursuing its goals, and that, because of NATO, one of those means has not been 
the use of military force in Europe. Over time other realities on the world scene, to include the 
defection of Communist China, have confronted the Soviets with facts to which they have had to 
adjust and react in terms of their own self-interest. The current East-West relationship, 
characterized by the term detente, is a product of this confrontation with the realities of the 
world as it is. The US is encouraging the trend, I presume, on the premise that the Soviet Union 
and the Eastern European countries will ultimately find it to be in their own interests to work 
toward greater economic intercourse and a lessening of the dangers of wars over which they might 
have no control--witness the consular and non-proliferation treaties. I personally support US 
efforts in this direction. 

But by accepting this analysis, one need not conclude that the disbandment of the Western Alliance 
must logically follow. The Soviet objective, one can assume, remains the fragmentation of Europe 
and the extension of Soviet influence, politically and economically, over the area. Military 
means having been determined to be impractical to date, other means will be tr~d. The black and 
white--NATO or detente--pattern of thought that can be detected in Europe ignores or discounts 
the fact that, while Soviet means have changed, no evidence suggests that their goals have changed. 

The task ahead for the US is how to manage the Alliance so as to accomodate greater East-West con
tact in a way that will enhance European strength and independence rather than fragmenting it and 
rendering it more susceptible to Soviet influence. If we resist Allied suggestions to study how 
NATO might be adapted to the new environment, we will contribute to making the choice between NATO 
and detente appear to our allies to be even more stark. 

My thought is that we should take the initiative in this direction, first within our own councils-
and perhaps we already have done so. I do not presume to say what form any adaptation of the NATO 
Alliance should take; but I believe NATO as it is will be in for increaSingly difficult times unless 
such an effort is made. 
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