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What follows is anlattempt to explore the nature of 
moral discourse’kit applies to nation-states and to 
relate this discussion to some of the policies and 
purposes of the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance. It 
should be noted that I have not introduced the 
“moral element” into the NATO debate; moral 
claims have been made for and by the organization 
itself during the course of its development. 

A first assumption about moral discourse, as the 
term is used here, is that the assessment of the 
moral element in a policy or an institution is a 
critical task, not an apologetic one, A second as- 
sumption follows from the practice of “public di- 
plomacy”: It  is morally dubious to engage in the 
deception of oneself or of one’s constituents where 
goals are concerned. A third assumption is that 
moral-political-strategic judgments are necessary, 
for moral-ethical evaluation cannot finally be di- 
vorced from political-strategic considerations-and 
vice versa. And a fourth, an2 final, assumption: 
Moral evaluation requires criticism of the validity 
and consistency of professed goals, examination of 
the relationship between stated and operative goals, 
and inquiry into the interpenetration of means and 
ends. 

a 
When men argue about national policies, what 

often hinders understanding is less their disagree- 
ment about facts than the fundamental differences 
in what they take for granted or assume. It is my 
contention that three major premises underlie most 
studies of NATO, and that the moral dimensions of 
these premises are typically unesamined or inade- 
quately examined. 

One such premise-this one relating to what I 
call NATO’s professed goals-lies at the heart of 
the division of the “world into the “free world’ 
and the “totalitarian” adversary. One need not deny 
that there have been and continue to be conflicts 
both of interest and of value without finding this 
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first premise inadequate. I t  is inadequate because it 
tends to overlook chiinges in the adversilry system. 
It underplays the way in which each system’s re- 
sponses Lire determined in part by expectations and 
perceptions of the other system. And it ignores the 
m o d  diversity esisting within the Alliance itself. 

1. NATO’s Professed Goals. Any moral criticism 
of policy goals must include an examination of 
whether the stated goals reveal or cloak real, opera- 
tive goals, ;is well as of whether there is conflict 
between these professed goals. Are the goals clear, 
coherent and public? 

There is little question that NATO was created 
i t s  ii response to the Soviet Union’s disruption of 
United Nations’ procedures, climaxing in the Czech 
crisis of 1948 and in the Berlin blockade, and that 
its continuing, central goal has been military deter- 
rence of the perceived Soviet threat of aggression. 
As Robert E. Osgood wrote in NATO: The Etitang- 
Iitig Alliance (Chicago, 1962) : “In the cold war, the 
status quo powers construct international stability 
primarily on the foundation of military deterrence.” 

:Yet here it is important to note what modern 
students would cnll the “rhetoric” of the treaty 
of April 4, 1949, which established the Alliance. 
After the signatories reaffirmed their faith in the 
purposes and principles of the U.N. Charter (and 
making reference, of course, to the self-defense 
provisions of Article 51), they stated that their own 
purposes were: 

. . . to safeguard the freedom, common heritage, 
and civilization of their peoples, founded on the 
principles of \. democracy, individual liberty, and 
the rule of lakv. 
. . . to promote stability and well-being in the 
North Atlantic area. 
. . . to unite their efforts for collective defense and 
for the preservation of peace and security. 

The Parties will contribute toward the further 
development of peaceful and friendly intemationnl 
relations by strengthening their free institutions, 
by bringing about a better understanding of the 
principles upon which these institutions are founded, 
and by promoting conditions of stability .and 
well-being. . . 

What can be blamed for the acknowledged “crisis 
of confidence” that has existed since at least the 

And Article 2 continued: 
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end of NATO’s first decade? Osgood, even in 1962, 
had assumed that in a period of “peaceful coexist- 
ence” NATO could survive only if it were to become 
more of a military alliance, but lie questioned 
whether the members would, in the 1!36O’s, undertake 
commitments made earlier. In their book, Power nnd 
Inipotence ( N e w  York, 1967), Edmund Stillman 
and 1Villiani Pfaff made a still harsher judgment: 

The attribution to NATO of a larger ambition and 
meaning has come only in the aftermath of what 
seemed a military emergency in the early years of 
the Cold \Var-the expectation of imminent Soviet 
attack. The argument that NATO could prove to 
be the precursor of permanent Atlantic union has 
nchially been developed as the Cold War, and, there- 
fore, the initiiil military rationale of NATO, has 
weakened. In the years since Stnlin’s death and the 
consequent waning of the Soviet threat, a larger 
political purpose has been substituted for an originaI 
military function now largely superceded-for insti- 
tutions become invested with emotion, and more 
sordid interests as well. 

