Chapter 7 RETURN ENGAGEMENT:
—— THE 1980s

A ]

We began with the question of learning and arrived at the problem of repeti-
tion. In the last chapter 1 proposcd a solution that thrce principal features
of Amecrican forcign policy are jointly produced for this class of problems,
by entrapment within a system of dramatic scnsibility inherent to the world
of power-oricnted men (cspecially of upwardly mobile ambition) which blocks
learning and repeats despite failure. 1t creates as symptoms of its presence
characteristic patterns of policy, of misjudgment and misperception and of
collectively self-defcating behavior within the policy process. It is a system
of motivational imperative yiclding compassionlcess policics, vicious in their
conscquences, afflicted by cyclical inattention and without rational long-term
follow-through, lacking integrity with the ideals it professes; and a system
which at Icast oncc has threatened America and the world with a nuclear
war.' -

My discussion of this strongly imagined systcm, an intense expericnce of
living within a world of larger-than-lifc drama, was not directed at the level
of individual psychology, although individual psychology ccrtainly sustains
it, and individual personality variations can be conscquentiaf in their effect.
The root causc is the mind’s own construction of the government of a power-
ful state, created and expericnced domestically as a solid presence above in-
dividuals’ sensc of themsclves. Conventional political socialization cataly/ses
the mind 1o create a sensibility of larger-than-life drama and thus, making
“high™ officc and Icadership of such a drama especially attractive to those
with upwardly mobile ambition, aids selectively to locate in the national sc-
curity world a disproportionate number of men (and, occasionally, women)
who participate to an unusually strong, vivid, and sincere degree in such a
drama and also — for fear of exclusion — mold their talents and constrain their
betier instingts to its service.®

This system, 1 suggest, is the cause of diverse obscrvations which other-
wisc appear unconnected. Political scientists have noted that cold-bloodced
(allcgedly “rational™) calculations of international and domestic power deter-
mince policy. Psychologists have puzzied at how error-prone and incffective
the results have been. Organizational theorists have been impressed by the
lack of rational, long-term plans and policy intcgration and by the power-
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oriented gamesmanship which afflicts the national security decision process.’
As we have seen, each sct of different characterizations is right. I suggest they
have a common source, with rational calculation ability in a peripheral role
and applied to motives and dramatic neccssities, designations of costs and
bencfits, a sensc of limited personal responsibility, and assessments of reality
known (intuitively) via the overdramatized imagining that characterizes this
shared responsibility.

AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY AND
UNREFINED IMAGINING

1 will make three further observations concerning the creation of American
forcign policy primarily via this sccond, imagination determined, track, and
then move to the present day.

First, in dcbate about Central American policy, the American political 3 s-
tem has been in a situation where a disjunction between the domestic charac-
ter of government and the foreign policy it produces, in local reality to Cen-
tral America, tends to block realistic political discussion. To most Americans
(cspecially to the now-frayed Democratic coalition), government has been,
domestically, a progressive force. Thus, the imagery of U.S. policics in Cen-
tral Amecrica as repressive and indecent (and an agitated cxpression of values
most Amcricans, themsclves, would reject if their government were to adopt
them domestically) is the reverse of popular experience. There is a disjunc-
tion between frames of reference; in America, one cannot readity play the
role of a trusted and responsible leader and discuss America’s foreign policy
by a scemingly radical characterization.

Sccond, dramatic images and simple themes dictated by the instinctive dy -
namics of the mind arc common in popular debates.? But two distinctive fea-
turcs of the American political system atlow simple a priori images to be sus-
taincd in its foreign affairs.

1. The American political system is not designed to assurc cognitively or
emotionally complex lcarning.* Political institutions were reasonably well-
constructed to solve domestic conflicts based on intercst group politics; sim-
ple agreement among powerful domestic actors that a solution is fair, or at
Icast one they can live with, is, de facto, a viable political solution. But in
America’s international relations, no feedback system is well connected to in-
troduce realism into the internal political process: neither potential victims
in other nations, nor potcatial beneficiaries, are voters. Politicians who rely
upon standard political signals, the preferences and votes of their domestic
constituents, do not find a reliable guide to produce satisfactory solutions
to forcign problems.

2. An cra of fortuitous success in Western European policy has obscured
the general weakness of American foreign policy learning concerning other
areas of the world. America’s insular political process can produce effective

.
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policy attentive to foreign realities when unofficial mechanisms, and a match
between political cultures, sustain realism: Both conditions have been avail-
able for the localized arena of American policy toward Western Europe since
World War I1. These decisions have more typically reflected the actions of
men who were well-informed about the nations and situations they faced.
There has been a foreign policy establishment, a network of influential men
based in New York and affiliated with the Council on Foreign Rclations,
which created and sustained such policies, whose members could be regularly
recruited to policy positions, and who supported one another while they served
in officc. Tied by cultural history and ideals, the prominence of Europcan
history and languagcs in schooling, the experiences of family vacations, the
daily tics of international financial and business relationships, the members
of this European-centered network linked knowlcdge to political influcnce
and to foreign policy.

The categories and theorics of America’s political culturc also gencralized
successfully to this vital Western Europcan theatre (and their usc was rein-
forced). Western Europe is a morally and politically simpler arca of the world
for Americans to understand: decision makers could pursuc Amecrican sccurity
interests, work through established governments which arc democratic (and
in countries whose clites wish them to be), and champion frecdom, stability,
and cconomic growth in the same cohcerent package without troubling trade-
offs. The Marshall Plan reconstruction of Western European cconomics after
World War 11 and the NATO alliance against the Sovict Union cffectively
served American sccurity, political stability, economic growth, and other
shared values. But such an American template, transferred chsewhere, docs
not organize realistic viewpoints and choices for successful policics in arcas
of the world with other principles of cultural and political organization; in-
stead, it has produccd policies impeded by irrclevant categorics.*

Third, critics typically arguc that American decision makers have not un-
derstood the local nature of conflicts. My conclusion is that these critics are
incorrect and misdiagnose the problem. Local ignorance docs not continuc
because decision makers were unaware of this argument or inadvertently failed
to producc a policy process to give them this understanding. They chose to
establish policy at a sufficiently “high” level of political “sophistication™ at
which there is no need — and little use for —detailed, local knowledge. Given
a global political drama, and the top-down problem of a revolutionary chal-
lenge 1o cstablished governments (especially linked in any way to the Sovict
Union or Marxist idcotogical formulas), the policy of the drama —~contain-
ment or climination —is instinctive: America, on a world stage, plays a game
of yardage and territory, a drama of will, to be won by Amecrica or its chal-
lengers. Whether there is a 109 Communist causal componcent or origin of
arms, or a 70% component, the territory is eventually won or lost in toto.
Thus, it is not only irrclevant but dangerous, in a world of ambitious political
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actors, to become embroiled by such local considerations. These, in a cloud
of complexity, would detract attention from the larger drama. That the re-
sulting policics run aground in local realitics is America’s risk, a fate inherent
to the second track of imagination-based policy.

[ now turn to America’s return engagement in the 19805 to suggest how the
lessons we have drawn from history clarify the system of highly dramatized
and Washington-centered imagination that is again at work.

The Carter Years

Amcrica’s engagement with Central American revolutions now centrally
involves two countrics, Nicaragua and El Salvador. El Salvador is an enclave
(8,260 squarc milcs, about the size of Massachusetts) on the western coast
of the Central American isthmus, bordering Guatemala to the north and en-
closcd by Honduras on the cast and south. Nicaragua (57,000 square miles,
about the size of lowa) borders Honduras (to the north) and Costa Rica (1o
the south). Population (in the carly 1980s) was 4.7 million in El Salvador and
2.8 million in Nicaragua.’

ivicaragua

Nicaragua was ruled by a single family, the Somoza dynasty, after 1936,
when American troops left and the American-created and trained National
Guard, headed by the first Somoza, began to rule the country. The Somozas

. were consistently appreciated in Washington as Amgcrican “friends,” a term

defined operationally as being always willing to accommodate the Amcrican
ambassador. Typically for the region, the distribution of wealth and income
has been very uncqual: In 1978, 5% of the population received approximately
40% of the national income, and the Somoza family controlled half of the
country's agricultural production. Social conditions were appalling, including
high (and prcventable) rates of infant mortality (about 120/1,000 live births)
and widespread malnutrition among the urban and rural poor.* The greed,
corruption, and nastiness practiced by the regime gave it no good reason to
want genuine clectoral democracy.

In 1961, inspired by Fidel Castro’s example, a group of about twenty uni-
versity students formed the original Sandinista National Liberation Front
(FSLN), named for the nationalist hero (termed an “outlaw™ by American
officials at the timc) who led a gucrrilla fight against an Amcrican marine
occupation in the late 1920s. The Somoza government contained this challenge
before 1978: several times it virtually wiped out the FSLN, and the group at-
tracted little open public support.’

A varicty of changes produced the successful Sandinista-led overthrow of

the last Somoza in July 1979.
First, the regime itsclf became more hateful. It created public outrage fol-
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lowing the massive earthquake of 1972 that levelled Managua: millions of dol-
lars of humanitarian aid poured in, but almost all of it was diverted to the
pockets of the Somoza family and the military. The devastated victims re-
ceived almost nothing — and knew it —as the National Guard sold the emer-
gency food supplies for personal profit and the Somoza family and its friends

_made huge real cstate killings by buying land nceded for rebuilding.' The

catalyst to national mutiny occurred in January 1978 when the Somoza re-
gime murdercd Pedro Joaquin Charorro, editor of the opposition ncwspaper
La Prensa. The Sandinistas, like Castro in his day in Cuba, were the most
visible symbol of organized opposition and had the internal organization to
move quickly to expand their ranks."

Had thcy felt assured of reliable, incremental progress, most Nicaraguans
would probably have preferred amcliorative solutions to cngul{fment in revo-
lutionary violence. The American press, as it typically docs, has experimented
with simplc images portraying the anti-Somocza revolution to be an heroic,
mass overthrow of an oppressive government. But there were also systemic
causes for the overthrow, especially for its success in 1979. By the late 19705
the world economy had also changed, and the Nicaraguan government and
the masscs, jointly, were victims, thrown into mortal combat by conditions
aeither controlicd. A world cconomic recession, an cnormous risc in interest
rates and the cost of international debt service, and the sharp risc in oil prices
sharply reversed cconomic growth, drove per capita income steeply down-
ward, and especially pressured the poor for whomn loss of income imperiled
life and well-being in cconomic systems without basic welfare programs.'
Table 7.1 illustrates the magnitude of this shared cffect throughout the region.

Thus a causal (and moral) analysis of the revolution includes Amcrican ad-
ministrations and Congresses which, as all Central American ceconomices de-
clined precipitously, were in the “inattention”™ phasc of the policy process and
did not choose (rationally) to make available the measurc of resources to avoid
cxacerbated antagonisms. The American press, when it writes of how the
odious wealthy in Central American countries do not redistribute their wealth,

Table 7.1. GDP Decline from Peak Year to 1983

Countrv Peal Year GDP per capita
I Salvador 1978 - 35%
Hondweas 1979 - 12%
Guatemala 19%0 14%%
Nicaragua 1977 - IR%%

Source: National Bipartisan Commission (1984), p. 49. GDP = Gross Domestic Product. fon
unlikely the numbers are precise and averages derived by simple division understate the modal
decline.
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omits that neither do many who were substantially better off, and able to do
s0, in America and many other nations.

Initially, the Sandinista rebellion fared poorly against the heavily armed
and professionally traincd National Guard. But it received vital international
support: Fidel Castro was instrumental (between March 1978 and March 1979)
in the unification of guerrilla factions. President Carazo of Costa Rica per-
mitted usc of his country as a safe haven and staging area. Financial support
(and arms) came from many foreign supporters, including Venezuela, Cuba,
Colombia, and Panama (which served as a route for transshipment of Cuban
arms). None of these regimes was subjected to military reprisals by the United
States for its actions."

By January 1979, the Carter administration, following the normal Ameri-
can policy sequence (Table 7.2), judged Somoza's days were numbered, cut
off arms shipments, and began to position itself for relations with his succes-
sors.™ A climactic mecting of hemisphere foreign ministers on June 21, 1979,
produced an Organization of American States resolution condemning Somoza
and calling for him to step down. Venczucla took the lcad to sponsor the
resolution and the Carter administration did not oppose it, although 1t cast

" about for alternatives to a Sandinista victory, unsuccessfully soliciting OAS

support for a pcacckeeping force that would effect formation of a broadly
based provisional government to dilute Sandinista influence.”

Somoza's collapse did not occur as bloodlessly as Batista's. As the war
spread, the American-traincd and -armed National Guard was ruthless, un-

. constrained by faw: $0,000 people (in a country of 2.7 million) were killed

and 100,000 wounded.'

The original Government of National Reconstruction. which took power
in July 1979, was composcd of three Sandinista Icaders and two prominent
represcntatives of non-Sandinista democratic groups. It promised to hold free
elections, but —as in the case of Castro — that promise was not fulfilled. By
August 1980 the Sandinistas had engincered removal of non-Sandinistas from
the central lcadership and announced there w ould be no clections until 1985,
when these would no longer have a “bourgcois character.™’ It also became
clear that the Sandinistas were secking to build new, mass party organiza-
tions and cstablish national political unity tied to their leadership. They de-
veloped mass organizations for major campaigns to improve fiteracy and
health (and werce aided by Cuban doctors and teachers); the campaigns were
genuine, and impressively successful.'

