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peaking before the U.N. General Assem- S bly in September,  1973, Chancellor 
Willy Brandt said: “Where hunger prevails, there can 
be no peace in the long run. Where bitter poverty 
prevails, there can be no justice.” He called upon the 
Assembly members to adopt a position on the moral 
aspects of international coexistence. And he said some- 
thing else, that there is a limit to the expansion of 
power-“a limit where power becomes transformed 
into impotence.” 

His words had direct relevance to the relationship 
between the United States and the Third World. In the 
postwar period, in pursuit of its power aims, the Unit- 
ed States concemed itself with ex-colonial countries 

,primarily with the view of “saving” them, as political 
entities, from a dreaded “Communist conquest.” Its 
actions to that end were primarily in the military field. 
The United States engaged in various military enter- 
prises, including its long Indochina war, in service of 
that strategy. It supplied vast quantities of military 
equipment, and it provided military and police train- 
ing, to a variety of Third World countries for the 
combating of revolutionary movements-in the name 
of American “national security.” In the natural course 
of events the flow of arms took precedence over the 
flow of industrial equipment and technology to those 
countries. But some American corporations neverthe- 
less made massive profits from exploitation of the 
natural resources of various Third World countries. 

Conflict and disorder assailed the capitalist sector of 
the world economy in 1971-72, and the Arab petro- 
leum producers’ embargo of 1973 against certain oil 
importers, and especially against the United States, 
triggered the incipient crisis-and incidentally intro- 
duced a new era. The development came to be viewed 
in the light of a growing appreciation of the rapidly 
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approaching limits of much of the world’s resources. 
In February of this year, in a report on “Mineral 
Resources and the Environment,” the National 
Academy of dciences, observed that “Man faces the 
prospect of a series of shocks of varying severity as 
shortages occur in one material after another.. . . *’ The 
generalization applied with especial force to the big- 
gest, and most wasteful, consumer of the globe’s in- 
dustrial raw materials-the United States. 

The Academy’s report held that government esti- 
mates of domestic petroleum and natural gas deposits 
had been overly optimistic; and it included various 
other material resources in a “threatened list.” The 
United States depends heavily-in some instances 
exclusively-n foreign imports for various industrial 
raw materials, ranging from manganese, chromium, 
and platinum to iron ore and bauxite. Canada, a de- 
veloped country, is indeed a qajor  supplier of Ameri- 
can needs in that regard; and it has heretofore been 
rated a “safe” source. But it recently informed the 
United States that it proposed gradually to reduce petro- 
leum deliveries in order to merit its own needs. Third 
World countries, however, are a major source of sup- 
ply for some of those primary materials; and the action 
of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries 
(OPEC) in establishing a new .system of marketing 
controls drove home the stark fact that the United; 
States in future would probably not continue to enjoy, 
as in t h e F t ,  easy and cheap access to the raw materi- 
als of other countries. The supply crisis had come 
measurably closer. 

conomic autarky is clearly impracticable E for so voracious a consumer of the 
world’s goods as the United States, and in 1974 
Washington began to talk in new terms. In February, 
1974, in his address to the conference of oil-  
consuming nations at Washington, Secretary of State 
Kissinger launched the concept of a “Project Inter- 
dependence. * ’  On that and frequent subsequent occa- 
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sions he argued for international cooperation in the 
economic sphere. And on November 20, in Tokyo, 
President Ford stressed the virtues of international 
cooperation: “Let us work together to solve common 
problems,” he said, “recognizing the interdependence 
of the modern world in which we all live.” The theme 
has thus become familiar, even official. This unnatural 
departure from the competitive spirit of the American 
marketplace is easily explained. With financial chaos 
and economic distress deepening at home and in our 
principal foreign markets, Washington seeks to bolster 
shaky structures. 

The American design is not for a global undertak- 
ing. The joint communiquk issued at the end of the 
Ford visit to Japan recorded a commitment to “inten- 
sify efforts to promote close cooperation among indus- 
trialized democracies.” That is, the United States 
proposed to cooperate in  main with the capitalist sector 
(“industrialized democracies”) of the world 
economy-with the European Economic Community 
(EEC) and Japan. Socialist countries, with their plan- 
ned economies, and the developing countries of the 
Third World are viewed as two classes apart-and 
farther away. They tend more readily to fall into the 
“adversary” category. 