The question of a continuing Soviet threat thus 
requires argument, but the critical moral point is 
the cloaking of an essentially military purpose (de- 
terrence) with rhetoric about democracy and the 
rule of law. 

NATO’s moral pretensions were even more baldly 
put by President Nixon on its twentieth anniversary: 
“It is precisely because it has always been more than 
a military alliance that its strength has been greater 
than the strength of arms. This alliance represents 
a moral force.” He went on to speak of NATO’s 
“concern for the quality of life” and of “elemental 
ideals . . . of decency and justice and liberty. . . .” 

These goals cloak or conceal rather than describe 
the acknowledged central purpose of NATO; they 
are unclear and would seem deliberately so. One 
must ask how the principles square or cohere with 
the “quality of life” in Greece or with the NATO- 
related action in Portugal’s African territories. 

0 

2. Afcaris in Relation to Coals 
a. NATO-USSR. NATO’s vision of the Soviet 

threat as a commitment to transform the world into 
a socialist system remains relatively unchanged. To 
deter Soviet aggression, and to defend in case of 
attack-these remain the central goals of NATO. 
But there is continuing emphasis on a second func- 
ti n or purpose: “To bring about a more stable 

dividing East from IVest can be solved (“The 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization,” Department 
of State Bulletin, June, 1969). Paul Nitze acknowl- 

si P uation in Europe in which the political issues 

edged at one time (in NATO and American Se- 
curity, Klaus Knorr, ed., Princeton, 1959) that these 
two objectives are “potentially conflicting,” but he ’ 
seemed sure that such conflict is “not necessary.” 
And perhaps to consider NATO’s achievements and 
potential in terms of its ability to preserve peace is 
fine for the short run. But long-range analysis must 
also take into account not only the instability of a 
deterrence system but those contingent factors of 
Soviet behavior which can derive from the Soviet 
perception of NATO as “threat.” The Warsaw 
Treaty of 1955, according to Janusz Makowski, a 
member of the Polish parliament who is Acting 
General Secretary of the Christian Peace Conference. 
was an answer to the “rearming” of the German 
Federal Republic “in the framework of the NATO 
Treaty” (this is in a C.P.C. document of June, 1970). 
Can we then divorce the Soviet perception of this 
“threat system” (Warsaw vs. NATO) from its action 
in Czechoslovakia in August, 1968? 

Another consideration is the relationship of this 
“threat system” to the SALT talks. Does the exten- 
sion of NATO interfere with the commitment to 
the goal of arms control? In Nitze’s discussion of 
“Alternatives to NATO,” he concluded that, in the 
short run, policies which differ from the present 
ones appear not to be feasible, but this changes, 
he said, as the perspective becomes more long-run. 
He fails to indicate, however, that short-run policies 
may preclude desirable long-run developments, A 
National Council of Churches policy statement in 
September, 1968, while general, made its point 
well: “The distrust and suspicion of the Cold War 
are often exacerbated by some of the military pos- 
tures that are designed to cope with it.” There is, 
one must say, at least a serious moral question in 
the conflict between NATO goals. 
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b. NATO Internal Relations. The overriding con- 
cern with military security has justified a “respect 
for” policy differences among the nations of NATO. 
Usually these differences concern perceptions of 
military threat and one’s shi~re in defense facilities. 
But where principles of democracy, individual liberty 
and the rule of law are concerned, practices also 
differ. Presumably, membership in NATO and the 
importance of the bases it provides in the Azores 
have exempted Portugnl from criticism not only of 
its own internal “quality of life” but also of its ac- 
tions uis-his its African territories. This exemption 
rests on the principle, accepted by NATO, of non- 
interference in domestic policies and the classing 
of colonies as “metropolitan provinces.” The US., 
for its part, has professed “a policy related to African 
countries and not a policy based upon our relations 
with non-African countries,” a policy, we say, which 
includes respect for “self-determination.” And the 
Portuguese Territories are specifically included 
therein (see “US. and Africa in the YO’S,” Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin, March 26, 1970, Statement of 
Secretary Rogers, pp. 3, 9) .  Yet how can one main- 
tain a coherent set of goals when one affirms both 
non-interference in Portuguese affairs (as defined by 
Portugal) and self-determination for Portuguese 
territories? 