The FSLN directorate, with ninc members, has appcared to opcrate in a
collegial style without primacy by a single leader. All nine have said they are
“Marxist Leninists,” although it is not clcar what it mcans to usc this label
or to declare (as onc leader has donc) that “Sandinismo and Marxism-Lenin-
ism are inscparablc.” But it is clear that the FSLN, vitally concerned with
national security, has wantcd to consolidate its power and direct the nation



LADIC 7.4, 1O ULYUL I, S st en - .
Right-Wing Guvernments and Revolutions in Central Amcrica

Stage |: Inattention between crises

a. Subjective disavowal of responsibility for, or identity with, character of governments re-
ceiving aid

b. Primary emphasis on military aid
that a strong indigenous military strengt
development process

Slag'c 2: As a guerrilla movement develops, pressure on the indigenous government

to reform is increased, hut not enough _ )
2. American administeation takes the ponition that the right-wing government will hecome

democratic and progressive because the handwriting is on the wall, cconomic aid s
increased, military aid more so
b. American administration advocates clectoral democracy with belicf thal democratic
clections will create a more responsise government and cstablish a national comensas o
defeat the guerrillas
_ Serics of overconfident assessments in Washington nredict that the government is just
about 1o get serious reform underwin (AMCncan press evperments with stories portray-

ing the revolutionarics as heroes.)
d. In extremis, U.S. may back coups or asassination attempts to climinite highly intran-

sigent dictators (Trujilo, Diem)
Government docs not reform and. several months before the end, America cuts off aid
10 position itself for relations with the new goverament. Last-ditch cttorts scarch, un-

succossfully, for coalition alternatives 1o a revolubionary victory.

(since the Johnson administration), coupled to belief
hens civil order during a political and economic

Stage 3: New revolutionary government i1s “felt out” to determine of 1 will reestablnh o

traditional Jramework of relutionships
a. Interpretation is ambiguous because since 1954 revolutionary movements have presumed
Amcrican hostility and have learned 1o move with increased rapidity 1o polarize public
opinion (with anti-Amcrican thetoric) and cffect rapid military haildups to deter
AICTICan covert or overt invasion
b. Revolutionary govermment begins aid (0 resolutionary movements in other countrics on a
small vcale
. A “breakpoint™ occurs, typically with manifest evidence that democratic elections will not
be promptly held and there is a growing symbolic (e.g., arms acquisition) tic to com-
mimist ideology. {Typically, arms sales from Amcrican sources have heen denied ) Tran-
sition period hope i effect tolerable relations has not succeeded

[ J

[Stage 3.5: American government formally recogmzes two prohlems: short-teem problem of
revolution and its spread, long-term problem of elminating deeper caneses of revolution in
Poverty, mjustice, unresponsive governments, elc. Plans are set afoot o get a long-term
(constructive) solution on track while the immediate problem is handled]

Stage 4: Amorican government begins covert operations to “raise the cost™ to the regime

and if possible to overthrow it

a. Initial operations are accompanicd by faith that the people do not really want the new
government, especiatly if Marxist, and will link up with American-hacked forces

b. When the ideatistic component F2ils to effect the anticipated popular response of is
dropped, and a “nothing-to-lose” calcutus feads 1o efforts to “make the cconotmy scream”
even though there is no realistic end vame

¢. Expatriates, recruited for the harassment campaign, are led 1o believe America will back
them 1o victory, even though' there is no realistic American plan or expectation this will

occur

Stage 5: Within several years after gn American victory (more recently, defeat), the long-
term program to ¢ffect chanee in underiving condiions which produce revolutions comes
apart (e g., Alhance for Progress, Mekone River Development Plun)

Staec 6: Inattention begins again

176

RETURN ENGAGEMENT: THE 19s0). 177

::t:':e Or\:;l: ::nlsx)-t;;::f::u‘;it'he'dwnswc p}nbllc L.'Ol"l’u\ crw, t’t""!'-"f"liw' and
e | . ution of their power they apparentls foar mght
rcs.u t ro.m Amcncaq-slyle democracy. La Prensa, sull 4 voree of crinu;m
has been subjcc! to prior censorship for substantial periods. s af fimes crim\.'
hayc been physn.cally harassed. The record suggests, however, that the regime
.cnjoy.'s substantial majority favor for its accomplishments .ll\ huurmitnin
idcalism has been genuine: In three years, from 1980 1o w"n " . 1 e
the callous indifference of the S Alth A
o _ omoza dynasty to the health of the people
a:d.clmlma(cd p(_)lm, rcduced 120,000 cases of malaria 1o 7.000 and reduced
the infant mormhly ralc'hy 30%. The political dehirte 1n the COuntry remains
opcn. passionate, and diverse. Amnesty International reporis no sienificant
evidence of torturce or disappcarances of persons in Sandhinista \ic;vnitm:u:n -
By any mcasure f’f performance, it is the best government Nicaracua it v.:\ ;:r
!md and (cxcepting Costa Rica) a far better governmoent !'«ﬁ the mxajority of
its people than the other governments in the region wmih lave been Ameri-
can alhlies, )

.Thc Carter administration initially sought to avoid 4 strong tie between
Nicaragua and the Sovict Union or Cuba, sent a gracious and su;pmmivc am-
bassador (Lawrence Pezzullo), and provided substantial aid.”* Total U.S. aid
ﬁ:om 1979 to 1981 camc to $117 million, more. than fit¢ times the aid pro-
vided the Somoza regime from 1974 1o 1979.2 The Carter admmistration
also activcly supported disbursements to Nicaragua of $102 million from the
World Bank and $189 million from the Inter-American Development Bank
during thesc years.

Howcvcr. the Sandinista government was instinctis cly mistrustful of the
United States and sought to apply carlier lessons from the fate of Arbenz and
the covert operations against Castro (and Allende in Chile).™ The govern-
ment m?vcd quickly to organize its population for national defense and to
expand its armed forces: By 1984 there was national conscription, 48,000
(ropr?s on active duty, and perhaps as many as 200,000 mcn and women in
training for the popular militia. Weapons were widely distributed, creating
the thrcat of a prolonged, bloody, defensive war should there be an American
or American-backed invasion. (By comparison, Somoza's National Guard at
the height of the civil war had only 15,000.) Soviet weapans were acquired
at a pace suggesting the Sandinistas feared they had limited time; massive sup-
plics of Sovict-bloc arms arrived together with Soviet and Cuban advisers who
effccted a choice of weapons professionally judged by Pentagon analysts as
good choices for defense. The military forces, by 1984, had acquired heavy
tanks and assault helicopters, 1,000 trucks and armored personnel carriers,
mobile rocket launchers, heavy artilicry, and hand weapons and ammunition
to cquip ground forces fully. In addition, thirty Nicaraguan pifots were trained
in Bulgaria to fly MIG jets and these pilots, and their planes, were stationed
in Cuba.* This conventional capability (now the largest in the region) serves
two obvious purposcs: combatting the CIA-funded contras and deterring
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an invasion by American troops or any combination of regional right-wing
governments.

The breakpoint in U.S.-Nicaraguan relations came with the first election
of President Ronald Reagan. In the fall of 1980, just after his clection and
before his inauguration, rebels in E! Salvador began what they called a “final
offensive,” hoping to achieve victory before President Reagan assumed of-
fice. Nicaragua, for the first time, began massive transshipments of Soviet-
bloc arms to aid the rebels, and the Carter administration moved to cut off

‘aid to Nicaragua. Thus the standard American policy sequence (Tablc 7.2)
again moved down the same path.

its new military capability has also given Nicaragua the capacity to deploy
this armed force against its rightist neighbors. El Salvador is probably sate
from a direct attack; there is no direct route for a Nicaraguan land invasion
of El Salvador, and the Amcrican navy could readily block the Gulf of Fon-
seca. Honduras probably could not be defeated at the present time, but if
the indigenous gucrrillas made rapid gains the situation might change, cspe-
cially if the Nicaraguans brought into play their thirty MIGs now stationed
offstage on Cuba and reccived aid from Cuba.** If it had reason to do so,
Nicaragua could rapidly conquer Costa Rica, which has never created a mili-
tary forcc of its own. There is a case for an American military “shield” — and
detcrrent messages — if American policy wishes to prevent these eventualitics,
however likely or unlikely.”

Background and the Carter Years: El Salvador

The story of revolution in El Salvador parallels, in substantial degree, the
story of Nicaragua. About 200 familics control the country and its wealth
(not fourteen, as in popular legend), disparitics are scvere, callous indifference
of the wealthy for the “subhusmman™ peasants has been a continuing feature
of the country's life; at Icast two-thirds of the population lives in extreme
poverty; illiteracy and malnutrition are widespread in the countryside.™

An Amecrican theory of political development once held that cconomic de-
velopment would producc political development, especially democratic mod-
craization.™ That theory is no longer in good repute among social scientists:
El Satvador is a country (like Nicaragua and many others) where the oppo-
site result occurred. As did Nicaragua's, El Salvador’s military governments
in the 1970s became even more brutal and repressive while the economy ex-
pandcd. ™

Briefly, following the Sandinista victory, this situation appearcd 1o change:
in October 1979, a group of young officers overthrew the govermment of Gen.
Carlos Humberto Romero and replaced him with a five-man civilian junia

which pledged land and other reforms, Their motive, from most analyscs,
was not rcform per se but to prevent a spread of revolution. But the result
illustrates a deeper fact of political power in El Salvador (and clsewhere in
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Latin America); its official “government” is not a government in the (North)
American conception. It is able to act only when the ruling classes ol the so-
ciety find it in their interest to give their support. After this reformist coup,
other clements in the military and other ruling groups quickly blocked re-
forms; within three months, three of the civilian members of the junia had
resigned in frustration (one of the members, Social Democrat Guillermo
Ungo, is now a lcading spokesman for the guerrillas), and the semiofficial
murder squads of the ruling classes incrcased their campaign of mass terror
and intimidation."

The misleading categories used in American public discussion bear further
comment: in the Amcrican template, “governments” control socictics; their
decisions arc legitimate and binding. But in El Salvador, “government” docs
not have an equivalent role and the current president (Duarte, at the end of
1984) occupics a symbolic position in a public sideshow in a socicty where
the substantial powecr is cxercised by Cosa Nostra-type families and private
armies linked with military coalitions. There is no tradition or expectation
of military deference to civilian control. (Nor is the military of El Salvador
organized in a top-down fashion: It is a nctwork of personalized coalitions,
often with stronger tics within themselves than to official commanders.)"
High turnout in clections traditionally has not reflected citizens® faith that
elections empowecr a democratic government; in El Sah ador, voting is com-
pulsory."

The “death squads™ of El Salvador arc the brutish expression of ruling
classes the Kissinger Commission (discussed below) has oddly championed
as incipicntly democratic and progressive. Scveral American conservatives —
including the political scientist Jeanc Kirkpatrick, United Nations Ambassador
during the first Rcagan administration — have written that right-wing govern-
ments in Central America are “authoritarian,” apparently imagining them to
be strict, law-and-order governments. But this American-based conception
is inappropriatc: the powerful men in El Salvador are not “law-and-order™
authoritarians, nor do they respect the individual rights that American con-
servatives valuc. They are murderers: From October 1979 until January 1984,
the Roman Catholic Archdiocese of San Salvador documented by firsthand
testimony morc than 40,000 murdcrs of civilian noncombatants.™ This ter-
rorism, murders typically accompanicd by torture and hacked-up and muti-
lated bodics left for public display, is unimpeded by law. The national bautle
does not pit the principle of law and order (the side of government) against
the principle of revolution (the side of the gucrrillas): Prosccutors and judges
have been intentionally killed, and the lives of others threatened (by pcople
who are credible); the “security” forces have not allowed any convictions of
murdcrs of El Salvador citizens. Public remonstrances by the Carter and
Reagan administrations have been judged (correctly) a bluff and have been
distinctively impotent.

Terror has been directed against all nonrightists who arc politically active.
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The armed forces have pledged to “relentlessly persccute” political leaders of
the left and have done so. (For example, six leaders of the left political co-
alition, FDR, were publicly kidnapped by government security forces during
a press conference in November 1980, tortured, mutilated, and murdered;
the incident was not even investigated.) Leaders of the (legal) Christian Dem-
ocratic Party have frequently been killed; ninety Christian Democratic may-
ors, for cxample, have been assassinated since 1979. Anyone who criticizes
such political murder or advocates major reform or negotiation with the gucr-
rillas does so at realistic mortal risk. In the rural areas, the murder tcams have
conducted random cxccutions in arcas suspected of being favorable to the
guerrillas. "

The El Salvador rebels —avowedly Marxist-Leninists and (given the circum-
stances, undcrstandably) hostile to the United States — have received substan-
tial aid from Nicaragua and, via that route, from Cuba, the Soviet Union,
and Eastern Europc. ™ Since the spring of 1981 the flow of arms from these
sources is probably small, the revolutionarics have ample funds to purchase
weapons on the international black market without relying on ideologically
motivated sources, and — perhaps the most important source —a major domes-
tic black market for American-supplicd weapons and ammunition now oper-
ates in El Salvador."” But it seems clear that there is genuine, consequential
support, especially sophisticated communication capabilities and expert tac-
tical advice, by Sovict and Cuban specialists, and sites within Nu.amgun are
used by the guerrillas as locations for strategic planning. ™

In a country of 4.7 million people, the deaths (50,000 + since 1979) have
heen numerous, primarily of civilians at the hands of the murder squads. ™
The active combatants are a small proportion.* By carly 1984 the £1 Salva-
dor mifitary had grown to about 37,000 men.* The guerrilla forces also are
srowing and now number about 12,000.** The gucrrillas are well trained, do
receive support from among the population, and now effect a casualty rate
tkilled or wounded) of government soldicrs of about 15% a ycar.*' They
have also expanded their own counterterror, aimed at government officials,
the economy, and the land reform and other programs designed to build gov-
crnment support. About sixty-three murders of civilians by gucrrillas were
recorded in a fourteen-month period ending in July 1983.% The long-term
prospect for the regime appears poor without massive Amcrican aid: the tra-

litional ruling clites have few friends among the masses; the ratio of troops
10 guerrillas is far less than the ten-to-onc typically said to be needed for vic-
1ory in a countergucrrilla war, and the progressively intentioned Duarte gov-
crnment clected in 1984 probably lacks the power to produce major change —
cither for progressive reform or to curb the death squads (which is a major
:0al of the rebels and a requirement for any negotiated scttlement). The Du-
irte government is also subject, readily, to right-wing replacement should it
attempt to acquire power or begin serious negotiations.
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Policy and the Reagan Administration

The first Rcagan administration, under its first secretary of state, Alexander
Haig, began immediately to plan the climination of what #t conceived to be
Communist power in the western hemisphere. It launched a major propa-
ganda cffort simifar to the campaign which (in 1954) preceded the overthrow
of Arbenz. Haig dramatized the issue of Communist-bloc weapons in the
hemisphcre, the threat of spreading revolutions, warned that “vital interests”
of American sccurity werc at risk, and threatened to “go to the source” (i.e.,
Cuba).* The administration substantially increased aid (especially military aid)
to the EI Salvador government. Against Nicaragua, Operation MONGOOSE
was born again with the CIA, undcr director William Casey, creating, equip-
ping, inspiring, paying for, and directing contra forces to attack Nicaragua
from bascs in Honduras and Costa Rica.*

Initially, this highly visible crusade ran into trouble. The American elite
press, opposed to the dircction of policy, counterattacked against the allega-
tion of a primarily Communist-inspircd revolution and left the public justi-
fications dubious. Newsweek took the lead 1o inform the American people
about the administration’s “secret war” in which 15,000 troops were assembled
to cngage in commando raids, seek to destroy the economy, and if possiblc
establish an cnclave inside Nicaraguan territory.* Initially, Argentina was
uscd as a “cut-out” to train guerrilla forces for use against Castro, and pro-
vide training and arns for operations in Central America, without requiring
congressional approval by involving the CIA dircctly. The Scnate Inteltigence
Oversight Commitiee blocked the carly, aggressive anti-Cuban initiative and
forced the resignation of the new deputy dircctor-Plans, Max Hugel, who had
becn “less than candid” in disclosing the plans.* The right-wing Argentine
goverament uncxpectedly invaded the Falkland Islands and, despite the cf-
forts of General Haig to mediate the resulting miliary conflict with England,
the cooperative Argentine relation with Washington cooled after the govern-
ment was defeated.

