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1. Introduction: a plca for gfd:«@?fwr Q\\og. W\hd{?”‘gﬁ

Most Europecans, Fast and West, but probably not most North
Americans, seem to be of the opinion that the cold war is
sometliing . found in the Atlantic area, between the

United States and Western Europe on the one hand, and the

Soviet Union and Eastern Europe on the other, with some neutral

countries interspersed. Of course, this is +he eurocentric

visions -even-if. khch of the Cold War, if not considerably more,
bejw.ee n

is found in the Pacific area, with the United States and its allies

on the one hand and the Soviet Union and its former and present

allies on the other, with some neutral countries interspersed.

I repeat, even more so, After all, it 1s in this part of the

world, far away from Europeans, that two major wars after the

Secqu World War have been fought: the Korean War, 1950-53, awa(
Indochina wars, 1945-75. This is the region where

a Cold War became‘ggg.qkﬁ Iﬁ the complex tangle of reasons why,

perhaps one stands out: the temperature of the war was mainly

a problem for "Asiatics", although guite a lot of U.S. soldiers

also lost their lives (one major reason why the United States

canngtiye accused, of, eurgcent ifm or atlantocentrism). M@T VAL,
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In a similar vein, very many people tend to look at "peacd
and"development" as two separate issues, the former being "east-west"
and the latter "north-south". Like the separation between the
Atlantic and the Pacific, which is not only conceptual but also
geographic, this distinction is not only geographic but also
conceptual and serves some purpose: directing our attention to
the danger of a major war in the first case and to the ever-present
misery and its reproduction in the second. And yet the conceptual
separation?may be driven too far. Interconnections may be lost.
And similarly, for the Atlantic/Pacific distinction: not only
interrelations, but a'so obvious similarities and dissimilarities
between what will now be referred to as the two theatres of the
Cold War may easily be lost sight of.
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Hence, this article: an exercise in thef wholistic approach,
trying to see Ere Atlantic and Pacific theatres from a common
vantage poiné%%irying to explore how peace and development qo
hand in hand in a structure that essentially was the product of

the Second World War.



A gcncral theory of the Cold War

Let us start simply asking the qguestion: what does 1t
take to make a Cold War, with its tremendous éﬁﬁ%ﬁ‘ and ézifgﬁ;
covering so much of the world, cven with the possible extinction
of major parts of the world as a consequence? How did one
ever get into that kind of structure/process, evolving every
day, spreading in domain and deepening in scope, and usually
in a way which seems to make a mockery of both peace and
development, although there are also some setbacks to this negative

process?

Let us try to reason at the general level, yet keeping
elementary hlstory of post-Seccnd World War relations present
in our mind. What do we see, forty years in retrospect?
Of course, back in Spring and Summer 1945, from May till August,
we see the victors and the.defeated, in principle the allies
and the axis powers. However, among the axis powers,
Italy with characteristic sense of the dialectics of history
managed to get rid of what seems to be an indelible stamp
as g axis power, and emerged almost a6 an ally. And
on the other side, although there were many victors, there was
no doubt 1in anybody's mind that the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics were in a class all
by themselves - the former having contributed materially 1in an
absolutely major sense, the latter with 20 million Soviet lives,
and with lO m1 1on oﬁwzth 1lllon German soldlers-»qu? OL Nkﬁﬂﬂ
¥ gﬁrlng the war fallegj i\VQKk“ ‘!ﬂfgq
™ aykrm $o .

victory, including numan sacrifice ; the other eme paid with

Daxd for the |

human sacrifice and material destruction on a scale almost

unheard of. E;i)

Of course, there were also Great Britain who had maﬁaged
to stave off the enemy, and France and China who had not managed
to do so. They had been partly, even wholl» occupied by the
Germans and the Japanese respectively, but managed to put up a
resistance credible enough to be present amcng the Potsdam

powers, although in the case of China only by cable.



When 1 now count only bthe two powere, subscquently to be

defined as super -povers,as the wvictors, it is cssentially

for four reasons.

First, they entered the war with a basic traumatic
experience: the Operation Barbarossa, 22 June 1941 for
the Soviet Union; Pearl Harbour, 7 December 1941 for the
United States, Surprise attacks that shaped the image

of world ovents, for years, generations, maybe centuries

b‘ﬁ gfbv\c M/\ M wat ﬁf‘m’vﬁ NE®RMon e ’d’\gg’},ﬁﬂ .

Second, both superpowers came out of the war with

a very high level of self-richteousness. Th~y both regarded

their own contribution to the defeat of the axis as not only
necessary, but to a large.extent sufficient. The abysmal
moral quality of the enemy made the victors look perfect,
the self-righteousness stemming not only from the magnitude
of the effiort to defeat him, but also from the depravity of

the defeated party. The feeling of hav1ng done away, wjﬁh 4{
vermin, with pests) was Stroigw ouech "0 Wzv@ Mw 3%’3

Third, both powers were new on the world scene, essentially
creations of the First World War. Both of them were strongly
ideclogical in their world outlooks, liberal/conservative/capitalist
versus marxist/socialist. In s%gr; both of them,had progranmes;

Wl ¢ é Lemselves byt
both of them knew what would be gm0 for the worla.

And fourthly, whereas the preceding three points make
them look similar, this last point locks them in with each other:

they both knew perfectly well that their ideologies were

incompatible; their models for socio-economic (re-)construction

were also incompatible, and that their interests to a large
extent might be incompatible - for instance the U.S. interest

in market penetration and the Soviet intére§t in a geo-political
buffer zone around Soviet territory. But incompatibility of
values or interests already spells conflict; incompaetibility of
values and interests may even spell deep conflict. And they
knew perfeétly well that they had been at logger-heads before
the War, that they had been brought together in an uneasy
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alliance, both of them suspecting that the other would
make separate peace with nizi Germany and that a friendship
based on little more than "the enemy of my enemy 1s my triend"

factor might be of short duration. A self-fulfilling prophecy.

So, what did the defeated countries look like? They
left the War deeply humiliated, certainly not self-righteously.

However, there is a difference between Germany and Japan in

this regarde in both countries almost the whole population

was mobilised and continued fighting to the very end; opposition
was small, insignificant. And yet the Nazis were more different
from the ordinary German than the Japanese leadership from the
Japanese people. One can to some extent draw a line around the
Nazi leadershin, count them, arraign thenli;Q%mrt and even

punish them. A similar exercise for the Japancse would almost
have to be futile, given the collectivist nature of thﬁ]country

and the amount of consensus between elite and people.

Of course they also left the War deeply wounded, the defeat
being a major traumatic experience, the sequel of which we do
not as yet know. 1he destruction of Berlin, the dismemberment
of Germany and the plunder after the War may be seen as revenge

for Operation Barbarossa; the nuclear genocide committed agalnst

he populagions, of leoshlma nd Nagasaki as reve e for Pgarl qukor
Elgw b p‘%\ i\qe_ eveage. poll ab»e wv-egm &k we o \,«r/?g“m)w ‘Lﬂu‘fd“ﬂ
atever damage the nazi powers had 1nfllcted on

the allles on the Western side jﬂi'vas amply revenged in saturation/
carpet bombing, even to excess. But the wounds inflicted on the
Soviet Union were of such a depth and magnitude that no commensurate
revenge could be found,given the short duration of the fight on
German soil, tXcept, and this is important: the dismemberment
of the German Reich in the East 1nto three parts, some of it
absorbed into tne Soviet Union, some of it into Pol«nd and some
of it constituting what today 1s known as the DDR, And then there is BRD.
And the situation of West Berlin. ) )

Did the defeated countries emerge with a programme? Of
course: after such a total war and such a total defeat, they

emerged with the programs of their victors. What else could they

do? They could not continue, at leastnot overtly, with theilr



old programmes. Their "crimes against humanity"had been of such

a4 muygnitude that the past had Lo be disavowed, al lceast for some time.
The War, having been at least partly ideological, carried 1in

its wake an ideological peace where the defeated countries had

to confess their sins, reject their past, including their inhuman
ideologies, atone and declare tq%?f?lv?sgon linpe with the victors.

i Ywiomn :bOY\tI« 97«\"67\ “@1’,‘
The victors wanted not only - but also total
defeat; a prostrate, defeated country, not only willing to,but

asking to receilve theVﬁnd, the imprint of the victor.