In Portuguese eyes-as the late Eduardo Mondlane 
quoted a March, 1968 statement of Portuguese 
Foreign Minister Nogueira- I 

“We are in Africa because that is our right, our 
duty, and our interest. But we are in Africa because 
that is also the general interest of the free world.” 
(The Struggle fur Mozambiqrre [New York, 19691.) 

And Nogueira went on to ask in whose hands the 
territories would be if they were not’held by Portu- 
gal-certainly, he implied, in hands that would not 
be friendly to the West. Additional statements linked 
Portugal with Rhodesia and South Africa in a mili- 
tary, political, and economic alliance. 

Of Portugal’s specific relation to NATO, hiiondlane 
wrote: 

In theory Portugal’s membership of [sic] NATO 
should not affect her African wars. . . . In fact PO*- 
gal does gain both directly and indirectly from the 
alliance. First of all, the cost of the Portuguese a m y  
in Portugal is covered by NATO, so leaving her free 
to devote her own military resources to Africa; sec- 
ondly, her officers are trained by NATO, and there 
is no ban on such forces going to fight in Africa. 
Apart from this, in the absence of any efficient 
check, it is quite possible for her, albeit illegally, to 
send considerable quantities of NATO weapons, par- 
ticularly small arms, to Africa; and there is good 
evidence, provided by the examination of captured 

.weapons, that she does this. Indirectly, membership 
of NATO helps Portugal in establishing unilateral 

links with other menher countries, which sell arms 
to her. . . . 

Thus, it would seem, there is not only a conkict be- 
tween stated goals ( non-interference in members’ 
affairs/self-determination in Africa) but considerable 
evidence that the means (NATO military training 
and arms) do substantially interfere with the self- 
de termina tion of African peoples. 

c. The Warsaw Pact. Without providing a de- 
tailed analysis of the IVarsaw Pact and its precise 
involvement in the Czech crisis of August, 1968, it is 
possible to suggest briefly that there is a relationship 
between NATO and the IVarsaw Pact that has evolved 
into a system of counter-threats. Thus, NATO pro- 
vided partial justification for the Brezhnev Doctrine, 
which enlists Soviet intervention in the affairs of any 
Warsaw Pact country when a threat from the West 
has been perceived. This is viewed as “collectivc 
self-defense” by the USSR. 
b 

3. Domestic Policics nritl Noti-lnterfercncc. MJhen 
NATO members consult, their discussions concern 
such matters as contributions to forces and decision- 
making on military matters. Osgood has noted still 
other dimensions to such consultations. “Inevitably 
and properly,” he says, 

the process of eliciting collaboration requires con- 
cessions to various domestic and foreign policy inter- 
ests which have little or nothing to do with military 
security. Yet there are critical limits to which the 
alliance can afford to sacrifice strategic logic for the 
sake of achieving political consensus. 

Thus, he sees military strategy as a medium through 
which NATO allies exert political influence on each 
other as well as on the adversary. But Osgood views 
the reconciliation of political differences as “impos- 
sible” and “unnecessary.” TO spell out the implication 
of his thesis: It is strategic logic that is determinative 
for this body, and political consensus will be sacri- 
ficed to military strategy. If this is so, certain smaller 
powers are able to exert considerable influence (i.e., 
against both consensus and interference) because of 
their strategic location. There is at  least a possibility 
that Portugal, for example, exerts more influence 
upon the alliance than other members do upon 
Portugal. 

The case of Greece is illustrative. In the January, 
1970 issue of Foreign Aflairs (“Greece Under the 
Colonels”), C. L. Sulzberger offered evidence which 
related the Greek coup and NATO at several points. 
There had been the fear, he reports, that Andreas 
Papandreou might lead Greece out of NATO. The 
Supreme Military Council made the decision to 
“interfere” to prevent this, but the Generals failed to 
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act at once, and the result was the coup by the 
Colonels. The code name of the plan they used, 
“Prometheus,” is said to be “simply the label of a 
contingency plan prepared in the Athens general 
lieadquarters, which Greeks proudly call ‘the Pen- 
tagon.’ It had been accepted as part of NATO’s 
response in the event of war with a Communist coun- 
try.” Solzhergcr adds tliat “the purpose of the original 
plan W;IS, of course, to prevent a cmip d‘c‘tat, not to 
promote one.” 