Secretary Haig's controversial public style — White House mail began to run
ten to onc against the administration's policies — produced imipressive tactical
learning.* He was dismissed in the summer of 1982, replaced by the stylis-
tically bland and respectable George Shultz, and, while continuing its same
policics, the Reagan administration astutely calmed its rhetoric, mancuvered
around symbolic sensitivities, and neutralized its critics in the media and
Congress.™ It ceased to discuss its policics in public, except rarely and in the
most gencratl slogans. After the proxy war against Nicaragua was described
in the press, the White Housc declared that such “secret” things should not
be discussed in public.*' It skillfully outmancuvered potential congressional
opposition to effect a major U.S. troop buildup in Honduras undcer the guise
of training excrcises. To build a consensus (or at lcast disarm his critics while

LeL-n
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the commission met), President Reagan appointed a National Bipartisan
Commission in 1983, whose existence blocked rising criticism until the carly
spring of 1984. (I discuss the commission’s report below.) Israel was used as
a “cut-out” to provide weapons and aid in a channel that would outflank the
congressional appropriations process and make it difficult for liberal sup-
porters of Israel i0 inquire into, or criticize, the “plausibly deniable™ arrange-
ments.’? Sophisticated planners encouraged “private” funds from rightist
groups in Amecrica to outmancuver Congress and assure continuing aid to the
contras (reportedly, about $17 million of aid).*! The realistic and perennial
power drama fcar — that opponents would be “scapcgoated” if El Salvador
was “lost” — was manipulated to weaken congressional criticism.* By the late
summer of 1984 Amcrican “advisors” created the strategy and tactics of the
E! Salvador military, America trained the troops, and America was paying
most of the cost of the war.*

As of the fall of 1984, press reports indicate the Reagan administration
wants victory (or, at lcast, to avoid visible defeat) in El Salvador.™ It is
divided in its objectives toward Nicaragua; a smaller “moderatc”™ faction ap-
parently hopes to use the new Operation MONGOOSE to cxact cconomic
devastation and a death rate of indigenous defenders in Nicaragua sufficient
to end support for the El Salvador revolution (and this, perhaps morc consc-
quentially than its material cost, might affect their morale). A hawkish fac-
tion is said to want the complete climination of any substantial “Marxist-
Leninist” role in the government of Nicaragua, is unwilling to “lcarn to live”
with lcss, and — although without a realistic end game —may be expected to
press for both increased psychological warfare and military activity, although
would likely prefer Honduras to take any major combat role."’

‘The Reagan administration initially pressed for open, democratic clections
in Nicaragua, and then reversed itscll to demand postponemient of clections
. held in November 1984 so that opposition groups could have more time to
form and campaign openly. The bascline of silence about the Somoza regime’s
clectoral practices suggests that the agitated argument about Nicaraguan clec-
toral practices has been triggered not by questions of principle but as amech-
anism of control, i.c., probably with the expectation that growing American-
exacted damage will make support of El Salvador’s rebels so unpopular that
any clected government would thus be more amenabic to reduce support of the
rebels and anti-American rhetoric. As in the case of Castro two decades
carlicr, however, there has been little doubt that the Sandinista clectoral
victory in the fall of 1984 did reflect the wishes of the majority of the people
and that, at best, only its large margin of victory would have been modestly
reduced by fuller participation of exile groups backed by the United States.
Thus the loud —and to a substantial degree unwarranted — administration
discrediting of the clection can also be scen as a maneuver to prepare Ameri-
can public opinion for a continuing war,

RETURN ENGAGEMENT: THE 1980s 183

Because the administration has not produced good results, pressure has
mounted (as it did for Bissell) for more direct American management. Amer-
ica’s candidate for the presidency of El Salvador, Duarte, in 1984 received
$2.1 million of “secret” funding to assure his electoral victory —an extraor-
dinary sum for an election in such a poor country;* mining of Nicaragua's
harbors (directed by American CIA commanders) occurred in the spring of
1984;% direct tactical command by the CIA has been increasing.”” A tem-
porary congressional suspension of official American aid to the contras was
primarily symbolic, did not address either the cut-out mechanisms or the free
flow of “private” funding, and is unlikely to hamper a decided Executive
branch’s policies. _

One fact should be noted concerning the Reagan administration’s professed
willingness to negotiate an end to conflict: Press reports consistently suggest
that many hard-liners within the Reagan administration simply desire to de-
stroy the Sandinista government (and have seen “nothing to lose™ from at-
tempts using the CIA).*' It seems probable, then, the United States has had
no wholly trustworthy ncgotiating proposal in dealings with the Sandinistas
that could, if accepted, assurc that the regime can survive at peace.

THE KISSINGER COMMISSION REPORT

In 1983 Prcsident Reagan appointed a National Bipartisan Commission on
Central America (the Kissinger Commission) to study this latcst return engage-
ment. My analysis will be that the commission used analytical intclligence in
a secondary role and rccommended policy which reflects instead thc imagina-
tion syndrome outlincd in chapter 6. Thus, its scenario for American policy
is unlikcly to work because the Report has, as a result, little connection with
the local realitics of Central America.

I have chosen to discuss the commission Report because, in conjunction
with the carlicr discussion of American policy, it illustrates my thesis by the
public nature of the commission’s work. That is, the standard thcorics (dis-
cussed earlicr) of inadvertent error are implausible explanations of how the
Report was derived: procedural threats to rationality, inaccessible knowledge
of history, small group loyalty and insularity, simple unreflective thought and
unchallenged assumptions do not account for the commissioners’ Report. To
be sure, no radicals were appointed to the commission, and in this sensc the
original appointments determined its findings. But the appointments did af-
ford diversity within the range of variation consistent with being considcred
responsiblc American leaders; the twelve commissioners were drawn from
both political partics (and included Robert Strauss, former national chairman
of the Democratic Party, and Lanc Kirkland, president of the AFL-CIO).*
Most commissioners had established careers and major constituencies inde-
pendent from the Reagan administration. They were men of distinction and



184 CAN GOVERNMENTS LEARN!?

L

accomplishment. Nor was the commission an insular group shiclded from
multiple advocacy. It heard testimony from almost 200 Americans represent-
ing diverse constituencies and viewpoints (and received written submissions
from 400 more), heard from 300 officials and witnesses abroad (and met with
the government of Nicaragua). Central American policy was being widcly
debated in the press. The commission heard the critics of current policy.
That it did not accept their views cannot be attributed to such perennial and
wishful diagnoses as criticisms that were “unhcard” or even “not understood”
in a formal sense.™

Overview

The commissioners’ viewpoint is the standard policy analysis in similar
reports stretching back twenty-five years.* They recognized two problems.,
The short-term problem is to contain spreading revolution. The long-term
problem is to eliminate the deeper causes of rcvolution: poverty, injustice,
economic disarray, crucl and unresponsive governments.

The commission’s principal conclusions may be summarized in five points:

1. The “miserable” conditions of lifc of most people in the region have in-
vited revolution: “If reformis had been undertaken earlier, there would almost
surely have been no fertile ground for revolution.”™

2. These conditions have been “exploited” by hostile outside forces - spe-
cifically Cuba, backed by the Soviet Union and now opcrating through
Nicaragua — and these “will turn any revolution they capture into a totalitarian
statc, threatening the region and robbing the people of their hopes for liber-
ty.™ Indigenous revolutions themsclves would not be a sccurity threat to the
United States, but they become a threat when these “aggressive outside pow-
ers” usc them to expand their own political influcnce and military control in
our hemisphere. ™

3. Without rapid progress for political, economic, and social reforms, peace
in the region will be “fragile or elusive.™

4. But unless the insurgencics are stopped, constructive American-led
political, economic, and social progress can only be fragile or elusive: “Once
an insurgency is fully under way . . . it has a momentum which reform alone
cannot stop. Unchecked, the insurgents can destroy faster than the reformers
can build."™

5. Amcrica has a humanitarian interest to alleviate suffering and a national
interest to “strengthen democratic institutions wherever in the hemisphere they
are weak.”™"

From this analysis the commission recommended, with great urgency,
military aid to shicld existing governments, suppress insurgencies, and buy
time for long-term reforms it proposed. It specifically urged substantially in-
creased military aid to El Salvador, and it predicted the days of the El Salva-
dor government were numbered without massive American aid.”

vamr
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Within its assumptions, the rational policy analysis done in Washington
was intelligent and superb. A refined and sophisticated inventory of more that
fifty aspects of Central American societies provided for a long-term plan to
reshape almost every major characteristic of those societies. Diverse policy
tools would include a literacy corps, scholarships, training in public ad-
ministration, reforms of the judicial system, extension of health care,
rescheduling of foreign debt, improvement of international trade. And the
Report is politically astute about its domestic constituencies: major domestic
groups can find their concerns acknowledged and recognize an expanded role
in an 38 billion aid package envisioned over the next five years: banks and
financial institutions are guaranteed loan rescheduling, business groups will
find support for private venture capital, humanitarian organizations have their
involvement funded, universitics can develop ties and training programs, fer-
vent anti-Communists will find greater military aid endorsed while liberals
find recommendations to bolster “genuine democracy,” link aid to human
rights progress, and design “humane” antiguerrilla programs that do not rely
upon government death squads and terror of the civilian population.

My plan is to analyze the commission’s findings selectively, illustrating how
the continuing overlay of imagination, discussed in chapter 6, makes the
Report an ineffective guide. [ will also suggest that diffcrent images were,
on the objective evidence presented, more plausible.” | will use as my prin-
cipal source the evidence and staff analyses provided the commision and in-
cluded in its official publications. My focus will be: (1) overconfidence; (2)
exaggerated fecar and expericnce of vulncrability; (3) emotionally organized
(and nonempirical) use of language; (4) an unrealistic, Maxwell Taylor-like
prescription for the American policy process which overlooks a likely break-
down in the inteflectual and moral integrity of the commission’s planning.

Overconfidence

The commission’s viewpoint envisions America in 2 managerial rolc, boldly
transforming Central American socictics to become liberal, democratic, pro-
gressive, and prospcrous —more like the United States. This well-intentioned
ethnocentrism is not so crude as the jingoism of an earlier day; the language
is responsible, reflecting the managerial, problem-solving instincts of leaders
in an economically advanced socicty.™

In El Salvador, the commission's short-term strategy is to transform the
entire political system. Death squads must cnd, democracy must be created
and supported, reforms must move swiftly, the guerrillas must be defeated.
To accomplish these results “the U.S. government must rely on the abilities
and good faith of the government under attack.”™

The commission's term “good faith” is the best place to begin discussion
of the problem of external validity. The evidence (revicwd earlier) shows that
the opposite of pro-democratic good faith is a characteristic of El Salvador’s
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rul‘ing classes. Castro’s “handwriting on the wall” produced no progress. Dur-
ing the relative peace and growing prosperity of the 1970s, El Salvador be-
came, as the commission notes elsewhere, more brutal and oppressive.”™ And
in the late 1970s, when the Sandinista victory produced a reformist coup in
El Salvador, the reformist government found itself an impotent sideshow and
resigned in frustration within three months. Social, economic, and political
reforms in the 1980s have been slow and undertaken under massive pressure
from Washington. (Onc should not be misled by overconfident, activist of-
ficial assurances that impressive reforms are just about to occur: The specd
with which reform can be accomplished if there is a seriously committed
political system is demonstrated by the Sandinista program in Nicaragua
carried out when they too have been at war, in their case against American-
sponsored contra forces roughly the size of the antircgime forces in El Salva-
dor.) Forty thousand murders, including many members of the democratic
left, are not the mark of ruling classes whose attitudes are favorable to social
progress and democracy. In reality, onc is dealing with long-standing at-
titudes, men who believe the American military shield reflects America’s own
anti-Communist interests, and whose correct lesson from recent history is that
America is so locked in by its own power-drama logic that threats of aid
cutoffs arc a bluff. The right in Central America has probably learned faster
than the Amcrican government.”

Morcover, the practice of mass murder and terror reflects the brutality of
ruling groups genuinely terrificd for survival, not simply terrificd of revolu-
tion but also of genuine democracy. In the situation of massive incquality
in which the wealthy are located, and given their past practices and attitudces,
allowing any genuine acquisition of power by a democratic government is
revolutionary. There is no large middle class to mediate the alicrnatives.™ At
this point the commissioncers should have asked themselves what incentives
they offer to men who have committed 40,000 murders of civilians (cach vic-
tim with a family, ncighbors, and fricnds) to surrender power (o the populace
they have terrorized?