In so doing conflict was courted. The conflict between
the super-powers with their super-ideology was transmitted to the
defeated countries who then learned to express their world views, secom&
in line only to the super powers. Some kind of peace with the
victor was gained at the éxpense of ever-deepening conflict with
the other victor and defeated country. The relation wes,
and 1s,a tight one: the major characteristics of the situation
of the victors would necessarily have to be reflected in the

situation of the defeated countries; all four of them.

However, much more is needed for a group of victorious
and defeated countries to make that solid structure/process
known as the Cold War today. The last two elements mentioned, the miz-
sionary callingd che programme, and the emerging coniflic*,would
have to be whipped into shape as an ideology. That ideology
took both positive and negative forms. SQ‘FEe positive aspect
trewe was -atxeady ~ model of development: liberal/capitalist

versus marxist/socialist; the models of the super powers .

The defeated countries had a vested interest in good relations
with the victcrs,and the victors were ever present as
occupation armies, busily working to implement their programmes
at any point, implanting their gyenetic code wherever they could

in suitable carrying mechanisms: multi-party versus single-party
systems; market economies versus centrally planned economies.

The defeated countries startec¢ increasingly to come out 1like
clones, leaning over backwards to perform their roles; the
distance between cloning and clowning being a short one, not

only phonetically.



But the ideclogy had also a negative component; one side

bc¢ing anti-communist 1n gencral and anti-Soviet Union and/or anti-

Moscow, in particular; the other side being anti-imperialist

and anti-United States or perhaps rather anti-Washington, in
particular. Pre-War incidents and attitudes were invoked, a
short term war alliance gradually suppressed or even successfully
forgotten, new post-War incidents and attitudes being sedimented
on top of old ideological baggage. At this point it should

not be forgotten how the 1917 revolution was a major trauma

for the west, with the killing of the Tsar ticolai II in
Yekaterinburg (SverJdlovsk) as the major event, just as the
interventionist wars 1918-22 ~onstituted a major trauma for

the new Soviet Republic, i1ke the united Stateg,one and a half
centuries earliern~built on a considerable basis of elite and

popular idealism) éand also suffering interventionist warsg.

And yet, ideology alone would never have been sufficient.
Something more was neededs a particularly nasty component ket~
wa® brought into the recipe for the Cold War. I am thinking

of the dividerd n=tions , not only the idea of drawing a line

on somebody else's territory, but of enrolling one part of the
nation in one camp and the other part in the other.

People in the two parte of divided countries take opposite sides, and
the conflict is fanned by the emotional, to the point of “PeiRg.
fratricidal, energies associated with internal 4£as opposed to
ordinary external¥ wars. Two such countries became

particularly important: divided Cermany with divided Berlin

in 1ts midst; divided Korea. Of course these were the places

where the Cold War became extremely tense {Berlin 19%45/49) and

even very hot (Korea 195C%—53)\\because of built-in conflict preduction.

Another, of course, Vietnam (1945-75); this incredible country
that has defeated Japan, France, the United States and - to[}j

some extent - even China,

*Rd these were the two decisive events that served to
take one more step: ke lining up @f like-minded and 17" ~-interested
countries in alliances. Obviously, for a country to enter into
alliance with a super -power 1t is not necessary to hate the
other super-powerg. It is not even necessary to be anti-communist
Or anti-imperialist. All that is needed is to assure that the

gnenmy Ofﬂl,‘/ friend is. my LIemy . and fcor some reacnn Ar Athor




accept a super--power as friend. The latter may be done on

the basis of ideological similerity or interest, literally
speaking, in the programme presentoed for development . Whore
peace/war issues end and development/mal-development issues

begin in this extremely complex web of values and interestsg.

is 1mpossible to state in general termo; nor is it very important.

A qrx>d e%amw]e ig the Spanish elite tocay, being taught that Spain is threatened
vy ciae Soviet Union. .,
The process mayyﬁﬁﬁﬁakg/counter to what was just said:

driven by intense_anti-imperialism or anti-communism,

is
b the conclu51onﬁthat the eremy of my enemv must be mv friend ene

:ﬁ? "]1‘““'49”€ﬁteb an alliance with the weearest superrﬂW@f
%&Q”ﬂ fh r??g;gle involved 1s actually the same, the logic
1s the same, the conclusion is the same - only the premisses
are organised a little dlfferentwy T~ it T R AR 1 N ~Fo Vo LB B W W 79 o
beupo&n@edmoa@mehaé Ié.ls enough for the elite to think in the way
just mentionecd; they will probably be in command of for-
eign policy anyhow. The people may be of the same opinion. The Ppeople
may be marginalised, alienated, apathetic, leaving the whole

foreign policy game to the classe politique But they may also be

dead against, having just the opposite views. In that case people
will draw the conclusion that the other super -power, being the
enemy of the super power that is%elected by their own hated
elites cannot possibly be thgt bad: "the enemy of the friend
of ny enémy is my friend."f ut, as can be noted: the chains
are now becoming somewhat long and unwieldy. They might easily
break 1f one of the links in the chain is exposed'as weak, even
blatantly wrong. And isn't that exactly what most of Cold
War propaganda from all sides tries to show?
&
Let us now add to this one particular element in the total

recipe: to maks the defeated country the most faithful ally.

It is not an unproblematic policy. On the one hand, the ‘defeated
country is ersily blackmailed into posturing as thz best pupil

in the cla s; this may set a mocdel for others to follow. But

it may also eﬁon the other hand, that others do not like to
follow The o mocel set by the former enemy. On the ccntrary,

they may have the suspicion that some kind of collusion between

tiie victorious super-power and the formerly hated, defeated

country is going or , that they have become toco cogy and that




this is all directed against the rest of the alliance. Hence,
the super-power has to oxorciégﬁsglitical talent i1n the effort
to make use of the defeatea country as most faithful ally.

The U.S. has probably been more fortunate with the Federal
Republic of Germany than with Japan in this regard, partly for
the reason mentioned above tihat Japan changed less, or less

in deptn, as a result of defeat, and partly because of less

sensitivity to East Asian than to European affairs ana relations,

However, no system can remain perfect. If there is a most

faithful allythere is alsc the most vnfaithful: the ally that

opts out of the system. Theoretically, he has two possibilities:
to join the other alliance, or to become non-aligned/nautral.
Whatever he does, he may remain in that position or change again,
in which case he will probably be classified as "maverick", not
merely as unfaithful. There 1s also the possibility of thne
"unfaithful of all camps, unite", constituting a new alliance -

but that scems to be a more theoretical outcome.