The Third World is coming around to acceptance of 
the role-if need be. Many of the developing countries 
harbor the belief that they were economically exploited 
under the rule of imperialism and that there is still a 
residual urge in  some industrialized societies to con- 
tinue domination and exploitation in a pattern of 
“neocolonialism.” The logic of history is persuasive; 
and there has grown up in the Third World a demand, 
evolved in a series of meetings beginning with that at 
Algiers in 1968 (where the Group of 77 was formed), 
for a new world order. 

Under the spur of the successes achieved by OPEC 
the movement gathered substantial momentum i n  
1974. And on December 12, 1974, the U.N. General 
Assembly took official cognizance of Third World as- 
pirations in its adoption of the Charter of Economic 
Rights and Duties of States. The Charter provided 
(Article 4) that no state should be subjected to dis- 
crimination of any kind based solely on differences in 
political, economic, and social systems. (The United 
States still maintained an embargo on trade with 
Cuba.) Article 5 provided that “All States have the 
right to associate in organizations or primary commod- 
ity producers” for national economic purposes. (But 
the United States was opposed to the oil cartel.) It was 
provided in Article 16 that states that practice coercive 
policies, such as, inter alia, neocolonialism or other 
forms of foreign aggression, “are economically re- 
sponsible to the countries, territories and peoples af- 
fected for the restitution and full compensation for the 
exploitation and depletion of, and damages to, the 
natural and other resources of those countries, ter- 
ritories and peoples.” (The United States had a devas- 
tated Indochina to think of.) 

The United States was one of six states voting 
against the measure (ten others abstained). A few days 
earlier, on December 6, U.S. representative John A. 
Scali had spoken at some length in the U.N. General 
Assembly against what he termed “the tyranny of the 
majority.” American divergence from Third World 
sentiment had actually been voiced sharply on a couple 
of occasions a short time before. The Administration’s 
Special Representative for Trade Negotiations, Wil- 
liam D. Eberle, informed Congress on July 23, 1974, 
that, should others than the oil-producing countries 
undertake cartel-like actions, “we are prepared to de- 
fend the U.S. interest” through retaliation, which 
would include “major trade and financial actions.” 
Addressing,.the U.N. General Assembly in September, 
Secretary a‘f State Kissinger asserted with general re- 
ference to the oil-supply problem that “the complex, 
fragile structure of global economic cooperation re- 
quired to sustain national economic growth stands in 
danger of being shattered.’, President Ford spoke the 
same day before the World Energy Conference at De- 
troit, and warned: “Sovereign nations cannot allow 
their policies to be dictated, or their fate decided, by 
artifical rigging and distortion of world commodity 
markets.” Further, he said, exorbitant oil prices could 
only “run the risk of worldwide depression and 
threaten the breakdown of world order and safety.’, 

Worldwide speculation regarding the possibility of 
American military intervention in the Middle East 
naturally developed. Finally, in response to a question 
posed in an interview published in the January 13, 
1975, issue of Busirzess Week, Kissinger rejected the 
idea of taking military action because of (high) oil 
prices as “very dangerous,” but added that it would 
be something else “where there’s some actual strangu- 
lation of the industrialized world.” Press Secretary 
Ron Nessen confirmed that in making this statement 
Kissinger reflected President Ford’s views. 

Neither man, in  castigating the actions of the oil 
cartel, was led to adduce parallels with monopolistic 
practices of. multinational corporations (some of which 
were of course engaged in the oil business); and 
neither seemed to consider the possible application of 
the Kissinger vital-need concept to natural riches 
deemed by others indispensable for their existence but 
found in American hands-as, in  the case of one major 
item, foodstuffs. 

he contradictions were multiplying. At the T World Food Conference in Rome in 
1974, convened in November largely in response to an 
American proposal, world hunger naturally held the 
center of the stage. President Echeverria of Mexico 
charged that the industrial powers “have ruined or 
impeded the development of the agrarian societies of 
the planet.’, ‘‘Hunger,” he said, “is the consequence 
of a system that .manufactures famine with the same 
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detachment as atomic bombs.” 
The big producer of the world’s agricultural sur- 

pluses, the United States, was perforce prominent in the 
Conference’s collective mind. In the face of growing 
world food shortages, however, the United States had 
already begun to phase out its “Food for Peace” 
prog-mployed for two full decades with the dou- 
ble aim of getting rid of American farm surpluses and 
of incorporating certain Third World countries into our 
political camp. Now the huge surpluses of the past 
were gone, and the United States was richly profiting 
from the export of grain at prices that rivaled, in 
relative terms, those enjoyed by the oil producers. 
With half a billion of the world’s people under- 
nourished and literally millions starving,; the United 
States refused to commit itself at the Conference to 
making an increased contribution of foodstuffs for the 
alleviation of world hunger. As the New York Times 
would reveal in March, 1975, a Central Intelligence 
Agency report, written some three months before the 
World Food Conference, had come to the conclusion 
that world grain shortages would probably increase in 
future and that those shortages “could give the United 
States a measure of power it had never had before 
--possibly an economic and political dominance greater 
than that of the immediate post-World War II 
years.” Just like oil for OPEC. 