The overconfident ambition of the Report extends to idealized imaginings
about the people of El Salvador and their faith in official (and Amcrican)
promises. Just as the “hearts and minds” of Cuba’s people (or Victnam's) were
once thought eager for Amcrican leadership, so El Salvador's pcasants arc
imagined willing to forget the past, to believe that the real nature of power
and the character of those who hold power has changed only because a side-
show clection has given a decent man, Duarte, the title of president and to
merge, trustingly and enthusiastically, with Washington's vision of progress.

The commission’s bold imaginings of successful American control arc also
contrary to Amcrica’s own historical experience in Latin Amcrica. The Alli-
ance for Progress’s military “shield” only worked when a country evidenced
a strong elitc consensus favorablce to economic and social reform. Rightist
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client governments are championed by American administrations as Just on
the verge of reform: it never works out.” But, | would argue, American ad-
ministrations nevertheless act on the overlay because the American imagined
scenario must be made to work if the American image of its own construc-
tive leadership and masterful control is to be sustained.

Exaggerated Fear and Experience of Vulnerability

It seems implausible to imagine that small, poor, Central American coun-
trics threaten American national sccurity. Yet that was the mind-set of the
commission members, and they tried to suggest plausible reasons to explain
the fear:

1. A series of developments which might require us to devote large resources to
defend the southern approaches to the United States, thus reducing our capaci-
ty to defend our intercsts elsewhere.

2. A potentially scrious threat to our shipping lanes through the Caribbean.

3. A proliferation of Marxist-Leninist states that would increase violence, disloca-
tion,; and political repression in the region.

4. The crosion of our power to influcnce events worldwide that would flow form
the perception we were unable to influcnce vital events close 10 home.™

The commissioners did not calibrate their imaginations by specific scenarios
to justify their fear of a serious threat 1o America. But even if the Mexican
government should be overthrown (and that is not a present issue), it is dif-
ficult to sce new “large resources” that will need to be added to the hundreds
of billions of dollars alrcady spent annually.™ Even if a Mexican govern-
mcent were someday overthrown by revolutionaries willing to ally with other
countrics south of its borders, it remains mysterious why a concert of poor
countries would bother to begin an easily defeated attack upon the U.S.
mainland.

The second alleged danger, interdiction of shipping, assumes a scenario in
which these small countries would want to commii suicide by war on the
Amcrican navy. Such a remote threat is probably forestalled best, if the com-
mission wished to do so, not by the fervent activism of its programs but, in
a straightforward, tough-minded way by specilying to Nicaragua and a Marx-
ist-Leninist El Salvador, privatcly, the types of weapons (c.g., a substantial
navy) they may not acquire and then forthrightly destroying such capability
if it should be acquired beyond the limits drawn.

Possibly more realistic is the third fear of widencd intraregional conflict.
Assuming the El Salvador government is overthrown, it is conceivable that
this regime, and the Nicaraguan government, would wish — all other things
being cqual — jointly to aid revolutionary movements in Guatemala and Hon-
duras. The hostility of those regimes has been long-standing, and in the event
of continuing American support for the contras the long-term security and
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peace of both Nicaragua and a new El Salvador government would be well
served by eliminating hostile rightist governments and CIA staging areas on
their borders.* At the moment, however, the Nicaraguan government would
have difficulty mobilizing its people for a sustained aggressive war (any ma-
jor popular support will probably be created by American policy itself via
the continuing economic destruction of the American contra forces.) But with

America’s new infrastructure and capacities to move large numbers of its

troops into Honduras, the Nicaraguan government would be mad to begin
a war, and thus there apppcars no basis to suppose a realistic threat by
Nicaragua to its neighbors. Guerrilla warfare in both Guatcmala and Hon-
duras will probably not succeed if the promises of reform are genuine and
these countries change the basic character of their socictics as quickly as have
the Sandinistas.

The fourth allcged security threat openly introduces the critical sensibili-
ty, the commission's imagining of international politics as a vivid, global
drama: “The triumph of hostile forces in what the Soviets call the ‘strategic
rcar’ of the United States would be read as a sign of U.S. impotence.™!

The commission’s anxiety is high, and it is fearful of global disorder: “if
wretched conditions were themselves cnough to create . . . insurgencics, we
would sce them in many more countrics of the world.™ Any “forcign” (i.c.,
Communist) instigators, newly emboldened by a sensc of American impo-
tence, have an alarmingly fertile fickl. This is the system of imagining dis-
cussed in chapter 6; from the top, alongside bold overconfidence is the para-
doxical and deep fear that cverything could begin to unravel.

I want to invite the reader to reflect upon this “domino theory” of the
Reporr: It implicitly imagines Amcerican power to be a vivid, substantial
presence in the minds of the politically active around the globe. America’s
most intimate cnemy, the megalomaniacal Sovict Icadership, single-mindedly
devoted to world rule, is alert for signs of impotence, and presses forward
with its diabolical schemes whenever it senses weakness. Thus the retiring
carcer diptomat, Undcrsecretary of State for Political Affairs Lawrence Eagle-
burger. in the spring of 1984 confidently asscrted the view that “the decision
to walk away from the Angolan problem in 1975 was the beginning of our
real difTiculties with the Sovict Union. That gave the Sovict Icadership an im-
pression that they could do a number of things covertly that the United States
would not be prepared to respond to . . . They are engaged — in their mind
at lcast —to our detriment.™*

As 1 reviewed in chapter 6, several steps further along in this mental process
lies the total imagination cotrapment of psychosis, the megalomanical and
paranoid cypericnce that onc’s will is the determinant of events in the universe
and all-of the principal cvil forceces in the universe are organized in hostile rela-
tionship to the sclf. My point is not, however, that such a sensibility is clinical-
iy mad. About certain Russians, the commission might be right; obviously
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one can imagine there are men in the Kremlin whose highly dramatized sen-
sibility mirrors the Reagan administration’s and commission’s own. For ex-
ample, at least one Sovict propagandist has exulted that “the Sandinista
revolution, being an integral part of the world revolutionary process, serves
as yct one more convincing confirmation of the helplessncss of imperialism
to restore its lost historic initiative and to turn back the development of the
modern world.™* Sovict public statements not only gencrally endorse the

. commission’s own intcrpretation but also assert there is a global drama (of

falling imperialist dominocs), in which Central Ameerica, somewhat salacious-
ly, is scen as an encouraging indicator of American helplessness.*

To assess political actions in a world of potentially mutual and interlock-
ing imagination entrapments by “super™ powers means that the difference be-
tween crror and truth is often a matter of exaggeration, a danger to which
the imagination is prone. Judgment requires calibration of the imagination
by reference to the hard surfaces of local realitics.™ In this case, 1 believe the
Report did get carried away by its own overdramatized imaginings. Let me
suggcest several observations.

First, Sovict Icaders probably are as power-oriented —or more so —as
Amcrican lcaders. Richard Nixon, with an obviously different ideological and
cultural content, appears a very similar personality to recent Soviet leaders:
his suspicious, hardball sensibilities, and “enemies lists” kept by his staff, seem
of a similar mold. Thus, too, warnings by such American lcaders of Sovict
oricntations deserve to be treated with great seriousncess.

Sccond, | think the commission is right that Sovict lcaders wonld be en-
couraged if the United States did nothing, or even permitted a public victory,
by people citing Marxist-Leninist idcology, in Central Amcrica.

The more important questions, however, are how such feclings of encour-
agement — whether permanent or transitory — would affect actions elsewhere,
and whether the hardball power drama interpretation is, on reflection, the
best interpretation on which to base an American policy.

Thaus 1 belicve the proper specific question is: What would the Soviets do,
and would they be effective? | do not belicve we know the answer, as even
Amecrican “losses” (in Cuba and Victnam) were permitted by America only
at a high cost. There probably would be additional efforts to supply arms
and cncourage revolutions clsewhere. However, countrics have many prioritics
and large-scale forcign aid has traditionally proven about as unpopular in
Moscow as in Washington.™ Moreover, the evidence suggests such victories,
in the long term, do not buy the Sovict Union added influence for its own
national purposcs: once Americans debated who (Republicans or Democrats)
lost China; today the Sovicts know rthey did.™ And the Soviet leadership,
given instabilitics in Eastern Europe, probably also feels extraordinarily s ulner-
able and could be induced to be cautious about any general escalation of such
destabilization contests.
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But the more important question is whether world order is effectively served
by policy primarily based on the schema of East-West global drama.* Here
1 think the answer is that the commission is dangerously preoccupied by the
mirror image of the opposing chess master. Except in fantasics entertaincd
by superpowers, nations and pcoples of the world are not subordinate pawns
whose lovaltics can be taken for granted. Revolutions in Central America have
~ ot spread in periods when there are only egregious conditions and indigenous

revolutionarics hopeful of a following: the evidence is that people will prefer
even odious, familiar regimes to revolution if there is hope for cconomic pro-
gress and justice. Any “contest” requircs America, primarily, to assure such

hope in local reality. The big-picture, East-West focus misdirccts attention ‘

from this more vital basis of power: When Communists talk about the issucs
and American leaders become preoccupied about Communists, then Com-
munist-linked revolution becomes the primary allegiance of those who want
to choosc the side with the most fervently expressed idcals. Supporting - and
being strung along by —~right-wing rcgimes for anti-Communist purposcs
makes America as hostile to such idcals, de facto, as Communist propaganda
alleges. :

Concerning whatcver role America (or American “will”) plays in affecting
world stability (which could, after all, be unchanged if America were to disap-
pear), it is morc plausible to belicve that Soviet predictions of American
behavior derive from the realistic perception that genuine and vital American
interests arc at stake in a local reality, not upon peripheral symbolic toughncss.
(Thus, for examplc, a convincing rcason the Sovicts would recognize Ameri-
can credibility in defending oil supplies in the Middle East is that they recog-
nize a vital American interest at stake.)

By this analysis, however, the overdramatized sensibility of foreign policy
is dangerous because it abandons stabilit y-creating interpretations, loses the
intelligent discrimination between genuine vital interests and mere peripheral
advantages. President Eisenhower held a different — and probably a sounder —
view than the commission’s: The local government of Guatemala was geopo-
litically unimportant, a contest worth a covert CIA operation with 110 men,
No forcign statesman who shared Eisenhower's understanding of geopolitical
gradation would draw an erroneous message of weakness if the CIA failed
and other actions were not mounted. If the Sovicts now think differently, thar
is 'lhc graver danger and would be best addressed by a Report which publicly
rejected its present framework and sought to restore such major distinctions.*

There is a sccond good rule for international order which the commission
spurns: tit for tat; that is, the evolution of norms of international conduct
by which great powers agree mutually (even if privately) to respect certain
conventions.™ Since 1979, for example, 7,000 Sovict soldicrs have been Killed
(and Sovict forces have suffered 40,000 casualtics) in Af, ghanistan opposing
rebels armed by the United States. American aid to the Afghan rebels has
been $625 million. It is most unlikely the Sovict Union will reduce its own
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involvement in Central America under these conditions. The Kissinger Com-
mission rejected such obvious negotiations as “unacceptable,” yet acknowl-
edged that the Soviets might agree 1o such discussions. It concluded: “[The
Soviets] would welcome discussion of superpower spheres of influence, which
would prompt Soviet assertions of . . . the need for U.S. abstention on the
Soviet periphery, in such places as Eastern Europe and Afghanistan.™* If
one wanted to promote international order, this would be a straightforward,
sober, and tough-minded deal.

Emotionally Organized Use of Language

I have suggcested that when an American foreign policy spokesman speaks,
there is — via dramatized imagining —a confused blending of cmotion, language,
inncr reality, and outer reality, and of these, outer reality plays the lesser role.
Verbal mancuvers substitute for other forms of analysis in a political world
which is an arena of forces, pressures, national wills (or impotency) experi-
enced directly in the mind of practitioner.

Three uses of Tanguage will serve as example. Like Kennedy's “plausibly
deniablc” construction that the Bay of Pigs project was not an aggressive pol-
icy of his administration, the plausibility of these usages carrics the risk of
substituting words, which are sclf-persuasive and comfortable for responsi-
blc Amcrican officials, for clear thinking.

“American Policy”

A first example is the commission’s virtuous self-image for American policy.
It disavows any dircct link between American policy and the consistent pat-
tern of morally objcectionable practices of governments and ruling classes in
Central America. There are (unspecific) aflusions to past American omissions,
errors, and inscnsitivitics, but the matter is settled by declaring there has not
been an “identity” between Amcrica and right-wing governments, a mispercep-
tion “that lingers independent of the facts.™* The commission says America
cannot “associate itsclf with” or “condone” the brutal killings or any other
objectionable feature of Central American regimes.

To be fair, the conscious intent of American policy has seldom becn sinister:
economic aid has been substantial; American lcaders (most actively in the
Carter administration) have spoken out for human rights.* American
leaders would ccrtainly prefer Central America to have democratic, liberal,
progressive governments that treated their people well, and the Report is cor-
rect; there has not been full subjective identity or support. The radical-left
charge that Amcrica fully supports dictators is a fantasy; despite their hopes,
dictators of the right have been abandoned when their only rescue would be
American troops (Batista, Somoza); others (Trujillo, Dicm) have also becn
active targets for American removal plans when they did not reform quickly
enough to prevent Communist advances.”’

However, objective support occurs without regard 1o a more comfortable
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Sut;jec.'rive dissociation regnant primarily in the mind of the policymaker. The
continuing “association™ of America with brutal, uncaring ruling classes is
not merely fanciful. Morally (and in an American court of law) the American
political system is an accessory. And the implication is important: If onc wants
to understand the problems of American policy, and the extraordinary dif-
ficulty of a negotiated scttlement (a principal barricr to which would be fear
of American treachery), one must include a de facto recognition of the ob-
jective reality of that policy in local arcnas.

“Marxist-Leninist”

The commissioners used the term “Marxist-Leninist” to describe the rebel
movements, too readily accepting associations with the phrase, rather than
analysis of men and circumstances, as evidence that “Marxist-Leninist” rev-
olutions in Central America will ostablish totalitarian dictatorships, serve the
“interests™ of Soviet power, be gencrically and implacably hostile to the United
States, and vield more international aggression.