Let us, now look at what has been said and try to put it

QrYe . . . .
down as a étldaL*ne* with ke cilrcles representing countries,

super powers on top, a divided one in the middle and other allies
antrreor—atterea-Gewirbres at the bottom; each country being
divided into elites and people, centre and periphery . The{nvo
thick broken lines standy for the basic negative welations, the.ﬁmf

thick unbroken lines for the basic positive relations in the

. Q . . :
game; the other llnesf%ullt around this nucleus (See Tig. 1)

Figure 1 A Cold War
System

Super-
powers

Divided
countries

Small
powers

Most failthful b;:;fYéithul




The nucleus, as mentioned, consists of super -powers,
divided countries and most faithful countries, based on very
solid sentiments. Needless to say, the figure becomes much
more complicated if the peonle do not agree with the elite;
in other words if there are 1ot only dissidents, but dissident
movements, a dissident people, even t the‘foint wheg the .

e . (Bast Beolin and BERITSS;
elite Egﬁ&f have preferred to elect a new péprew, ertodE “Brecht).
But thcjyconstruction is based on elite allegiance, rather than
) ASSUming . o .
country allegiancge, qaﬂﬂu&k&rtfmzelltos arc sufficiently 1in
control to guarantee the super-powers military access: bases,
nuclecar tasks, command of the military forces in case of war

(and for rnano uvres, etcpedesin peace time).

There seem to be two different super-power strategies.
| -Rapulal
The first would be to build On' €lites Lbhat—are really
supported by their populationp~put-cerearmiy-omdy if the
two together, the country as a whole, is in favour of the super-
power, is not both anti-Washington and anti-Moscow. The second

strategy would be to "»ild on unpopular elites, guaranteeing

them against popularwrath; even to the point of coming to their
rescue in case of revolis/revolutions, in return for complete
loyalty according to the usual conflict polarisation scheme.

In Europe, the United States has been using strategy N° 1 and

the Soviet Union strategy N°2, grosso —cdo, perhgps not so strange

since the United States liberatecd nazi-occupied countries in

Ulestern Suropc,as opposed to the Soviet Union that defeated axis
CLAIMMES . : -
eodwer+res 1n Eastern Europe (with the exception of Poland, of course)

For the &mde;ékfgn, bo types are problematic. 1In countries where

\% N ’ _\L .‘?‘ AN &

comg%nl i} Q%‘popular he whole E?pul?tion may turn against the
A {l‘

Soviet Union (Yugoslavia, Albanii}; in a country where communism

is unpopular the people may turn against both elites and the Soviet

Union with the latter coming to the rescue of the former in ga..
‘}%\g,x P 5 w/" l\{?f.i‘
bloody interaction. S\ . s y~—
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So much for the general theory of the Cold War; let us now

turn to the two , the two theatres.

m’{‘;ﬂ]ufebl’ f
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3. The Atlantic and Pacilic Lheal@ds conparced

On the next page the reader will find, in Table 1, a systematic
comparison between the Atlantic and Pacific theatres in the
Cold War. Very often this is referred to as the East-West
conflict, with the understanding that "Paft 1s tne Soviet
Union and the Warsaw Treaty Organlsatlon ‘and "West" is the
United States and NATO. This, however, ﬁs eurocentric/atlantocentric:
in the Pacific/East Asian theatre st~ the United States -ehad
is to the East and the Soviet Union to the West. Hence, ib—iiaye
e better e use ideolﬂqical terms and refer to the conflict as
a conflict between capii-iism and socialism, in other wordse Q{\p
(in the view of the pres2nt author) as a conflict between two Vd UQ%
rather than between two parts of global geography.
\*Niﬁ S —

Let u§Fﬁ$ﬁ:IHﬁ§M1he 8 lines in the tablee {hey are in

the same order as in the presentation of the general theory

of the Cold War in the preceding section, -ef+¥ with examples.

The victors are very clear, but they have been equipped with

some numerals in the table to indicate w was the
iw hayé emﬁ wgﬂ

and whoyﬂ-oae«wa; seconda&y in the two theat#gs. Qaeamuqht add{ﬂﬂ;
/

under the United States, Great Britain and France for the

Atlantic theatre and China (both nationalist and communist,

theytrerg(fighting together against Japan) for the Pacific theatre.
£ ?

But not add anything to the analysis since a bas’c point

here is that the Cold War conflict is primarily a super=power

nflict Only the super-powers haveg supspmldﬁﬁl gles, programmes
flx}u nf& et A2 Ay % %ugag
Edﬁnﬂ@wﬁykk§ fit the whole world, <& the creators

of world-systems, and are vevesn holders of super—weapopns, weapons

so strong that their use can only be justified against‘gggér-
enemies. In addition, they were-—the—emwessmito saw themselves

as the not only necessary but sufficient causes for the defeat

of the nazi powers, Other countries may satisfy some of these
conditions but not all of them; that is the privilege of the

United States and the Soviet Union.

Then, in the second line, are the defeated countries, the




LADBLEL L3

lon CubLb wAaK:e

ATLANLTLIC AND PACLEFLICU tREATIES COMPARED

ATLANTIC

Dimensions Capitalist (West)

Socialist (East)

PACIFIC

Capitalist (East) Socialist (West)

Victorious us (2) SU (1) us (1) ‘ SU (2)
countries (GB, F) (China)
Defeated West Germany East German : Japan
countries (1) (H, R, BGj 5xw9
Ideology Liberalisn/ Marxism . Liberalism/ Marxism .
Conservatism [Anti-imperialism j Conservatism Anti-imperialism
Anti-commuunism Development ‘Anti-communism Development
Development Development
Divided llest Germany East Germany South Korea North Korea
countries (Austria) + Polish terr. + Soviet Japan (Okinawa) Four islands
terr. Taiwan (Hong Kong,Macao)China
(a, sF, p1, &, 4, R) South Vietnam North Vietnam
: South Vietnam
Alliance NATO WTO US - Japan SU - Mongolia
systems US - South Korea SU - North Korea
US - Taiwan SU - China
US - South Vietnam SU - North Vietnam
Most faithful BRD DDR Japan
country = (1) (BG) L VIS
cefzated .
country
Unfaithful France Yugoslavia, Albania China
country Rumania,,
e ? 2 2 ?
(Protest (GR? NL? B2 DI?) (P1, H, CS) (New Zealand in ANZUS)
countries)
Independent France’ Yugoslavia China
country ‘ (Albania) (North Korea?)

{maverick country)
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axis countries, with some lesser members underneath. It
may be noted that whereas the United States have powerful
allies, they actually only defeated West Germany and to some
extent Italy; the Soviet Union was fighting alone bhut
defeated t on%y Vf5§n§e§3§$Y4b€£p§%£?o% evosiﬁr §;§ui%gwﬁ1%\
Eﬁﬁ%@ﬂﬁmééﬁ A.“ In the Pac1f£c theatre, daever,
no country can really be said to have capitulated to the
Soviet Union which entered the war only one(xfgﬁwgefore it
was over,in agreement with Yalta-Potsdam (but.not the viet Union
Japan pact). ?D ZE?
The ideology is clear} remdealready written impthe

headings of the table, it varies in meaning all the time,

but both in terms of alliec,and in terms of 1nterests.of

Y PP
e}lte and People the differefces are very real. ﬁ4ﬂfﬂg/ AR

Q\fu‘% i N‘ti‘\g o, o w‘ﬁ'U{‘“ oy AN L *’,}‘." ms .

Then, we turn to the divided countries. They are more

numerous than people are usually aware of. On the European
side there is, pf course Germany, divided into four parts as

alxhnevan Lne 3%
mentioned bub«muaauuuﬂ&ﬁ focuseﬂ on the Federal Republic
of Germany and the German Democratic Republic only. However, Austria,
Finland, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Rumania were also
divided as a result of the War and sentiments in that connection
continue riding high, meaning that there are emotions that can be

played upon in various ways.