The disparities in the American scale of economic 
values were taking on an increasingly disturbing form. 
There was little or no concordance to be found be- 
tween the respective views of the United States and the 
Third World with regard to the factors of “interdepen- 
dence” and “international cooperation.” By the 
mathematics of the situation those twin concepts, in 
conjunction with the U.N. Charter of Economic Rights 
and .Duties of States, would require of the United 
States the acceptance of hard limits for its economic 
actions. 

The Thud World countries are demanding economic 
changes the United States obviously cannot undertake 
except at substantial economic loss. This country pos- 
sesses no pattern for such behavior. The Trade Reform 
Act passed by Congress on December 20, 1974, a 
short week after the U.N. General Assembly’s adop- 
tion of the new economic Charter. provided an accu- 
rate reflection of the chief foreign-trade concerns of 
the American economic system in crisis. Highly pro- 
tectionist in character, the Act supplied new weaponry 
for economic warfare-against the USSR indeed, but 
also against the Third World. i t  stipulated in particular 
that new preferential tariff rates designed to help de- 
veloping countries shall be denied to OPEC members, 
or to other similar commodity cartels, that might with- 
hold supplies or raise prices “unreasonably.” 
Third World reaction was swift. On January 20, 

sixteen Latin American countries, using the forum of 
the Permanent Commission of the Organization of 
American States at Washington, joined in denouncing 
the Act as “discriminatory” and “coercive.” And 
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then, at Dakar in February, the Foreign Ministers of 
110 developing nations passed a resolution condemn- 
ing “the elements of pressure and economic coercion 
designed to fetter action by the developing countries 
producing primary materials, contained in the United 
States’ trade act,” as well as “the threats of use of 
force voiced against the petroleum-exporting coun- 
tries.. . .” They proclaimed their solidarity with 
OPEC. 

The OPEC members have shown no inclination to 
abandon the unity that has made them strong. And 
other Third World countries have gone forward with 
undertakings to organize cartels for the marketing of 
such diverse products as bauxite, tin, copper, iron 
ore-and coffee and bananas. The U.S. Government, 
armed with a Trade Act directing it to penalize de- 
veloping countries participating in cartels, is thus chal- 
lenged on a whole series of economic fronts. It is 
against such Third World combines that Washington 
seeks to mobilize a capitalist united front. 

A “capitalist united front” of course appears by 
definition to be a contradiction of terms, but ‘that is 
Washington’s strategic objective, and the issue is 
therefore up for consideration. Where the EEC coun- 
tries and Japan have clearly indicated they would not 
follow the United States if it undertook military action 
against the Arab states, whether for Israel or for oil, 
what are the probabilities that those powers will join 
with the United States to give battle in the economic 
arena against the OPEC and, on a broader front, the 
Third World? 

ctually, after Kissinger’s February, 1974, A dimarche various elements of a 
framework for the contemplated cooperation within 
“Project Interdependence” were tentatively erected. 
At the end of May, in Paris, twenty-four members of 
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and De- 
velopment (OECD), including the United States, a- 
greed upon a “code of good conduct,” pledging them- 
selves not to undertake unilaterally to restrict imports 
or stimulate exports for the purpose of improving their 
respective balances of international payments under the 
impact of higher oil costs, or to indulge in “destruc- 
tive competition in official support of export credits” 
for a period of one year. The American negotiator, 
William D. Eberle, remarked that the pledge bore no 
sanctions; it represented, he said, a “moral commit- 
ment” among nations. 

There was a more substantial commitment involved 
in the agreement by sixteen oil-consuming countries on 
November 15 for the establishment of a new Intema- 
tional Energy Agency (IEA), under OECD auspices, to 
undertake long-term cooperation and a system of 
emergency sharing in order to ensure oil supplies, with 
the E A  wielding authority (in a system of weighted 
voting) to make decisions with respect to more than 
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twenty subjects. The participants have until September 
1, 1975, to deposit their formal ratifications of the 
agreement. As a supporting measure, Kissinger and 
Treasury Secretary William E. Simon proposed the 
cbation of a $25 billion fund for the support of states 
hard hit by increased oil costs, and in mid-January that, 
plan won initial endorsement of the Committee of Ten 
(representing major industrial nations), with all OECD 
members again eligible to participate. 