The problem of inference is genuine: the commission might be correet, and
its view is not satisfactorily dismissed by a balanced and hopeful view that
anyonc who speaks of ideals and opposes dictators is genuinely idealistic. The
Sandinistas might be fanatics: if not they, then the El Salvador rebels. It would
be incumbent upon any national commission to warn the Amcrican people
if, in its best judgment, messianic, genocidal madmen of the itk of Hitler,
Pol Pot, or the Ayatollch Khomeni {who replaced the right-wing dictator,
the Shah of tran, but whose war with Iraq by mid- 1984 had killed 250,000
people) were in power or likely to gain power. But are these Central Americans
realistically imagined to be pawns ol Soviet interests or megalomaniacal fa-
natics?

The historical record suggests it extremely unlikely that nationalist lcaders
who use Marxist-Leninist formulas, cven out of deep commitment, will serve
Sovict interests reliably. After supporting Mao’s revolution, Soviet feaders
lost China as an ally. After almost forty years, Sovict hegemony in Fastern
Europe is still sustained only by the presence of Soviet troops and periodic
threats of violence. As | noted in chapter S, Fidel Castro himself has pro-
vided the Russians with a signal lesson: After locking in Sovict commitment
and aid at the beginning of the 1960s, he turncd on the growing Sovict influ-
ence in the Cuban Communist Party, purged over half jts members o assure
loyalty to himsclf and his brother, and has maintained that vigilance "
“Marxist-Leninist™ regimes in Central America will probably afford the Sovict
Union litde geopolitical benefit: To power-oriented politicians, ideology is
a sccondary concern,

But there is a more plausible explanation of why such men and women usc
Marvist-Leninist, anti-American ideas for their political drama, tha 15, as a
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reaction to circumstances rather than because they are paranoid, megalomani-
acal zcalots. These arc people who, in the main, have little worldly cxperience
and know Amcrica only in their local reality. America tried to assassinate and
overthrow Fidel Castro at a time when (it is now public knowledge) it knew
him to be the popular choice of the majority of his people. It created the
greedy Somoza regime, colluded in the removal of AHende in Chile (even
though he was freely and democratically elected), and continues to supply
the arms to the El Salvador murderers of more than 40,000 civilian noncom-
batants with rhetoric — which must scem grotesquc in the region — that it is
promoting “dcmocracy.”™ It has created and bached the hated Somicista
contras against the best government Nicaragua has ever had, and this 1980s
Opcration MONGOOSE has killed hundreds of young men (with CIA financ-
ing) to scgk_c_l‘_fcc( economic destruction and terror. On the other hand. these
Central Americans know the Sovict Union and Cuba only from a distance
and in the role of benefactors and supporters of their cause. Would it not
be reasonable, from their point of view, to find the framework of Marxist
analysis plausible?

The commiissioners' imaginings that Central American revolutionarics have
an implacably megalomaniacal intent appear especially odd in light of the
morc plausible analogy, Amcrica’s expericnce of reactive radicalism in the
1960s. Many of thesc radicals were outraged idcalists who supported Presi-
dent Kennedy cnthusiastically at the beginning of the 1960s. They became rad-
icalized in responsc to actions of government they considered inhumane and
outragcous. The hostile, ficry rhetoric was associated with extraordinarily little
antircgime violence, and the radical sentiments and commitments subsided
when government policies ceased to incite it. Indeed, many Americans of ali
ages turned angry in the carly 1970s and wanted to remove President Nivon
when the White House kept lists, in a2 somewhat juvenile way, titled “cnemics
lists,” and tricd to cover up only a fumbled burglary. The better causal analy-
sis implics that the solution to the problem of Marxist-Leninist ideology is
for the United States 10 cease de facto policics that, at the receiving ond,
arousc that viewpoint,

“Our® Hemisphere

A further power-linked usc of language, discussion of “our™ hemisphere,
is of a picce with the commission’s managerial scenario. It has been tradi.
tional for (North) Americans to talk in such a proprictary way since Presi-
dent Monroe unilaterally formulated his doctrine (1823). Related talk of “our
backyard,” in the phrase of the Reagan administration (not “our ncighbor's
house™), reflects this imagination-based and top-down sense of power and
position, as docs the commission’s attempt to dcfinc unilaterally whose in-
fluence in Latin America will be deemed “foreign™ (i.c., non-United States).
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However, such paternalistic phrases are a self-absorbed overlay which imag-
ines America to have a greater proprietary involvement in the hemisphere than
it has in reality. For example:

* American trade and comparative economic domination have diminished
dramatically: in 1950 the United States bought almost half of Latin Amer-
ica’s exports and Latin America brought 56% of its imports from the United
States. Today, both numbers are less than 30% and are falling.'™

* From World War 11 until 1965, Latin America did dcpend upon the United
States for almost all of its weapons. But today, with growing military es-
tablishments, the arms sales of Germany, France, the Sovict Union, Isracl,
and (from within the hemisphere) Brazil approach or exceed tics 1o Amcri-
can sources.'™

* Such indices of international power and coalitions as the voting patterns
of international bodics show Latin Amcrican countrics typically to be in-
dependent from — and often opposed to— U.S. positions: in 1983, on record-
ed votes in the United Nations, Latin American countrics voted against the
U.S. position 73.2% of the time."™ :

 Latin America's annual growth ratc over the past twenty years has exceed-
ed that of the United States (6% versus 3.5%); individual countrics arc im-
poverished but, collectively, their aggregatc GNP is now greater than for
Western Europe in 1950, 1

Unrealistic Sclf-Prescription

Gouaded by a period of pereeived tension in hemispheric relations, succes.
stve administrations have announced new Latin American policies, pledeed
greater ottention to the region, vowed their support for Latin America’s
cconomic development, and expressed their fnterest in the region’s political
evolution . . | calling lthe] new approuch a Good Neighbor Policy, an Alli-
ance for Progress, a Mature Partnership, a New Dialogue, or a Carihhean
Basin Initiative . . . The next phuse of this historic cycle generally sees the
newly announced policy toward Latin America set aside.
—A. Lowcnthal'™

Amcricans have had great difficulty thinking about Latin America with-
out assigning it a lower position in a top-down system of imagining. And in
this world of hardbalil drama, inattention (between crises) to those of fower
position is their correlated fate.

The commission’s official mandate included the request to address the prob-
lem of “building a national consensus."'™ lts prescription, “the best route to
vonsensus on U.S. policy toward Central America is by exposure 1o the real-
tties of Central America,”™ echoed the limitations of Maxwell Taylor’s re-
port: It avoided a deep analysis of why the American political system has con-
sistently failed to produce —and act on —this desired knowledge of reality.
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For over twenty-five years there has been a well-validated recognition (in of-
ficial studies) that America’s rationally derived long-term policy would be 1o
accelerate development and reform in Latin America. A deeper explanation —
and, I believe, a more intelligent and effective one — is that American policy
derives from strong imagination system effects. Thus, between crises, these
nations (and their peoples) become invisible; they are too lacking in power
and status to be noticed and to engage motivation for any long-term policy.

The understanding of American institutions and the lorcign policy process
I have proposed forecast, by contrast, the commission’s long-range, mana-
gerial program will not be adopted and sustained by Congress. And if that
long-term commitment fails, the integrity of the entire Report falls apart; the
policy of reform and repression (“change must occur, but violence is not the
way,") is a message without intellectual and moral integrity if the United States
political system sets policy by a dual-track approach to thinking about the
world, with primacy to imagination, and will not deliver the reforms.

This forccast is also supported by historical experience. American politi-
cal institutions have gencrally not sustained the best instincts of the Ameri-
can pecople and its leaders in long-term foreign aid programs. The Alliance
for Progress — the earlier program to contain Castro’s short-term threat in the
carly 1960s while mounting long-term social, economic, and political devel-
opment to prevent further revolutions — came apart. Criscs elsewhere (espe-
cially Vietnam) diverted attention; as Latin America moved out of the head-
lines the take-charge consensus of the Kennedy years dissolved; competing
domestic demands became more salicnt to the political system,

Today, there is even less basis for the commission’s conf idence in the ef-
fects of rational analysis. Forcign aid commitments were difficult 1o sustain
cven in the early 1960s when there was a mood favorable to international ac-
tivism and a prospcrous cconomy. Aid to lower status forcigners is less like-
ly during the 1980s and 1990s with the massive, locked-in budget deficits cach
president and Congress will face, the mounting costs of current entiticment
programs for health and the clderly, and growing pressures to meet other do-
mestic nceds. There is no evidence that rightist governments of Latin Amer-
ica respond constructively to handwriting on the wall, and there is little cvi-
dence to suggest the American political system has the capacity to remember
it is there. The probable forecast of forcign policy created by the American
systeni is that even if President Reagan's $8.4 billion proposal is cnacted, it
will substantially dissolve in three to four years; the deaths will not buy time
used cffectively to put a long-term solution into effect, There will be further
revolutions and further commission reports.

In sum, my argument is that the Kissinger Report (and American policy
in Central America in the 1980s) is a standard American fantasy. And as a
basis for policy, such an overdramatized and oddly wired system of imagin-
ing fails (as it has since 1954) both to win the war and to win the peace.
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Policy Prescriptions

It is not my intent to propose specific American policy toward Central
Amecrica; the barriers to more intelligent and effective policy belong to a more
intimate and basic realm than can be accessed by policy analyzing. The bar-
riers are both systemic and belong to the knower; they are matters of self,
imagination, and motivation. But there is one practical recommcendation
which bears directly on my thesis, judgement concerning the nature of Amer-
ican political institutions: if the analysis presented here is accurate, onc lesson
I draw is that Congress should pass President Reagan's long-term cconomic
aid program and transfcr its total funding, immediately, to an indcpendent
foundation so that futurc actions by the American political system will be
unnceded to sustain the program. This rational, long-term action may be
achicvable, In recent years, Congress has shown wisdom in legislation to rec-
ognize features of the American political system, and especially those pressures
on congressmen that need to be counterbalanced, to achicve sound long-term
policies. (Both the War Powers Act and the congressional budgcet reforms
cvidence a capacity lor thoughtful response to historical expericnce.) Such
forcsight and statesmanship might be used now to transfer total funding
while there is still the dramatic challenge to sustain the attention and action
mood.""”

REFLECTIONS ON
GOVERNMENT LEARNING

It won't be what we want, but we can learn to live with i, .
—Clark Clifford (1965) in a
letter 1o President Johnson
advising a negotiated scttle-
ment, rather than cscalation of
the Victnam War ™

Governments do learn, although primarily tactics to stay out of troublc in
the press: both Presidents Kennedy and Reagan Icarned quickly to neutralize
recureing press controversy that threatened the foreign policics they chose to
pursuc. But the basic motives have not been affecied. Typically, bencath
cloaks of sccrecy and behind dust clouds of high-minded talk, initial faiture
has only increased motivation. Only by strong emotional impact, in extremis
and faced by nuclear deterrence, has a lesson such as Clifford proposcd
{above) been accepted.

Revolutionaries also learn — perhaps more quickly becausc they have greater
incentive to do so—and the result of their study has been to reduce the of-
fectiveness of American repetitions. In 1954, Arbenz collapsed before a faked
invasion force of 110 men; such clever, “low cost™ American tactics have not
succceded again. In the carly 1980s Fidel Castro openly — and successfully —
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urged the Sandinistas to learn from his mistakes, avoid the public trials and
executions that had given his enemies ammunition in the critical battle for
American public opinion, and hold democratic elections promptly '™

Revolutionaries arc not immune from their own mis-imaginings and hasty
lessons. Implacable American hostility is not a foregone conclusion: that
Amcrican governments have often pressed cvery advantage, including inva-
sion and assassination, against even popularly supported regimes (Castro) or
democratically clected regimes (Chile), has not meant that every administra-
tion will do so.'*

CLOSING THE FEEDBACK LOOP
Lessons and American Institutions

To closc the feedback loop from recent history, what lessons do we draw
about our institutions and the lcarning potential of the Amcrican political
system? How may Leviathans Icarn? The case material docs not provide direct
cvidence to answer this question, but the conceptual framework we have cre-
ated to understand the American forcign policy system can be used, together
with the casc material, to suggest scveral observations about the probiem.

The Executive Branch

My thesis has been that repeating forms of American forcign policy express
the operation of the mind engaged within an overdramatized and oddly wired
scnsibility of the naturc of power, a sensibility inherent in the national sc-
curity world. Via such a strong imagination system an incxorable policy logic
(encoded within its structure) is engaged. The resulting policy syndrome in-
cludces overconfident usc of countervailing aggression, disconnection of ideals
and moral restraint bencath a belicf in onc’s high-minded rhetoric, stark fears,
policy discussions with categorics and symbols of litile genuine help to un-
derstand local realitics, and lack of any rational long-term policy (among
other cffccts). In the cases we have cxamined, American institutions follow
a reparative (and ahistorical) logic that is ncither rationally derived, nor moral,
nor cffcctive (on its own terms) in the long term.

From inside a larger-than-life drama, the decision maker's direct experi-
ence of reality appcars so compelling as to dismiss as naive those whose sen-
sibility concerning global politics is outside the system. Even good rational
analysis (for examplc, the capacity to recognize and to act on the obscrva-
tion “this isn't working™), applied step by step as history unfolds, has not pre-
vented recurrence.

I believe it strengthens the force of this last point (and indicatces how other
historical matcrial might be understood using the framework) to discuss bricf-
ly a related case, the Vietnam War, whose unfolding was designed by most

CGlL-n
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of the same men who participated in the earlier Central American decisions
of the Kennedy administration.

In 1961, when Kenncdy and his inner circle of advisers launched the Bay
of Pigs operation, they believed they could elicit an enthusiastic response from
a foreign people. Kennedy committed himself, at first ambivalently, to para-
military action which, by its failure, strengthencd the American government's
commitment to resolve the Cuban problem by violence.