In the Pacific theatre one is wusually thinking of Korea
as the divided country;. and--+t—t+s often, unfairly, compared
with Germany. Korea was treated by the victors as a part of
Japan\‘qnd,the Japanese war effort an§J2iiq-U3a large =xtent,
heroic - resistance fight was not recognised as such. Korea.was
divided probably because giving the Soviet Union control over a
part of Korea was found to be preferable to giving what the Soviet
Union might have liked: Hokkaido. The. United State %anted

Japan for herself, but the Soviet Union was’ glven th O%amous X:P““
ggag‘islands north of Hokkaido, as well as ggglg;gggtrciﬂgkef‘“
Sakhalin. Thus, Japan was also a divided country as a result

of the war, and so was, later on, China with the People's

Republic on the one hand, and the Republic of China (Taiwan)



on the other, leaving out Hong Kong and Macao. And in
addition to this, certainly not to be forgotten: Vietnam
whichowas also divided in the aftermath of the War and in

a major way.

When we now turn to rhe alliances, their names and shapes

are very well-known in the Atlantic theatre because of NATO

and WTO. In the Pacific theatre they are less clear
cut, consisting a number of bilateral, perhaps to some
extent trilaterJ; constructions. The United States has her

security treaties with Japan (AMPO), South Korea and Taiwan

(and at some time with Vietnam); the Soviet Union has her
arrangements with Mongolia, North Korea and Vietnam (and at

some time with the People's Republic of China). Further south

the United States has various arrangements with the ASEAN countries
(bases; SEATO)and ANZUS; the Soviet Union nothing.

There is no doubt as to who are the most faithful allies,

by definition the defeated countries, BRD and DDR 1in the

Atlantic theatre, Japan in the Pacific theatre - again leaving

the Soviet Union out in the cold with no faithful ally. I have

added Italy in parenthesis for the western super-power and

Bulgaria in parenthesis for the eastern one: both of them

were axis- countries, both of them have repented, and joined

the 1de ~ But they were not the major axis ountr ies?’ ‘i%mhf WA
au s o Ghe Torrt werld w a7y Gud 3eiaade Leelac s foo j*g'i 058 3 ,[:12.»

\ B2

rolbycaf aued Wishscad (¥he v againyt Tdelley ) veasans.
Then, the unfaithful allies. There is no doubt which

the major ones are: France, Yugoslavia, China. But we have also
added some lesser ones in parenthesis, the Kfs; recen%q;ggljf into this
. . . Fepyadii 3
field being New Zealand with the ref sgﬁktoﬁaécéﬁt US warships
"

that may (but also may not) have nuclear é%&ﬂ&ﬂﬁﬂﬂ@ﬂ&nLJQV;ﬁbﬁ~

. And, at the bottom, the independent actors have‘been addede
‘Ihere are not many of them and for the tipe being,ndnly one

maverick country: Albania,with the possibility that North Korea

may play a similar role in East Asia). One may of course also
discuss how independent te independent actors are. Discipline is

the rules Naverick countries are there to be rejected on both sides, like
Die Griinen in Germany rejected by blue and red alike as a "maverick party".




These are the major points, using the general recipe for a Cold
War as developed in the preceding section. N@NWQIB order to
gain more depth in this presentation, let us try to point out
some major differences between the Atlantic and Pacific theat€ds;
the similarities being only too clear from the table. And let
us take as point of departure the Atlantic situation, and

show how the Pacific situation differs, proceeding line by line.

First, to the extent that the Second World War determines

. A3 e
the logic of the scheme: there Zﬁmno_symmahﬁy-between the two
M "q‘ ‘ Ty v o . .
super-powers : Ty ~Batie. The United States was:
Ao bhneyy ermerned Lopw, Fne war,
so much more important. That, of course, changed four years after

the War, 1 October 1949, with the victory of the communist
revolution in China and the Soviet-China Treaty based on the

idea of "eternal friendship". And it changed again, equally
dramatically, about ten years later when the rift between the

two communist powers, the largest country in the world and

the most populous country in the world, became increasingly
apparent, exploding in open hostility still ten years later, in 1969
(Ussuri River incident }. In other words, the logic of the

power balance is more determined by the internal dynamism, the
"development" of the countries, than by thezéiisive belligerent

interactiomr known as the Second World War.

Second, very much related to this: the Soviet Union had

nobody capitulating co them in the Pacific theat@¥, North

Korea being an argsfaqt. Th{i is importang)beeausemftmmaymhauam

. \nilueodiog e wiy - . . .
SORELEL- RGO O PP {fﬁé viet Union was treating China.
Maybe China was regarded as "theirs", in the same way as the
United States regarded Japan. To the Soviet Union the Nationalist

Government had been an enemy; dgiéegkéxe war they were fighting
on the same side against the axisg:bws four years after the
war)that government was defeated, its enmity being continued from
Taiwan (and vice versa). So maybe there was-an admbiguity in

the Soviet attitude to China: on the one hand *“%e Communist

party had come into power, on the other hand, China as a country
had been defeated. Such attitudes may take the form of self-

fulfilling prophecies turning friends into enemies, thereby



confirming to the Soviet Union that they were right in seeing

China as a defeated enemy. However, regardless of how that

might have beens the slot is empty as far as the Second World

War 1is concerned;'fhe capitulation was to the U.S., not to the Soviet
Union.

Third, the ideology. There 1is a difference ; in the Pacific

theat@é ,éhemﬂ@gatmvewaspectweénthe ideology is much more
oncerned with ,
a¢;ec$édw~agﬁ§ﬁst internal enemies; the internal contradictions,
usually related to class one way or the other, being much

teaime.
stronger, much more pronounced. A sohhery is threatened by
its internal opposition, the (oligarchic) elites turn against
the opposition, well knowing that they can get support from
a super-power by casting the opposition in the role of subversive
forces for the other super-power. Plots and spies and agents
everywhere. The picture is certainly not unknown in the Atlanti

i
theatre, but there is an asymmetry in quantity if not in quality!??]

Fourth,the divided countries. There are two major
differences: 1in the Atlantic theat@a? the defeated country
was the divided country, in the Pacific theatre, a colony of

veav. rall

Japan was forced into that role. The 1mmed1%q vassumption would
Prom the feeling

be that thils creates even more emotional energy ,
of being totally unjustly treated by historys TBe Germans haﬁ?
-hav&ngy after all, a sense that horrendous crimes were commltted,that
division is the punishment, too light or too heagy depend;ng on

1N and

AN
how the matter 1s evaluated, but perhaps useful &ghfr?v
atonement. The Koreans have no such sense at all, nor any reason
why they should have.;:;d this 1s where the Cold War became hot,

already in 1950. ‘Even thirty years after the armistice in 1953

nothing basic has changed.. The Koreans may rightly draw t
. . . . . . BCOYIAR {"’f‘L \Ajaﬁﬁ
conclusion that their obligation is to stay divided to imaxstasn (ol

conflict energy ang nﬁf rock the boat; that the present abnormal
. . . ConS IAEE . .

situation is aesbswarty the normal situation and that nobody cares
much, essentially for racist reasons. Muchk of the same attitude
was underlined in the situation in Vietnam) bMA*an extremely
bloody war took place and the result was unification. Japan 30
got Okinawa back, China will ultimately get Hong Kong and Macao,
But when or whether Japan will get the four islands to the north

back again, and Taiwan will join China as province N° 30, 1s still

for the future to see, as 1s also the case for the o K%éd?in J

B quess, aniruibow 3 A year 72000 ey cave V)



e €-(;ﬂfthing is relatively clear; there has been more dynamism

in connection with the divided countries in East Asila, and

;p?gbablb\&ggﬁmw} continue that way, than with the divided countries
in Europe. The big exception is, of course, Austria in 1955-
exchanging unification for neutrality. If that formula were
to be applied to all the divided countries in East Asia it 1s
easily seen that the U.S. would lose more than the Soviet Union:
it would lose Japan, South Korea and Taiwan, the Soviet Union
only North Korea -~ China already hav12idbeon lost and Vietnam
already having been gained (although.that could be adjusted,
retroactively). As to the other divided countries in Europe :
for the countries bordering on the Soviet Union, it looks as if
the borders are permanent (the Final Act of Helsinki), but some
formula for the two Germanies might still be found in exchange for
neutrality, at least nuclear neutrality. The Soviet Union would
then probably have to throw more countries into the bargain

(Rapacki Plan).