The authority assigned to E A  represents a real a- 
bridgement of the individual member state’s sovereign 
right to go its own way; and establishment of the 
proposed $25 billion support fund will naturally re- 
quire money, including American money. The process- 
es of the projected international cooperation would 
require some sharing of economic perils and financial 
costs with others. Even more, they would necessarily 
entail no little state planning and organization, and the 
setting up of new trade procedures. The provisional 
commitments I made by Secretary of State Kissinger 
require sanction and implementation by the U.S. Con- 
gress. Here, however, Project Interdependence con- 
fronts a major obstacle. When the economy is plunging 
into depression, will the United States really refrain, 
as proposed, from iestricting imports and stimulating 
exports? Labor and business will demand what is in 
sum the diametrically opposite policy. In partial ser- 
vice of international goals, will the United States insti- 
tute planning, controls, sharing? In the end, that is, 
will the United States itself prove capable of fitting 
into the framework of international cooperation that it 
has proposed? 

With the passage of the Trade Reform Act, the 
putative Ameridan spirit of international cooperation 
and, more particularly, America’s capacities for 
cooperating with Japan and the EEC will be put to the 
concrete test. The Act gave the Administration the 
requisite authority to proceed with negotiations for the 
liberalization of trade practices under the General Agree- 
ment for Tariffs and Trade (GATT). The new round 
of GATT negotiations opened at Geneva in February of 
this y p r .  This GATT round will inevitably be long- 
drawn-out. It may indeed achieve various useful re- 
sults, but almost certainly the accomplishments will be 
less than revolutionary. The omnipresent fact is. that 
the capitalist world is governed in main by “market 
forces,” which tend to divide rather than to unite. 
Even where American negotiators might reach such 
agreements in intemational conference, the U.S. Con- 
gress could hardly be expected to enact legislation 
speedily providing for a closer linking of the United 
States to imperiled foreign economies. Neither the 
government nor the nation is ready for that much “in- 
temational cooperation. ” By all indications, Project 
Interdependence will fall far short of realization-in 
the form envisaged by the Administration at Washing- 
ton. 

ailure to implement Project Interdepen- F dence would leave the United States, the 
EEC, and J a p k  standing severally alone with respect 
to the Third World. The EEC and Japan are already 
endeavoring respectively to construct new economic 
relationships with the developing nations. In the period 
since the 1973 Arab-Israeli war Japan and member 
states of the EEC have‘proceeded with their own 
“dialogues” with member countries of the Arab 
League. Japan has been vigorously stepping up its 
economic activities in Third World countries, and re- 
cently created the Japan International Cooperation 
Agency to plan and coordinate endeavors in that field. 
And it was of prime significance that, without waiting 
upon an uncertain American participation, the EEC 
countries, on February 28, 1975, signed in Togo the 
so-called LomC Convention, by which they granted 
trade concessions and agreed to extend $3.6 plus bil- 
lion in financial, industrial, and technological aid over 
a five-year period to forty-six developing countries of 
Africa, the Pacific, and the Caribbean. The EEC coun- 
tries and Japan can similarly be expected to follow 
policies of accommodation and cooperation with inter- 
national cartels-regardless of American antipathy to- 
ward such combines. 

Thus, at a time when the world is open to a worse 
-if fundamentally different-disaster than that of the 
Great Depression of the 1930’s, it is found notably 
more polarized economically than ever before. The 
United States cannot integrate itself into a united front 
with the EEC and Japan, for the concerned parties 
have failed to conceive broad common‘goals promising 
mutual benefit. The Third World, contrariwise, has 
discovered something like a common purpose with re- 
spect particularly to the industrialized world. Its 
urge-and its capacity-to unite is the greater for it. 
The forces making for revolutionary change in the 
world economic system are correspondingly enhanced. 
The Socialist bloc is adjusting to the development; the 
EEC countries and Japan are moving to do likewise, to 
the best of their capacities. But the United States 
in its strategic formulations has not- yet even made 
adequate allowance for the Third World’s eco- 
nomic nationalism. In practical terms, the United 
States-“superpower” in economic as well as in 
military terms-stands largely isolated in the confron- 
tation with the Third World. 

As Willy Brandt said back in 1973, there is “a limit 
where power becomes transformed into impotence.” 
The United States is now approaching that limit in the 
economic field, and there disaster threatens. The 
American nation undeniably still commands great 
economic power, real and potential. The challenge is 
one of reorganization and reorientation of thar power 
in a Project Interdependence broader b far than the 
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one currently contemplated. f 
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