Yet after these events and failed policies, a decade with a similar policy sc-
quence, incrcasingly terrible violence compoundcd with idcalism, unfolded,
and the men who witnessed the carlier events and helped to determine them
repcatcd their same scquence of crror. Vice President Johnson, becoming
president after Kennedy's assassination, with many of the same advisers —
Bundy, McNamara, Rusk, Taylor, and Rostow — began and then escalated an
Amcrican war in Victnam. Again, Amcrica faced a national liberation move-
inent backed by Communist support and using Marxist idcology. Again, policy-
nakers initially convinced themselves they might reform an indigenous govern-
nent to win “the hearts and minds” of a foreign people. Again, a president
nade an initial, ambivalcnt commitment to resolve the problcm by violence.
Again it failed; initial failurc cngendcered greater violence and morc failure.

If the government learning rate could be determined by the analytical in-
iclligence of key individuals, it would have been high during the Kennedy ad-
ministration and among these men as the decade unfolded. At the cabinet
1able with Kennedy were men of worldly experience and unusual analytical
ability: McGeorge Bundy, the National Sccurity Adviser, was a former dean
at Harvard: Dean Rusk, the secretary of state, had been president of the
Rockefeller Foundation, a former assistant sceretary of state for Far Eastern
Affairs during the Korcan War, and a college dean; Robert McNamara, scc-
retary of defense, was formerly president of Ford Motor Company; Allen
Dulles, CIA dircctor, was the most experienced director in the history of the
weney. The president himsell had been educated at Harvard and had won
A Pulitzer Prize.'"

Such analytical ability, even among liberals, did not forestall the cycle of
-ecurrence. Superbly trained analytical minds are not a suff; icient condition
lor government learning. Presidents (who also arc trapped) of both partics

yave foltowed the same policy sequence. Thus |think we must judee it fanci-
.ul to predict a remedy to be sclf-gencrated within the exceutive branch alone.
\s we have seen in chapter S, there is a system-level fogic involved, and it
would take an unusual president to act outside the conventional drama.

Congress

Might Congress remedy the shortfalls in the exccutive branch? Perhaps,
w principle, it could. But its traditional role in forcign policy has been as an
cmotionally expressive body. Congressional critics of hard-line policics, appre-

. ——
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hensive of being scapegoated, typically score points yet ultimately defer the
responsibility for policy to the president. Congress would likely act to block
a policy were therc 1o be prior and general change in public opinion, but any
exception to the general rule of congressional impotence within this drama
would depend upon the leadership of unusual individuals, not the system it-
self."?

However two American institutions — the press and the universities —do
have the power, the role, and the independence to cffect long-term change.

The Press

The Times creates the upper boundary of political system sophistication,
and the principal ncws media are the daily guardians of truth, memory, and
the standards for what will be accepted as accurate knowledge and serious
discussion of foreign policy issues. In these return engagements, when an ad-
ministration and the clite press offer different versions of reality, it is the jour-
nalists who have been telling the truth. The elite news media have become
a vital national resource to sustain contact with reality, and they have a causal
role in political system Icarning which extends beyond simple credibility; so-
cicty “remembers” and applics the institutional memory Times reporters in-
clude in their storics.

There are two basic failings to be remedied to tame unrefined and over-
dramatized imaginings. First, the mass news media traffic in simple dramatic
images and postures, simple themes of success or defeat; they create the do-
mestic policy debate as a ritualized drama of “the administration versus its
critics,” assigning critics, like the chorus of a Greek tragedy, to a sccondary
rolc. The results of such scif-indulgence can be misdirecting and (now, in a
nuclear age) cven dangerous. We have seen the results of such a sensibility
when Robert McNamara observed rationally during the Cuban Missile Crisis
that “a missilc is a missile,” and offered his conclusion that no deterioration
of American security would result if Sovict missiles could be launched from
Cuba as well as Russia. The president, Robert Kennedy, McGeorge Bundy,
the Marine Corps commandant, and other scnior advisers agreed with Mc-
Namara's point.

But, at this momcent when they might have deeply wished policy not be
trapped within the logic of a drama, they felt unable to select, and act from,
a simple, rational sensibility; others would think in such terms.'"* They chose
a responsc which the president belicved to risk a 50% chance of nuclear war
between the superpowers. Thus, at the system level, the past legacy of drama-
based policy, sustained in public consciousness and cxpectations, blocks the
rational lessons the American government may adopt, cven when it wishes
to so. (Decision makers do think in two modes; and my point is not that men
are irrational per se but that even men with the ability, and preference, to
be rational make conscquential policy via the second — imagination —track.)
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The vivid memory of McNamara's remark and Kennedy's response should
be remembcred by newsmen and cditors: and, if they dramatize forcign policy
issues less breathlessly, calmness would be a constructive, long-term contri-
bution to lcarning.'*

A second uscful route to intclligent and effective policy would be to quote
politicians less exclusively. Serious, purposive, and sustained discussions of
foreign policy issues are badly needed, from peoplc who are not apprechen-
sive about reelections or sciling a point of view or idcology.'"* This is true
especially when the templates based on American political expericnce (and,
too, the cxpericnee of most American politicians) awkwardly misconstrue the
dynamics of forcign socictics. Because of the anxictics engendered by foreign
policy, and the prominent — but untrustworthy —capacity of presidents to of-
fer reassurance, a decision to open the doors a bit wider and create what would
be in the public mind a “lesser pantheon™ of serious, knowledgeable, and com-
mitted people in whom confidence could grow would be a uscful step.'*

Universitics

So our state will be ruled by minds which are awake, and not as now hy
men in a dream fighting with one another over shadows and for the power
and office which in their eves are the great good.

= Plato, The Repuehli!?

Collcges and universitics play a critical role in the learning of American
socicty. They arc among the major institutions to create and sustain Amer-
ican standards for honesty, evidence, and what counts as serious discussion
of public issues. They also have the job to codify experience and transmit its
lessons to cach new generation of students.

At many universitics, the present curriculum in public affairs crystallized
in the mid-1960s as leading universities, aided by scveral major foundations,
drew a round of lessons about what to do next in public affairs curricula.'™
Their prescription was to design professional training programs, and specifi-
cally to develop students’ ability to perform rational decision analyses using
tools of microeconomic theory and scicntific methods. '

My thesis —in part, a reflection on this lesson — has been that ncither analyt-
ical brilliance nor its deficiencies have been the cause of the policics or the
fepeating crrors in perception and judgment we have seen. Rather, an cntircly
separate mode of emotion-charged mental functioning now appcears to be in-
volved. Thus I derive the lesson that an appropriate public affairs cducation
should address this mode of political knowledge and, specifically, could use-
fully address four orientations by which a student establishes a relationship
between his or her sclf and the world: (a) responsibility; (b) integrity; (¢) the
reflective education of imagination; and (d) the developed ability to know
what onc wants,

- —— — ——
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Responsibility

One inference from the case material is that government learning might in-
creasc 1o the extent individuals (generally) come to act from a sense of per-
sonal responsibility for collective, long-term outcomes.

Technical rationality itself is irrclevant to the selection of whose costs and
benefits, weighted in what degree, will affect a foreign policy decision. When
the death and cconomic destruction visited upon a foreign people are counted
as “nothing to lose,” the cause is not “irrationality” in a technical sense but
a refusal to be responsible to (and for) anything wider than one’s own nation-
state. As we have seen, no one in American government can be depended upon
(by assignment to any conventional role) to act responsibly (and consistent-
ly) for long-term collective outcomes of the international political system, not
even an American president.

Personal responsibility, however, needs to be chosen. American society,
like the federal bureaucracy, engenders its own self-limiting definitions.and
divisions of responsibility.'™ Ritualized acts of criticism, whether from Con-
gress or citizens, still defer responsibility to the executive branch and a
presidential “over-mind,” with the typical outcome that substantive criticism
becomes merely a domestic political problem for the executive branch, ad-
dresscd primarily tactically, as an imagery and press relations problem. Yet
government learning is a dependent variable, and committed individuals -
anywhere — willing to be responsible to effect policy outcomes and govern-
ment learning would be an improvement.

Honesty and Integrity :

By contrast with behavior characteristic of the hardball political imagina-
tion system, honesty is a good basis for cffcctive long-term forcign policy.
There is nothing Pollyannish about the recommendation: in the long term,
there is no scquence in the case material for which lying or dissembling for
short-term tactical advantage effected a net American benefit. More typically
(chapter 4), this type of individual “sophistication” systematically snarled the
executive branch.

Nations devclop reputations, and the reputation for sophisticated lying
weakens the international power of the United States more consequentially
than any of the hostile, external forces actually encountered in these return
engagements. A high-minded Report by a commission whose chairman (Dr.
Kissinger) was responsible for secret policies of bombing Cambodia and “dual-
track” (in another scnse of the term) operations to destroy Allende in Chile
(behind a public facade of “noninterventionism®™) can scarcely be credible to
revolutionarics in foreign countries (of whom there will continue to be many
in the world, in the years ahcad, with whom the United States will wish to
deal). To mount covert operations behind a pretense of igh-minded rhetoric
undercuts the credibility — hence the power —of the words of a nation’s
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leaders: ultimately, when the words of a nation’s leaders cannot be trusted,
there is no basis for either power or international order left, save violence
and the threat of violence.'!

The ability of anyone in American government to make an important,
truthful statement rests on more than individual honesty. It requires collec-
tive intellectual integrity, that is, a coherent and consistent policy.'? In prin-
ciple, presidential leadership should integrate American forcign policy, but
between crises inattention has been the rule instead. Eiscnhower's separate
instincts were not bureaucratically integrated, and America’s sudden Dr.
Jekyll/Mr. Hyde switch occurred because State Department modcrates in-
itially set policy but did not personally embody the full range of Eisenhower's
instincts. (They were strung along, too.) Whether the hawks or the “moder-
ates” within the Reagan administration reflect the president’s views, perhaps
not cven he has decided. '

Improved Imagination Ability

My argument has been that two separate facultics of the mind operate in
political life and policy formation. Thus | have presented a bricf, in part, for
education of the imagination, and with it (1 would arguc) the devclopment
of the capacity for realistic empathy, maturity of motivation, well-calibrated
judgment, and genuince learning.'**

This cntire scction reflects the implications of this framcwork, which are
perhaps especially strong for universitics whose students’ imaginations lead
them to desire upward mobility in a literal (and psychological) sense. But |
want to emphasize that while | have judged standard theorics of American
foreign policy to be overintellectualized portrayals, my conclusion is nor that
“rational” policy is the prescription for intelligence and cffectivencss. Ra-
tionality has little to do with policy, onc way or the other, and maximum tech-
nical rationality would not change a great deal.'™ Onc needs the “hardball”
system —rather than dismissing it —to pnderstand the world (and orher ac-
tors): The prescription is to recalibrate the overdramatizations and reconnect
(in a more healthy way) the oddly wired connections.

But there is a further area which would be useful to address from adiffer-
ent angle: the problem that systems are not single individuals and cannot
always be usefully imagined in this way.

First, a caveat: To some extent, as we have secn, systems do operate as peo-
ple. The archetypal drama of American relations with Central American revo-
lutionaries is, in part, a battle of impulses and motives based on the model
of interpersonal (and intrapsychic) relations, tense dramas of the self for dom-
inance and control extended across thousands of miles to a hemispheric —
and global —scale. '™

But it is also truc that systems do not function as single individuals. Their
behavior is a compound of institutions, recruitment and sclection procedures,

- ————
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electoral risks, the penchant for drama, and the standards of truth reflected
in the mass media; they reflect the curricula of universities and the sense of
personal responsibility, knowledge, and sustained commitment of unof ficial
establishments. And much else.'” There are, then, many processes, and
many entry points, where changes may spin out their cffects to support learn-
ing. And thus it follows that it would also be useful to discuss with students
the nature of the political sophistication that is required for constructive ef-
fect. Now often what passes for “sophistication” is only recognition that un-
principled and scifish behavior may lie behind idealistic pretenses. Yet, while
the sentence “the patient is ill because germs are pursuing their self-interest”
is not wrong, neither is it scientifically sophisticated. If a patient’s symptom
is low encrgy, a well-trained physician might think of 1,200 or more possible
diagnoscs, each linked to appropriate, well-targeted remedies. Similarly, the
capacity to appraisc — and remedy — failures of government learning requires
understandings of political systems which are more intelligent and effective
than simple domestic dramas of moral and politica! criticism have been.

What Once Really Wants America to Contribute to the World

A final lesson from the case material: The American foreign policy system,
in its 1980s dealing with Central America, is not “on track.” The political SVs-
tem was never designed to learn or to create foreign policy in a complex world.
Bchaving naturally, by its current design, its return cngagements unfold in
the samc way as in the past, to produce the same results. What one learns
from Europc’s political history, an historian once observed, is how little of
it one would carc to repeat, and the same, 1 think, is true of American policies
towards the impoverished peoples of Central America and their revolutions.

If the basis for lcarning is caring (motivation), the question to pose for stu-
dents, or anyonc, is: what docs onc really want to contributce to the world?
Connccted to the answer to this question, historical memory becomes uscful
and suggests a final obscrvation. Specifically, the radical-left image of
Amcrican policymakers has been incomplete and wrong; no past American
decision maker has wanted Latin American policy to work out this badly.
There is, to be sure, the standard perpetual short-term preoccupation of cach
administration with its simplc images, anxious apprchensions, breathless ac-
tivism, and obsessions to restore a challenged sensc of control over world
events. But cach rcturn engagement with Central American radicals, begin-
ning with the Arbenz overthrow in 1954, has found contemporary American
leaders to recognize the now-standard two problems (short-term: revolution;
long-term: development and improved governments). Each gencration of pol-
icymakers has wanted solution to the long-tcrm problem to be among its lega-
cies: in historical perspective, the performance of the American political Sys-
tem has not been satisfactory to its lcaders, cither. That the American political
system, given its design, docs not yet naturally embody this second purpose
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and hope of the individuals who serve as its leaders is one of the lessons of
history.