Fifth, when one looks at the alliance systems there is
a remarkable difference: multilateralism in the Atlantic theat@é§,
bllaterallsm in the Pacific theate¢. There may be many reasons
for é&td{&& No doubtsy one is that the countries related to the
United States are not contiguous and the countries related to
the Soviet Union only contiguous as long as China was included,
But all three of them had problematic relations t6 China:
the allies of the U.S. were separateé by ocean, the allies of
the Soviet Union by China. Second, there is less of a cultural/
historical bond? the relationships are recent and usually negative.
Third, and that may be the most important factor: the countries
are less streamlined ideologically, possibly because Asians and
particularly Asians influenced by Chinese culture,may have a more
ambiguous, hlghly dialectical ap%roach to conflict. China had every
reason to be anti- 1mper1allsnraé%ef one hundred years of hlstoryj
from the Opium Wars of the 1840's till the flght agalnst the
Nationalist forces, supported by Western powers, came to an end.
And yet, where is China today? More anti-communist in the sense
of anti-Moscow, than anti—imperialist in the sense of anti-Washington,
for sure. If #wis has happened once, it can happen twice: \53

the ambiguity may be resolved in another direction, once more.



1t must be very difficult for a super power to preside over such

countries. P:rhaps better > deal with them onc at. a time,

in a system of ,bilateralisi, than in a multilateral treaty organisation.
where deir qw‘m\umm v ighh g dae, be alianesl againg he S ope [ powey,

And yet, it is not difficult to imagine how messy this

must look, particularly in the eyes of Washington - less so

in the eyes of Moscow, itself not alien to more oriental

perspectives in politics. Washington must be itching for some

kind of PATO - Pacific Area Treaty Organisation, paralleling A”lffh

VA%b*}somewhere in the Eastern part of East Asia paralleling /

Brussel%;mobuious$y with Hawaiil playing a role similar to the(xumrig%i

Azoresg;maybe even with a joint NATO/PATO secretariat in Washington.

I would doubt that Moscow is itching for _the same thing, being

more geared to bilateralism in general.

Six th, in the Pacific the Soviet Union has no most faithful
country generated by the Second World War for the reason that
there is no defeated country that capitulated to the Soviet Union.
Mongolia is of earlier vintage, creatgf under quite different
conditions after the First World War.  In Europe the two super-
powers have their Germanies and 1n addition one axis power
each as somebody to be counted upon: Italy on the cre hand,
Bulgaria on the other. The United States has Japan, playing its
role with diligence - but possibly also with a subtlety that one
day may come as a surprise for the U.S. (vide the remark about

trauma from the nuclear onslaughty above).

Seventh, there i1s also a remarkable difference when it comes
to unfaithful countries. 1In East Asia not only does the Soviet
Union have no "most faithful country"; they certainly have
also had an "unfaithful country": China, leaving the bilateral
relationship. The United States suffered no similar ignominy
1n th a01f1c theatre; iiéfnl most ,recently that pro st
coJS@iy has appuearef’.,lwmp gew Zealan Cﬂ‘gkigh;ggﬁ’tégusgtﬁegsUnléghcc
has also suffered more losses than the other super-power : Yugoslavia
left in 1948, Albania in 1961 and around that time Rumania
became considerably less integrated in the military aspect of the

Warsaw Treaty Organisation, in a position not too different from



/1&

the position of France after 1965-1966. Both have their share

of protest countries.,But the differences are tremendous: Hungary
was even taken out of WTO in 1956 for a very short period,
sentiments in Poland and Czechoslovakia have definitely been

in the same direction and have been one element in the revolts

and interventions (counting the Sovi intervention in Poland

as structural rather than dialectic). The protests and hesitations
against nuclear armament by the governments of Greece, Netherlands,
Belgium and Denmark have not (yet) led to such dramat ic recactions.
The pressure has been brought to bear on New Zealand in the ANZUS system,
the trilateral organisation of the United States with New Zealand
and Australia. As a warning to other protest countries? No
doubt, possibly qlSo because New Zealand is more isolated Erﬂ

in its setting than the Bur ean protest countrles in thegrs.
and heac mw\ré?r renn %QA’?F f&u\c& erdese jhu gef‘*;\m} 3
e blatioead (s Ao Hre Doy a,«/‘ an e act wg -{’havgh

Eighth, the Soviet camp has produced two clearly independent

actors, Yugoslavia and China; the U.S. camp produced one for a
short period, France under de Gaulle, todayretmm09¢’a somewhat
irregular member of the system. The Soviet camp may have been
said to produce two "maverick" countries p—ceuntries that do not
join the international system, keeping aside, being isolated 4and
for that reason "unpredictable", Albania and North Korea. On
the other hand, it is also clear from what has been said that as
a matter of fact it has been easier, in the sense of more frequent
to leave the Soviet camp than the U.S. camp. Yugoslavia,
Albania, China and then partly Rumanié) ;hl give tefiiﬁqné (g o
the falsity of the thesis that once a country has ééiﬁég4%hé§Ae“Q£3f
camp the process 1s irreversible. Looking at the evidences the
opposite hypothesis might have more plausibility: coun%,jes are
And

maybe that is the point: countries were not free to join the

free to join the Western alliance but not free to leave.

Eastern alliance, they were enrolled - no doubt creating tensions
which makes it more likely that they will, le ve.
) Nence muve d+ a bipw to i /A8
This, of course, does not mean that it was easy for them to

leave. The exit tickets for France and China were rather similar:

“an independent nuclear force“.” “As big powers they wanted big

weapons, they also wanted to make it absolutely clear that they



could hold their own against their -ews-e¥ former super-power ,

not only against the one on the other side. For lesser

powers the exit tickets may be less dramatic . Yugoslavia

has paid with a high level of conventional military readiness;
se~~feres Albania whseh in addition khas.petd with isolation,

feeling that neither a former enemy (the capitalist powers)

nor the new enemy (the socialist powers), nor the newest enemy
(China) and indeed not the age-old enemy (Yugoslavia) merit

their active %Lgéégﬁiif' And Austria paid her price, neutrality.
Which price Rumania is paying 1s unclear but it may have something
to do with the economically catastrophic condition of that
country. Forall £ these non-nuclear protest countries, however,
the price mey be a.b%%E¥¥¥-1n disguise; a higher level of
securitybyleirg non-nuclear, having little in terms of offensive
arms and a high level of defensive readiness, at the same time

as they are decoupled from the super-power. Other countries

might like to do the same. Hungary in 1956 was no doubt inspired
by the old partner in the Austro-Hungarian double monarchyg the
year beﬁghv all the other protest countries, East and West,

may haversrm Ar visions . It 1s not that easy to be a super-
power, presiding over large portions of human-kind according

to the triple doctrine of being in favoﬂr of themselves, against
the other -super.-power and all it stands for, and willing to

express this in action, up to and including nucleafbholocaust

If I now should try to summarise the whole argument, it

might read something like this:

(1) The Second World War had two theat , the Atlantic and the
Pacific,leaving out only Sovtn America. Africa except for the
Northern rim, South Asia. The Cold War has two theatggs that
are prefigured by the Second World War: the Atlantic and Pacific
theatg¥€s. Much of the rest of the
world is organised in the same way, but less:clearly so. The
Pacific theat#€ is also somewhat less crystallised than the
Atlantic theate€, partly because of the asymmetry in the roles
played by the two super -powers, partly because doﬁfﬁi issues

i‘t-ﬁ
are more salient, partly because oriental logic may.ba-more ambigueus.