Now Sulzberger is not antagonistic to NATO, as 
evidence his subsequent remark “that we must care- 
fully distinguish between military policy toward a 
member of the NATO alliance and political policy 
toward Greece as a nation.” His statement is espe- 
cially interesting since he had just demonstrated 
how difficult it is to keep these categories separate. 

In n more critical article in Harper’s (“The Death 
of Libeq ,”  October, 1969), John Corry gave c r d -  
ence to a persistent story that “American intelligence 
recently turned over to Greek intelligence 1,900 
telephone tapping devices for what was officially 
called ‘NATO purposes.’ ” And there are otlier in- 
dications of the fact and purpose of U.S. responsibil- 
ity for the coup. Nicholas Gage and Elias Kulukundis 
reported from Greece in 1970 (“Under the Junta,” 
Tlw Anierican Scholar, Summer, 1970) that many 
Greeks seem to want to continue to enjoy the sta- 
bility of the 1950s. Certainly they do not see it 
as their responsibility to oust the Colonels. That 
regime is in power, Greeks believe, because the U.S. 
wants it to be: “The Americans brought them in and 
the Americans can get them out.” 
US. support for the junta as NATO partner con- 

tinues, according to a report in the lilternational 
Herald Tribune for September 8, 1970, “for strategic 
reasons”: 

The U.S. Defense Department sees the growing 
Soviet military presence in the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean-not Greek democracy-as the key issue. 

And testimony before the U.S. Senate Foreign Re- 
lations Committee. at first secret but made Dublic 
on October 4 of last year, revealed that $168 million 
worth of military aid was sent to Greece in the last 
three years, at the same time the U.S. declared a 
“selective arms embargo” against the junta (The  
Boston Globe, October 5, 1970). 

It becomes abundantly clear that a policy of non- 
interference in the domestic affairs of member na- 
tions is a morally tricky category-especially when 
this policy must be specifically applied, as in the 
case of Soviet action in the CSSR, Portugal and her 
colonies, and Greece. But this principle has, in fact, 
been employed as justification for help to the Greek 

Colonels in their own power struggle and for assist- 
ance to Portugal in its war against its territories. 
\\%at has happened to the noble ideas of democracy, 
free institutions, the rule of law? 

0 

Conclusion. If we are to support further American 
participation in NATO-and no conclusive case 
against the organization has been made here-there 
are damaging questions of a moral nature that must 
be asked-and answered. We noted three premises 
that underlie the usual studies of NATO. The first, 
which regards the world as being divided into “free” 
and “totalitarian” communities, must be re-examined 
in light of the examples of Greece and Portugal. It 
may be, too, that further account should be taken 
of changes in the adversary. 

The second premise permitted the advancement of 
seemingly conflicting goals : deterrence of aggression 
and accommodation with Russia. Even granting the 
efficacy of deterrence in the short run, such a threat 
system may interfere with the long-range goals of 
arms limitation and genuine security for all of 
Europe. The third premise imposes a cylindrical 
vision upon European security. In that context, the 
Alliance’s focus upon military security effectively 
precludes interference with Portugal’s policy in 
Africa or the internal situation in Greece. Both cases 
provide examples of ideals in conflict ( non-interfer- 
ence vs. self-determination), but they also call at- 
tention to NATO’s role in the violation of its own 
principles. 

The suspicion emerges that the ideals articulated 
in the NATO Charter and in subsequent statements 
are mere “window dressing” designed to justify a 
military strategy uis-&-vis a perceived Soviet threat 
but not intended to apply to member nations or to 
the partners’ dealings with non-European peoples. 
If justification for NATO’s existence rests only on the 
need for military deterrence, the Allianqe is required, 
on moral grounds, to state this in its o\vn stark geo- 
political terms. 

in t h e  mugmines 
(Continued from p .  2) 
sound increasingly authoritarian if he advocates con- 
trols that run from taming U.S. Steel to encouraging 
marriage partners to steel themselves against having 
too many children? This brings us to the paradox of 
tolerating the intolerable. Dare we? And with what 
consequence? Is the open society a reliable guide to 
pedagogy? How much, and when, is learning merely 
indoctrination? How much, and when, does it pro- 
mote human growth?” (Roy P. Fairfield in The 
Humanist, May/June.) PAMPHILUS 
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