NOTES

1. By this modcl of dual-track information processing | do not intend to reject the
model that rational decision processing also occurs. The case material shows am-
ple cvidence that there is a zone of strategic and rational calculation, primarily
tactical. My argument is that almost alt of the consequential inputs into such
rational calculations derive from understandings of the nature of power, assess-
ments of reality, motivations, and designations of costs and bencfits which are
produced via the strong imagination operating of the mind. For example. Bueno
de Mesquita, The War Trap (Ncw Haven, CT: Yale Univ. Press, 1981) shows
an “cxpected utility™ model may be uscful, provided onc assumes almost all of
the important variables as “givens” (¢.g., what is worth going to war about, how
much the cost of human tife is considered a “cost™ by the decision maker, etc.).
M. Howard. “The Causcs of Wars,” The Wilson Quarterly 8 (1984): 90- 103, pro-
vides a similar view by an historian, endorsing the applicability of a “rationat
calculation” model, that is. if one docs not also seek to explain (s the curremt
model does) the source of motivations, ‘

1 do not intend 1o single out the United States. There have been many further
examples of the intellectual valnerahility of instinctive, power-motivated thinking.
(The British and French actions against Nasser of Egypt, for example, a failure
which did not dissuade Kennedy in the carly 1960s.) If one surveys the conduct
of international relations, it is surprising how frequently erroncous and self-de-
feating the decisions of major powers have been. In Karl Deutsch’s summary:
“When a hungry cat concentrates his attention on a mouschole, there usually is
a mousc in it; but when the government of some great country has concentrated
its attention and cfforts on some particuliar forcign-policy objective, the outeome
remarkably often has heen untewarding. . . . During the half century from 1914
to 1964, the decisions of major powers to go to war or to expand a war, and
their judgments of the relevant intentions and capabilities of other nations, seem
10 have involved major errors of fact, perhaps in more than 50% of all cases.™
Cited in L. Ltheredge, A World of Moen: The Private Sources of American For-
eien Policy (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1978), p. 1. A recent discussion that
would suggest application of a theory of larger-than-life drama to the Amcrican
Civil War is J. McPherson, “The Confederacy as a Pre-Emptive Counterrevolu-
tion” (Photocopy, 1981).

. Etheredge, A World of Men presents quantitative evidence for these motivat ional
patterns in the American national security world and reviews cross-cultural evi-
dence that the causes of war arc linked to competition and power fotivation.
1 should emphasize that we lack evidence of how widespread such encoding might
be throughout American society, potentially a crucial problem for the analysis
of political cconomy and blockages to learning in cconomic growth policy. Sec
the discussion in Lloyd Ethercdge, “Dual-Track Information Processing in Public
Policy Decision Making: Models of Strong Imagination Systems.™ Symposium
paper presented to the American Psychological Association Meetings, Toron-
10. 1984; Lioyd Etheredge, “President Reagan’s Counscling,” Political Psychology
(in press, 198%),

3. M. Halperin, P. Clapp, and A. Kanter, Bureaucratic Behavior and Forcign Pol-
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icy, (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1974); C. Argyris, Some Causes
of Organizational Ineffectiveness Within the Department of State (Washington,
DC: Department of State Center for International Systems Rescarch, 1967); L.
Bloomfield, “Planning Foreign Policy™ Political Science Quarterlv 93 (1978):
369-391.

. See, for example, Murray Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics (Urbana, IL:

Univ. of Hlinois Press, 1964) and Political Language: Words That Succeed and
Policies That Fail (New York: Academic Press, 1977); Doris Graber, Verhal Be-
havior and Politics (Urbana, IL: Univ. of Ilinois Press, 1976).

. See, for example, Karl Deutsch, The Nerves of Government: Models of Com-

munication and Conirol (New York: Free Press, 1963). For a brief discussion
of the possiblc lcarning superiority of democracics — undercut by national security
secrecy —~ see the comparative perspective of David Apter, “Letter to the Editor,”
New York Times. October 23, 1983.

. Sce R. Packenham, Liberal America and the Third World: Political Develop-

ment Ideas in Foreien Aid and Social Science (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ.
Press, 1973); S. Eisenstadt, “Interactions Between Organizations and Socictal
Stratification” in P. Nystrom and W. Starbuck, eds. Handhook of Organiza-
tional Design, vol. 1. (New York: Oxford Universits P-ess, 1981), pp. 309-322.

. National Bipartisan Commission (hereinafter NBC).  Vapendix to the Report of

the National Bipartisan Commission on Central Amern u tWashington, DC: Gos-
crament Printing Oftlice, 1984), pp. 29, SO.

. Ibid., p. 31. A uscful collection of relevant document. is P, Rosset and J. Van-

dermecr, eds., The Nicaraguan Reader: Documenis of a Revolution Under Fire
(New York: Grove Press, 1983).

9. NRBC, Appendix, p. 31.

10. NBC, The Report of the President’s National Bipartisun Commission on Cen-
tral America (New York: Macmillan, 1984), p. 26.

1. NBC, Appendix, pp. 31-32.

12. NBC, Report, pp. 49-53.

13. NBC, Appendix, pp. 32-33.

14. thid.. p. 32.

15. tbid., pp. 32-33. This same type of last-minute scarch occurred 20 years ago as

~ Castro’s movement spread.

16. tbid., p. 33. .

17. tbid., pp. M3-35.

18. ihid., p. 34.

19. ibid., pp. 34, 798,

20. R. Fagen “Revolution and Crisis in Nicaragua™ in M. Diskin, ed., Trouble in
Our Buckyard: Central America and the United States in the Eighties (New York:
Panthcon 1983), pp. 125-154: NBC, Appendix (19%4), pp. 39. Sce also pp. 4R2-
490, however, for specific discussion of refations with the Miskito Indian popu-
lation by Americas Watch and Helsinki Watch.

21. The aid package ran into trouble in Congress where the reality of uncontrolied
Ieftist revolutionarics again (as in 1959-60) produced fervent debaie, demands
and conditions far excecding those applicd to right wing governments, and delay;
it was almost 11 months before the Carter bill, encumbered with amendments,
was approved. Sce [ Destler “The Elusive Consensus: Congress and Central
America” in R. Leiken, ed., Central America: Anatomy of Conflict (New York:
Pergamon, 1984), pp. 319-335, p. 320.

22. NBC, Appendix, p. 45.
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Jo.

A useful review of learning by the revolutionaries is provided by E. Evans, “Rev-
olutionary Movements in Central America: The Development of a New Strategy”
in H. Wiarda (cd.), Rift and Revolution (Washington, DC: American Enterprise
Institute, 1984), pp. 167193,

U.S. Department of State. Background Paper: Nicaragua’s Military Build-up and
Support for Central American Subversion (Washington, DC: Department of
State, 1984), p. 8-11; NBC, Appendix, pp. 40-41; J. Cirincionc and L. Hunter,
“Military Threats, Actual and Potential” in R. Leiken, ed.. Central America,
pp. 176-177, 181.

U.S. Department of State, Background Paper, pp. 8-11. There is a tacit arms
control process involving the Soviet Union and American limitations for the level
and amount of weaponry it supplics to Afghanistan rebels. The Soviet buildup
has given Nicaragua a solid defensive capability against any combination of its
immediate neighbors but probably docs not allow it to defeat Honduras. See Cir-
incione and Hunter, “Military Threats,” p. 177, This refined appraisaf is absent
from the Kissinger (NBC) Report discussed helow.

For a discussion of the Hoaduran military, see NBC, Appendix, p. 41. The com-
mission’s estimates are more dire than those of Cirincione and Hunter, op. cir.,
pp. 177-178.

This is one, defensive, reason for American forces now to be stationed in Hon-
duras, although this emplacement has been officially described as simply a resalt
of Big Pine 11 (and other training exercises), thus not requiring congressional
approval.

NBC, Appendix, pp. $0-56.

. Packenham. Liberal America, provides a critique.

Awmcrican policy beginning in the mid- 1960s intentionally strengthened the mil-
itary in these countries with the opposite expectation. Sce W, Lal-cher, Inevitable
Revolutions: The United States in Central America (New York: Norton, [983)
for a general discussion. o evaluating his thesis it should be noted that military
coups and repression abo occur at a non-sero rate in underdeveloped countrics
not penctrated and mankeged so extensively by the ULS.

L. NBC, Appendix, p. SY.
. For discussions of the El Salvador military and the fanda system of organiza-

tion sce R. Millett, “Praetorians or Patriots: The Central American Military™
in R. Leiken, od., Central America, pp. 73-75; R. Bonner, 8 cakness and De-

- eeit: U.S. Policy and El Salvador (New York: Times Books, 1984), pp. 44-64,

n

34

290-321. Millctt emphasizes that the Ef Salvador military docs sor have defeat
of the revolutionarics as its top priority : institutional protection and promotion
of onc’s own tunda are more salient. Thus motivation and combat clfectiveness
of the El Salvador military are probably only modestly affected by American
material aid. .
R. Meislin, “Duarte Could Win at Polls, Lowe a Nation,” New York Times (April
1. 1984), p. 1 discusses the problem of interpretation. '
The tabulation is an underestimate: the Archdiocese requires firsthand testimony
which is more difficutt to obtain from rural arcas distant from San Salvador.
These figures do not include “abductions by government sceurity forces” after
which the victim does not reappear: approximately 2,300 were in this category
between October 1979 and mid-1983. Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, p. 62: R.
White, The Morass: United States Intervention in Central America (New York:
Harper and Row, 1984), p. 44, gives monthly siatistics.

- R. White, The Morass details the terror campaign. Comparing overt press cen-
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36.

3.

38.
39.

41.

42.

43.
44.
45.

sorship between Nicaragua and El Salvador, it is important to note that onlv arch-
conservative newspapers have survived in El Salvador since 1983 and there is little
need for further overt acts of censorship. See Bonner, Weakness and Deceir. p.
360.

Department of State, Background Paper, p. 18 admits that the low of arms was
“heavy” from November 1980 until January 1981 and since has “varied.” i.e.,
not been consistently heavy. The evidence provided by the department would
not support the conclusion that such arms shipments now plav a vital role in the
El Salvador fighting. An alert Sandinista government, however, might have
shipped such massive amounts of arms in the carly period as to leave little need
{or further external support. See also Evans, “Revolutionary Movements.”
The continuing argument about arms shipments, primarily a symbolic argument
(I have suggcested) rather than a motivating concern of the Reagan administra-
tion, is discussed in T. Buckley. Violent Neighbors: El Salvador, Central America,
and the United States (New York: Times Books, 1984), p. 307 who records that
the Honduran “contra™ forces, officially funded by the United States to inter-
dict the flow of arms, have not captured any weapons in 3 vears. See also D.
Oberdorfer and J. Goshko, “Ex-CIA Analyst Disputes U.S. Aides on Nicaragua.”
Washington Post (June 13, 1984), p. 1; S. Kinzer, “Sai-ador Rebels Still Said
to Get Nicaraguan Aid,™ New York Times (April 11, 1934), pp. 1, 8. For a dis-
cussion of international clandestine arms trade and the indigenous black market,
see Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, pp. 267-268. Bonner's <tatistics suggest about
250 government weapons are captured each month by the revolutionaries. 1bid. .
p. 268.

U.S. Department of State, Background Paper.

H. Smith, “Salvador Vote Settles Little at Home or in W ashington.” New York
Times (April |, 1984), IV; p. 1.

. For discussions of popular support, sec Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, Pe. 1344

141; White, The Morass, p. 40-42 estimates an infrastructure of 100,000 and
a popular base of onc million: the source of his estimates is not provided.
Official American estimates must be used with cawtion because, from a range
of cstimates and definitions, they could be understated 1o imply success or over-
stated 10 urge the need for prompt, massive aid. By February 1984 the American
embassy said there were 9,000 to 12,000 guerrillas. Note that, by official e:i-
matcs, this aumber had grown from about 2,000 three years earlier and 6.000
in mid-1983. Sce Bonner, Wewkness and Deceit, pp. 137-138.

Buckley, Violent Neighbors, p. 299 discusses the casualty rate reported by the
El Salvador military. The military reporting of the war has not been as complete
as for Vietnam and it is difficult (o derive an accurate, independent military assess-
ment from public sources. A bricl discussion of guerrilla military advances
provided in Bonner, Weakness and Deceir, p. 138.

Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, p. 139.

NBC, Appendix, p. 463,

Haig’s approach is reviewed in B. Rubin, “Reagan Administration Policymak-
ing and Central America,” in R. Leiken, ed., Central America, pp. 302-308. Sce
also W. Smith, “Dateline Havana: Myopic Diplomacy,” Foreign Policy 48 (F all
1982): 157-174; Destler, “Elusive Consensus.™

- From October 1979 until early 1984 American military aid 1o El Salvador wa.

about $300 million through open official channcls. Sce Bonner, Weakness us:d
Deceit, p. 63, But this number depends heavily upon definition: by a broadzr
definition Whitc, The Morass, pp. 232-244, estimaies $280 million of American
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47

48.

9.
50.

51,

52.