S irrean-by-LSauih dnekicai-atoomrriTs—to mﬁi/
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(2) The leading non—aligned country in the world, India, may

serve as an example of posite type of policy. The country

inde Q,ra\n &P ‘
was divided in 1947 1ntoAMoslem Pakistan, and religiously hlghly{NQszvw
mixed India (although with a clear Hindu majority). Pakistan

was enrolled in the Western camp wu Qoz‘gggonct CENTO system)

together with Turkey and Iran%j A Indla could have joined the

Soviet camp, but did not. If it hac, the United States wo

have mobilised all surrounding countries ésﬁ%;énggg FHZ&SLQ}

creating European and East Asian conditions also in South Asia.

As it stands now the relationships to the ASEAN countries have

strong military connotations, directly or indirectly, but less

so than in the two major arenas. Glory to Indial
(3) Peacelessness and mal-development go together, hand in hand.
There is a two-track prograhme-everywhere: hostility and

i:tary mo%&}lsag&on without and within, even with highly offensive g¥ms

o e ey
\\ﬁ R taﬁ'l%en

i imit n of specific aspects of the models set by the

super-powers in the name of "development”. But the militarisation

resultlng from the first Q%iﬁlOme?ﬁf programse puts its stamp

on the development effort,ﬂbeco%es centralised, bureaucratic,

and if not in all details 1m1tative, at least not critical of the

protective super-power. And thosg ggtterns of developmené:

1n EETQ glVlng power and privilege to capitalist entrepreneurial

elltes and socialist party elites, increases the tensions further,

tightening the alliance between non-military and military elites,

with the civilians working for the military effort and the

milit promlslng to protect them against the anger of the ?awaa)ﬁ“”'

Qafﬂ pgpu&Ziiéh§ N'Eyossly deformed societies in both camps, 1in

N bo?hw%heatgfs - a heavy price to be paid not only by this
generation but by generations to come. 1In Western Europe thﬂ% QﬂqQ‘

pwxff' M Ve R NG
ke struggle against the nuclear holocaust

it

In Eastern Europe it takes the form of the struggle against

takes the form'o

repressiong foi democracy against part LL}?t rsh -«h@wevef
y™Mavy n{’;"«n Qares oy Q%G’wannn \-
> > ?ﬂ?ﬁjﬁnﬂ3rﬂmxr 6m°th80mE”C0ﬂﬁGF%es
v M

In capitalistf East Asia it takes the form of struggle against vﬁgﬂ$5§m¢anf
misery, struggle to survive in the face of flagrant inequality,

blatant exploitation. In socialist East Asia it takes the form

of struggle against repression, against the monotony and lack

of dynamismof the socialist system after the basic needs have

been satisfied. The basic question: where does all this lead us?




4, On the future of the Cold War

The basic conclusions from the Figure and the—Fable given
in the preceding section are that the structure is extremely
strong, well woven together, and. there is a generalised Cold
War gggg@@éﬁiﬁﬁnq~itself in two basic theateg#s of the world, They
are, at the same time , the points of gravity of the world
economic system, another reason for the strong inter-connection
between the issues of peace and war and the issues of development
and mal-development. By and large the actors are doing their
jobs, 1ssuing the appropriate ideological signals, following the
organisational blueprints for capitalist and socialist development,
respectively, inside the countrieé)and for polarised conflict
behaviogr without-

¢

The situation is even worse: more of the world 1s%$£igg:£;_in
the structure. The generalised Cold War also has a South American
theat@& with such heavy components as the Rio de Janeiro treaty
system, Cuba and Nicaragua, the tremendous efforts to train the
South American military all over the continent, and so on.
Africa is also partly being enrolled, in this case perhaps more
due to Soviet efforts, assisted by Cuba (although also for special
Cuban reasons: a sense of missionary zeal and responsibility being
the first South American country to go socialist and for that reason
making it more difficult for others to do so; in addition, much
of the Cuban population comes from Africa, and partly from the
South Western coast). West Asia has been crystallised for a long
time by - as is also the case for Africa - two particularly malignant
tumors left behind bv the collapsing British Empire: South Africa
and Israel, contrdbuting to the Cold War with their own conflict

energies, pitting races and ethnic groups against each other.

QuesE&QQ; can this structure/process be counteracted
at all? Are these actors writing the future script, or has the
script already been written and they are merely playing their

roles, more or less well? In the latter case, who wrote the

script?



The way that script has been interpreted in the present
paper is relatively global and relativelyWwolistic. That has
the advantage of making inter-connections across geographical
borders, and also across disciplines ("peace studies" and "developmen
studies") more transparent. But it has the disadvantage of
making everything hang almost too well togethe9 with seamless
webs so that the obvious conclusion, a major world nuclear war,
releasing all that emotional and organisational energy piling up

on both sides, seems inescapable.

We certainly do not want that conclusion even if it 1is
rational, dictated by reason; and even if drifting towards
such a war seems confirmed by newspaper headlines practically
speaking every day. And yet, not only the fear of that
war but also human reason leads to the obvious conclusion that
there will be counter-forces. Precisely because there is a
process of such grandiose dimensions in the wrong direction there

will also be reactlo all this. The points of attack are obhoua“
Qﬁﬁﬂ oo ] mmn @«Kq Table

(L) "iﬂw§be victorious countries: thef?{}ighteousness,

by pointing to less than idealistic motivations in connection with
the Second World War; their traumas, >y trying to cure them

(not easy); their develovment programmes, by pointing out all the
flaws, planting seeds of coubt; their conflict, by making it look

not only dangerous but also ludicrous.

(2) In the defeated countries: absolviﬁ} them of their humiliation;
insisting that the Second World War is'long past; try%qﬂ to

cure them of their traumas (again, not so easy); criticiséhq

their client behaviour in imitating super-power development ~
programmes} stimulating more autonomous forces; making the

conflict look not only dangerous and ridiculous but their ‘own
behaviour in that conflict an act of utter submission and serv1lltyg

{3) As to the ideologies: cr1t1c1s&nthem .as neither excluding

each other (social democracy) nor spannlng the 1deolog1cal universe

(green wave ideologies): # try o escape from the liberalism/

J
marxism false dichotomy, from th§ negativism of anti-communism

and anti-imperialism; criticis¥“the "enemy of my friend is my

cnemy"” and the enemy of my cnemy is my fricend" logic by pointing

to the ambiguities, the complexities of the real world defying



such simplistic conflict logic; inﬁg more imaginative in

connection with development programmes .

(4) _hs to_divided countrics: do\)w(‘rything] possible to bring

them closer together, if not necessarily in the form of

complete reunificationj %&Ba willing to pay the exit price

in terms of decoupling from’ super-powers, even to the point

of neutrality, getting rid of offensive arms)andjgewn for defensive
military preparedness —i}here 1s-emiy security to be gained

from such arrangementst= N willingness to pay for the exit with
nuclear proliferation¥ (although it may be said that this wasEViﬁg%!
the price India also paid for her remarkable stance mentioned

above - the glory has spots).

(5) As to the alliance systems: the problem is probably more

what kind of military doctrine they have, than their existence.

Change that military doctrine from offensive to defensive, let
the allian%fs be exercises in peace-making, not in preparation
for war.

(6) The most faithful countries; that they gradually disappear,
that they recognise that the Second World War is over, that

o™

idea. For the defeated countries: this means re-emergence in

victorious and defeated countries, hoth of th simply give up this
full autonomy without invoking the ghost of the past, meaning
militarism, for both Germany and Japan. NGP'L So Q"S“‘} g
(7%&g§2£§1thful countrigs, protest countries: that more of them
emerge, as many as posible. On the other hand, the question is
how to do this without invoking not only the anger of the super-
powers (this is automatic) but their fear, to the point that they
strike out, not only against the protestrcountries, but also
against the other side with the hope that conflict without might
bring in its wake solidarity, loyalty within. It should be
remembered that both super-powers have an image of what a normal
client country ise &;-normal country is willing to be subservient
not only in terms of following super-power (military)

ommand and imitating its programme, but also ™ the point of being at
its disposal as a "theatgg" for nuclear holod¢aust in the name of
the struggleof Good against Evil. This 1s the solid basis on
which popular movements can build, gradually eroding the tie
between their elites and the super-powers - a process which
probably has already gone & long way throughout the system, i S%ﬁklﬁamps,
in both tﬂeatﬁfs;only that the erosion process 1is notrke€\usﬂﬂe

enough.



(8) Independent countrics; that morc are produced, that they
align themselves as non-aligned countries in order to become

more visible, regardless 91 how contladlptoxy such f01mulab may
sound Wil J\m‘ Uealetwcr Yecgwnd Ay L “‘C}, — ad M ﬁvu{ N

%(’J\LW*J ‘ﬂ) vy iic’ﬂ« o othe [Qw{“;\. o ‘\f’ Q""f(%’\“( %M“L”‘f”}

Reading through this list it looks like a relatively
systematic catalogue of the nightmares of super powers and
client country elites at the same time as the hopes of the movements
working against the Cold War structure/process and that
immediately raises the problem: 1is there one point on the
list, or underlying this lisg that is more important than
all the others? An Archimedean point on which the Cold War

system may be altered?

I doubt that very much. I think they are all important,
although not necessarily équally important. The advantage
of aWﬁolistic analysis 1s precisely that it makes one see the
interconnection between so many issues that are treated in a

3 &M 1 “'M.'?ﬁu.

more separate manner in a -@- approach. And the

conclusion in terms of actio# is obvious: millions of human

beings acting H{ all these points at the same time, parallel,suh(%fcnc
fashion, in both camps, in both theat@€s so that the total

energy becomes considerable even if the reactio looks very

modest at any single point, and at any single point in time.

Of course, one might develop the theory that it all comes

from the super powers, and that two popular revolts, one in both
countries}andshmﬂta%xmshﬁmighb change them. This may be the
case.But the counter-arguments against this type of reasoning

are rather heavy: the processes would have to be very simultaneous
which is highly unlikely, ot =rwvice one would take advantage of

the weakening of the other. The system might then be continued

by other powers. Consequently,the case for parallel actlon\everymEmé
which means that the peace/development forces have to be at

least as well coordinated as the peacelessness/mal=development

¢

forces.

However, there is no ground in what has just been said
for excessive optimism. Just as the Cold War process engenders
anti-processes, anti-processes will also lead to their reactio,

in turn, in terms of efforts to solidify, reinforce, the Cold




War process. Ideological consensus in alliances may be threatened
and that may secrve as a stimulus for the super-power to reinforce
their command, whipping dissidents into line. The career patterns
of countries from faithful, via unfaithful to independent, may

be reversed, and not only due to super-power pressure but for
purely internal reasons. The peace movement in one theatgq

may find sources of inspiration in the other theatg§s because

they are so structurally similar; this structural similarity

may then become a caugal factor. But that also works for the
peacelessness movemeng: submissiveness in one theatre may lead to
submissiveness in the other, "there you see, it does not work,

we can just as well give in". And one or both of the leaders

or the leading countries may at some point come to the conclusion
that now is the time to strike, to get rid of all this irritating
subversiveness by launching the Big War. A factor that might make
for some caution in the peace moyement: do not act tcoquickly,

do not demand too much.

And yet the peace forces are there, like billions of ants,
even termites, gnawlng at something that looks very impressive,
very solid. So, maybe one day the tenants of that structure
will decide to vacate it, move out before 1t all crumbles, falls
on their heads and kills them, creating a structure/process for
peace and development instead. Things running the way they are

that day should come sooner rather than later.



" Tecture given at CIBUA, Benidorm, Spalnh where'I benefitted greatly
from discussions with Sung Jo Par];, and Cheng-lieh YS and Fumiko Nishimura,
in the course on peace and war. am also grateful for discussions of the
paper ;& copfection with presentations for the TAPRI conference at Siuntio,

Finland, September 1984 at Chuo University, Tokyo and the Gujarat Vidyapith,

Amdavai, December 198 %a;ver51te Nouvelle Transnationale, Paris

January 1985.qud :ﬂ,\e_ ce em\maf Unwenﬁg ,4 Yewa, leb 1156,
1. There is a peculiar symmetry in the world. There are two major

oceans defining the Atlantic and Pacific theaters, separated by the
Americas on the one hand, and by an enormous land-mass that can be
deescribed as the Soviet Union on top, then Europe (west and East)
and Asia (West, South, Southeast and East)., and at the bottom Africa.
For a number of reasons the North became stronger and more expansionist
(climate, missionary Christianity with its secular offsprings in liberal
ism/conservatism-capitalism and marxism-socialism). Only the United
States and the Soviet Union, the two fuperpowers, border on both oceans
and can engage the two theaters - in that sense they are both global
powers although the US deployment and networks in general are more
far-reaching. Geo-politically the Americas "belong to" the U3 and
Fur-Asia to the Soviet Union (and nobody bothers much about Afric%
-5 position contested by the US bridgeneads in Western Europe and South-
east/Bast Asia and the Soviet bridgehead in Cuba {(not to mention the
S fear of moOre bridgeheads). But this is a "geo-political" vision
- a perspective that can best be identified as some kind of global
fascism, that geo, the world, is up for bidding and belongs to the

stronger, singly or in concert.

2. The British historian A J P Tavylor puts it as follows: "As Stalin
said later, accurately summing up the record of war, 'Great Britain
provided time:; the United States provided money and Soviet Russia provi-

ded blood'" (Essays in English History, Penguin, London, 1976, p. 298).

The figures are official Soviet figures, quoted by Stephen Cohen in

several articles (such as The Nation. j\anucwg 26, HN\, 0’)?7



1
3. in July 1945 there were other concerns in China; after all the
victory of Mao Zedong's forces, as we know in retrospect, was litctle
more than four years away - Lhina tomorrow being considerably closer

than Furope today.

Iﬂhmdﬁ‘m«/( "N 'H'ge Far Tast

4. A basic reason why the$§”3rjﬂkdbunaiAverdict 1s more problematic
than that of the Nurnberg Tribunalj It is hard to imagine a dissent
80 fundamental as that of the Indian jqige Pzi (or perhaps even of

The cvlprihs shoed out so clearly. _ .
the Dutch Judge RSling) in the Nurnberg case.ABUt then there is certain-

ly also the problem of using law retroactively, and of the moral status
of the victors - the latter particularly in a Far East context against
a background of highly violent US, British. French (and Dutch for that
matter) colonialism . For an excellent description both of the degree
of consensus and of the little there was of resistance in Japan, see

fenaga Saburo, The Pacific War 1931-1945, Pantheon Books, New York,

1978, particularly chapter 10, "Dissent and Re sistance".

5. How does one explain this? It defies the explanatory power of any
social science 1 know of, at least. On the other hand, although the
United States had to withdraw they left behind. cruelly, two time-bombs
with a devastating impact on Vietnam: an ecocide with genocidal c¢onsequen=

ces and militarization of the country. 'S‘Oq W\‘o won .

6. See ny ,articie %;onb ol PYOCCISeo W qu“ffa R/UALAz MAZ#E}”
JZ\ACO\F‘NN]AMW F)u{d‘v\qm%"/ ch. 12 in (()v?s ZOOM

7. And{ke corresponding idea, frequently held by the elite, would be
that the people on the ociher side is goodlfor they must be the enemy
of the enemy of my friend! Thus, the governments of Western Furopean

countries seem firmly convinced that people in Eastern Europe agree

with them rather than with their own governments where foreign affairs



- =,

re concerned. However, public opinion research may reveal something

else: the view§of foreign affairs are rather in line with official poli-
1§

cies 1In generai terms,.nct necessarily on very specific events. See

Ornauer, Sicinski, Wiberg, Galtung eds., Images of the World in the

Year 2000, Mouton, The Hague, 1976. conclusion.

9. Thus. RimPac exercises involved US, Australia, New Zealand - in
other words ANZUS - and Canada from 1971, and Japan was requested Lo
participate by the Carter administration and did so. "For Japan to
take part in the exercise alongside nations with which Japan had no
Ssecurity treaty was deemed by manBto be illegal” - as pointed out by
Takita Kenji, "The Emerging Geopolitical Situation and Changing Pattern
of Reactions to it in the Asia-Pacific Region”, Paper presented at the
27th Annual Meeting of the International Studies Association, Anaheim,

March 25-29 1986.

AMPO, incidentally, stamds for Michibei Armzen Hosho Jd?aku,
Jqq«an - VS Se (‘Ur\':ho TN‘“’%

10. That gives us a totai of three analytical perspectives: the predeten.
mination of the configuration by the Second world war; internal develop-
ment inside the alliances? and the actio-reactic system between the

two alliances.

11. To illustrate this the thick broken lines in Figure 1 would be

within the circles/countries, between elites and people and particularly
in the periphery rather than between countries. One could then imagine
all kinds of shades in-between intra-country and inter-country dominated

conflict formations.

12 For ver creative apprpoach to thi;{Predn 1mpdsse ﬁf Clenn Paige,

{:,:EW# ﬂm‘wc %IW( Un;\few%{‘fqu“;) Tu%ww Revw

My own point would be that a qeneratlona] shift is needed in both Koreas.

and that will coméﬁn the 1990s. The four islands may be a part of a

major economic deal between Japan and the Soviet Union over Siberia
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i3. For an effort to use Chinese sense of dialectics as an aexplanatory

ee my " C(/\L\'\W/ SM Dew(op/mw/

pr1nu10 hinese ijtlcs
%{ LWZW\ A va Debaf{ m §m\9~70 fk) 2‘4% Civ%lzwg)
Rs iaen Cew{w&_ EXpress, B ,p 19875 g f43-58.

14. On the other hand, the Western tendency to emphasize the bilateral

nature of Soviet relations to Bastern Buropean countries as opposed
to the multilateralism of the West may be a carry-over from the Stalin
period in the East and the West. More probably WT0O has a moderating

influence on the Soviet Union.

15. This was the "socialist world" when Hitler attacked in June 1941:
the Soviet Union and Moqfila. Ten vears later it was a good third of
humanity, from the Elbe to the Japan/China sea - swith both Rast and
West expecting that socialism would extend further, in all directions.
Still btwentv vears laber the socialist world was in  disarray with
the Soviet Union failing to Keep the flock together - and that has been
the situation ever since.
i6. But was it an intervencion or an effort Lo stave off an intervention
by a natic nalist Polish general? In Lhat case, what is the difference
if the thre at of intevention is so0 credible that a military coup is
the resoponse?
17. No doubt Prime Minister Lange, who is also minister in the sense
of being a lay Methodist preacher, will stand in history as the first
statesmanr in one of the alliance systems with sufficient courage Lo

challenge nuclearism.

1&. This was the logic in which Spain was caught by the UCD government
that joined the alliance and the PSCOE government under Gonzalez that

- 1 presume - originally had the intention of leaving or at least serious
1y contesting the membership.

19. Again, Spaip may be an example: the military may have been able

to pub the probiématique in erm~ of "less nucleari sm, but then member-

ship" versus ''no membership, rut then nuclearism - under France if not

under the US". CGonzalez steered the referendum of March 1986 towards



the former,

20. Rumaniq% nationally independent, militia type)defense
forces are, of course, see¢by the Soviet Union as a vote of distrust,

as being a defensive capability to deter Soviet rather than "imperialist”
or "revanchist" attack. if the United States threatens not to buy butter
from a recalcitrant New Zealand would i1t not stand to reason that the
Soviet Union might force Rumania to pay an economic price for their

acts of defiance, inspired, originally, by the Soviet intervention in
Hungary?

21. And they wouid, of course, be very sensitive to the expressions

of protest: not so much doubts about weapons of mass destruction such
as nuclear systems, but proposals to build independent defense systems,
be that with offensive art:f including independent nuclear forces {(France,
Fngland) or with defensive arms now being contemplated by the nuclear

uni lateralists both in SPD in Germany, the Labour Party in England

and to some extent by the PCIl in 1talvy.

22. T mean by "South America”" all countries to the south of North

America, starting with Mexico.

23. For an early publication in the field of relationship between in
provision of training and advice in the military sector and demand for

Aarms see Geoffrey Kemp, Some Reiabionships Between U.S. Military Training

—

in Latin America and Weavons Acquisition Patterns: 1959-1969, Center

for International Studies, MIT, Cambridge, Mass., 1970. For a much

more anaiytical exploration, see Malvern Lumsden, The Roie of the Military
. 4

in the World Economic Order: Perspectives for Peace and Development
Research, Seventh Nordic Peace Research Conference, Siikeborg, 1976




24. This is a basic thesisz of my book

Lyua

e ye

Are Alrternatives, Spokesman,

Nottingham, 1984 - in Norwgﬁan, Swedish,

and Japanese editions.

25, Thus,

or are just creations in  bhe minds of

managers. Thus, does it really stand

countries wiii follow their

somebimes one may wonder whether NATO and WTO
some skilful pubiliic

Lo reason

vutch, German, Italian, Spanish

rTeally exist
relations
the in these

that ertites

inte military adventures that

capnot unambiguously be seen as caused by an unprovoked atitack from

the other side? And is it

unambiguous?

26. I think this

his paper at tie Second PRA Conference,

together with the term maldevelopment -

peacelessness is some Kind of peace. it
1s also some kKind of development, it is

term was tirst used by

ever likely that any situation will be that
the late Sugata Dasgupta in

Tallberyg, Sweden, June 1967.

Lo articulate the point that
is not war? and me ' deveiopmernt

staitus guo.
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