3.
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“securily aid” to El Salvador in 1983 and $216 million in 1982.
. For a review of Reagan Administration policymaking, see Rubin, “Reagan Ad-
ministration Policymaking”: V. Vaky, “Reagan’s Central American Policy: An
Isthmus Restored.” in Leiken, ed., Central America, pp. 237-257. Concerning
the “secret war™ see White, The Morass, pp. 52-74, which also contains an cs-
pecially good account of the role of Newsweek's November 1982 special report:
1. Brecher. J. Walvott, D. Martin, and B. Nissen, “A Sccret War for Nicaragua,”™
Newsweek (November 8, 1982), also reprinted in Rosset and Vandermeer, ed.,
Nicaragua Reador. pp. 20R-215. Bonner, Weakness and Deceit, reflects the storics
he wrote while the New York Times correspondent in £l Salvador.
Concerning the Argentine connection, sce White, The Morass. p. 54-55 and ref-
erences to the original réporting in the New York Times, Washington Post, and
Newsweek . .
Destler, “Elusive Consensus,” p. 321,
Shultz’s soporific style and personal decency aided the administration’s public
relations. As Shultz was iterpreted as a moderating influence in Soviet-American
rclations, and this influence was greatly desired by potential critics of Central
American policy, Shultz (and the administration) has probably, for this reason
as well, been the subject of fewer attacks. Substantially overconfident, fanci-
ful, and —on the part of some Reagan Administration officials — deccitful com-
ments with respect (0 human rights “progress”™ in El Salvador are reviewed by
a New York Times correspondent in Bonner, Weakness and Deceit.
In a novel move against the press, the Reagan Administration forbade press cov-
erage when it invaded Grenada in 1983, The mancuver worked surprisingly well,
from its point of view, and thus is likely to be repeated.
The Israchi connection is more “known” than documented. See, for example, R.
White, The Moruss, p. §9; S. Kinzer, “Anti-Sandinista Rebels Fail in New At
tempt to Unite,” New York Times (April 26, 1984), p. A10; Associated Press,
*Salvadorans Talk of More Isracti Aid,” New York Times (April 21, 1984), p.
4; P. Taubman, “Nicaragua Rebels Reported to Raise Millions in Gifts” New
York Times (September 8, 1984), pp. 1, 14, Isracl's involvement in Honduras
has also etfecied a double-level cut-out operation, with aid to Honduras, otfsct
by American aid to byrael, then diverted to contra forces. 1t would be a very dil-
ficult channel for congressional opponents to stop. These press storics can be
considered timely “alert™ messages to an elite audicnce (especially to Congress)
that such sophisticated channels should be known about. The Isracli connection
beean when the Carter administration officiatly cut off aid to Somoza. Isracl
and Argentina served as “cut-outs” to sclt Somova the arms he wanted while the
administration, symbolically, expressed toughness about human riehts violations
and distanced America from Somoza’s regime, in anticipation of its downfall.
Sce, for example, Buckiey, Violent Neighbors, p. 200.
See P. Taubman, “Private Groups in U.S. Aid Managua's Focs™ New York Times
Uuly 15, 1984), p. |. Taubman, “Rebels Raise Millions. ™ American leftist groups
alvo supply money to the El Salvador rebels and 10 the Nicaraguan government,

54. The pattern continues within the policy process as well: * . | . the State Depart-

ment is generally reluctant 10 oppose military escalation for fear of losing influ-
ence.” H. Smith, “ Ambiguities on Goals™ New York Times (April 11, 1984), p.
8. The self-perceived political vulnerability of those whose counsel might lead
10 “deteat™ or be stylistically “soft™ can probably be accepted as a rule of the
forcign policy process: Destler, “Elusive Consensus,” p. 334, astutely notes the
historical, self-blocking pattern that the congressional critics of hard-line policics

RETURN ENGAGEMENT: THE 1980s 209

5s.

56.
57.

58.

59.

61.

62.

operate o score points but also mancuver to assure their own ineffectiveness,
so that blame for the consequences lies with the president.

For example, sce L. Chavez, “Salvador Military Questions the U.S. Role” New
York Times (August 19, 1984), p. 1.

For example, Smith, “Ambiguities.”

A review of American military preparations, with rcference to the ineffectual
cpngrcssional criticism, is H. Smith, “U.S. Latin Force in Place if Needed, Offi-
cials Report™ New York Times (April 23, 1984), pp. 1, 8. A detailed, professional
assessment of military planning is Cirincione and Hunter, “Military Threats,”
pp. 178-182. A revicw of the role of Congress through late 1983 is provided in
Destler, “Elusive Consensus.”

A large sum, cven by American standards. and massive in such a poor country.
The original report in the New York Times was later confirmed by the Reagan
administration. See also 1. Kelly, “The CIA's ‘Free® Elections” Counterspy 8
(Junc-August, 1984): 33,

For a review of the CIA mining sce L. Cannon and D. Oberdorfer, “The Mines,
the CIA, and Shuliz's Dissent™ Washington Post National Weekly Edition (April
23, 1984), p. 16,

Ibid.; J. Brinkley, “Threats by CIA Said to Influence Anti-Sandinistas” New York
Times (Aprit 22, 1984), p. 1. An unusually candid interview by a former contra
leader, dismissed after criticism of a CIA-authored manual discussing assassina-
tion, is J. Brinkley, “A Rebel Says CIA Pledged Help in War Against Sandinis-
tas” New York Times (November 1, 1984), p. 1. (The CIA has regularly coun-
scled contra leaders concerning their public statements and effects of American
public opinion and briefcd them prior to mectings with congressmen and sena-
tors.) Major aggressive activity directly commanded by the CIA occurred on Oc-
tober 10, 1983, when a devastating raid on the port of Corinto blew up 3,000,000
gallons of Tucl. The columnist Anthony Lewis, “Fear of Change™ New York Times
(Aprit 19, 1983), p. A19 has suggested the raid’s timing, several days before an
“unwitting” Kissinger Commission arrived 1o discuss the possibility of a negoti-
ated scttlement, may have been intended by the Reagan Administration and
helped to produce a “bristling,” uncompromising meeting.

Note, too, the “surfacing.” of Mr. Llovio, a former Cuban official and defec-
tor. As Mr. Liovio defected in 1982, and he was not a highly ranked Cuban of -
ficial (he had been the chicl adviser to the Minister of Culture from 1980 to 1987),
his sudden appearance on the front page of the New York Times (with a photo-
graph) in 1984, soon after President Reagan’s re-clection, suggests CIA contingen-
cy planning against Castro. L. Maitland-Werner, “High Cuban Defector Speaks
Out, Denouncing Castro as ‘Impulsive’™ New York Times (November 19, 1984),
p. L
For cxample, H. Smith, “Ambiguitics™, p. 8; J. Goshko and J. Omang, “The
Secret War Inside the White House Over Peace with Nicaragua®™ Washington Post
National Weckly Fdition (July 23, 1984), p. 16. A gencral review is Rubm,
“Reagan Administration Policymaking,” pp. 313-315.

The other members of the commission were: Nicholas F. Brady, former Repub-
lican scnator from New Jersey; Henry G. Cisneros, Democratic mayor of San
Antonio; William P. Clements, former Democratic governor of Texas; Carlos
F. Diaz-Alcjandro, prolessor of cconomics at Yale; Wilson S. Johnson, presi-
dent of the National Federation of Independent Business; Richard Scammon,
a political scientist and public opinion specialist; John Silber, president of Boston
University; Potter Stewart, a retired associate justice of the Supreme Court; Dr.
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65.

7.

74.

78.
76.

7.
78.

.

80,

/1.
R2.

83.

William Walsh, president of Project HOPE, an international medical care and
education organization with major programs in the underdeveloped world. There
were six Democrats and six Republicans.

- Details are provided in NBC, Report, Appendix, pp. 10-24,
- The theory that a “hardball politics” system of imagination produces the out-

come of the foreign policy process was published in 1979; its application to the
Reagan administration and the Kissinger Report is also a prediction. See L. Ethe-
redge, “Hardball Politics: A Modcl™ Political Psychology 1 (1979): 3-26.

1. Chace, “Deeper into the Mire” New York Review of Books (March 1, 1984),
pp. 40-48 revicws this history. For reasons of space | have omitted the Rockefeller
Report of 1969, which helped to codify the theory (adopied earlier) that the mil-
itary forces in Central America would be agents of modernization and stability.

. NBC, Report. p. 104.
61.
. Ibid.
69.
70.
1.
7.

Ibid., p. S.

1bid.

1bid.

bid., p. §.

tbid.. pp. 116-118, 120-123. Aid was also to be linked specifically to human rights
“progress”™: unfortunately the commission did not specily requirements, proba .
bly a scrious mistake in deating with an administration that has ignored past re-
quirements, See Buckley, Violent Neighbors.

Primarily, then, my methodology will be to cite the commission’s own report,
the analyses of its own staff, and the testimony presented (0 it and published
in its Appendix 10 assure that 1 am not relying upon sources they might inad-
vertenily have overlooked or excluded without the knowledge of some of the
commissioners.

A checklist useful to inventory cthnocentric crrors in American policy is Eisen-
stadt, “Interactions.”

NBC. Report, p. 113,

Sce Arthur Schicsinger's reflections on his own learning over 20 years: “The
counter-insurgency delusion began in the Kennedy years and expanded in the vears
thereatter. The trouble is that regimes that call for military shiclds to defend them-
sclves against their own people don't care a damin about their own dispossessed.
-+ . -As s00n as we insert our marvelous shicld, morcover, we lose most of our
leverage . . . we become the clicnt's prisoners . . . Most of the time the military-
shicld approach only nourishes the folly and arrogance of the regime.” Schle-
singer in NBC, Appendix, pp. 191-192. ‘

Alvo the left: Evans, “Revolutionary Movements.”

Sce Howard Wiarda's testimony in NBC Appendix, pp. 207-209 et passim. La-
Feber, Inevitahle Revolutions, also reviews this feature of these societics.
Schiesinger in NBC, Appendix, pp. 789-193. Sce also the discussion by M. Green-
ficld, “A Lesson in Futility” Newsweek (March 5. 1984), p. 92.

NBC, Report, p. 111. Vaky, “Reagan’s Policy” and W. LeoGrande, “Through
the Looking Glass: The Report of the National Bipartisan Commission on Cen-
tral America™ World Policy Journal | (Winter 1984): 251-284 alvo provide trench-
ant critiques of the security threat hypothesis.

Mexico would then be America’s major linc of defense.

Funding will probably continue via indirect routes if direct congressional appro-
priations are not obtained.

NBC, Report, p. 111,
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84.
8s.

87.
88.

91.

92.

93.

9s.
- Ibid., pp. 42-44,
97.

98.

Ibid., p. 104.
L. Eagleburger, “Interview” New York Times (April 22, 1984), . E2. Underlining
added.

- Cited in M. Rothenberg, “The Sovicts in Central America” in Leiken. Central

America, p. 13).

Ibid.

For a further discussion of the problem of realistic empathy in Soviet-American
relations, sce R. White, Fearful Warriors: A Psychological Profile of U.S.-Soviet
Relations (New York: Free Press, 19R4).

. Schlesinger, “Testimony” in NBC, Appendix, p. 793.

Sce the discussion, below, of Castro’s stringing along of the Soviet Union and
purge of the C uban Communist Party in 1962-1963 after the Soviet Union was
publicly committed to his support,

This reflective issue — of perspective on how one thinks about a problem and its
effect on efficacy - is raised in K. Weick and R. Daft, “The Ef fectiveness of In-
terpretation Systems” in K. Cameron and D. Whetten, eds., Organizational Ef-
Jectiveness: A Comparison of Multiple Models (New York: Academic Press,
1983) and illustrates why | have included efficacy. along with intelligence, in my
definition in chapter 2.

Yet as American power has extended worldwidc, the imagination of American
leaders has extended to cticompass the globe: The commissioners are in the good
ccmpany of recent American presidents who have publicly perceived “vital"
Amcrican sccurity interests in cvery part of the globe with the exceptions of Ant-
arctica and most of Africa. Sce Vaky, “Reagan’s Policy,”

See J. Nye, ed., The Making of America’s Sovier Policy (New Haven, CT: Yale
Univ. Press, 1984); A, George, ed., Managing U.S.-Soviet Rivalry: Problems
of Crisis Prevention (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1983): R. Axclrod, The Evo-
lution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984) for extended discussions
of this and other approaches.

. US. “covent™ aid 10 Alghanistan, and Soviet casualtics, are discussed in L. Gelb,

“U.S. Aides Put ‘85 Agms Supplics 1o Afghan Rebels ar $280 Aillion” New York
Times (November 28, 1984), pp. 1. 9. Saudi, Isracli, Chinesc, and other Arab
aid was about $100 million per year in 1984. NBC, Reporr, p. 146. Gelb, ibid.,
and M. Erulkar, “CIA is Less Than Top-Notch in Afghanistan™ New York Times
(November 26, 1984), p. A23 discuss evidence of waste, corruption, and poor
management.

Ibid., pp. 41, 42.

U.S. Senate. Sclect Committee to St udy Governmenta! Operations with Respect
to Intelligence Activities, Alleged Assassination Plots Involving Foreign Leaders.
Senate Report 94: 465, November 20, 1975. (Washington, DC: Government
Printing Office, 1975), pp. 191-223.

See Jorge Domingucs, Cuba: Order and Revolution (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
Univ. Press, 1978), pp. 212-213.

. For example, Robert White, President Carter's second ambassador to El Salva-

dor, testificd o a congressional subcommiitiee: “The guerrilla groups [in El Sal-
vador], the revolutionary groups, almost without exception, began as associa-
tions of tcachers, associations of labor unions, campesino unions, or parish
organizations which were organized for the definite purpose of getting a school-
house up on the market road. When they tried 10 use their power of association to
gain their ends, first they were warned and then they were persecuted and tortured

t
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and shot. . . . So the leadership of the groups gradually became discouraged and,
of course, the Soviet Union — at least Cuba was there to give them understanding
and support. So . . . the large majority of the leaders of the Salvadoran guer-
rillas are Marxist or Marxist oriented . . . | would also add that | do not really
believe that the ideological roots of these people go all that deep. | think it is
more a response to persecution than anything else.” Quoted in Bonner, Weakness
and Deceit, p. 88.

A. Lowenthal, “Latin America and the Caribbean: Toward a New U. S. Policy”
in J. Lewis and V. Kallab, ed., U.S. Foreign Policy and the Third World Agen-
da (New York: Pracger, 198)), pp. 53-57.

Ibid.

P. Fromuth, “U.S. Now More Isolated in U.N. Votes” The Interdependent 10
(March/April, 1984): 4, discusses these statistics and their interpretation. The
percentage is computed for all recorded votes, disreparding abstentions,
Lowenthal, “Latin America,” pp. 53-57.

Lowenthal, “Latin America,” p. §1.

NBC, Appendix, p. 3.

If the American political system is willing for regimes whose leaders use Marxist -
Leninist rhetoric to survive in Central America, then many alternatives become
possible. As a practical matier, two guidelines might be suggested by the case
matcrial, cach of them directed in opposition to the instincts of current power-
drama scnsibility.

1. A barricr to any settiement with the Sandinistas is their fcar — partly derived
from recent history —of American treachery. IT there is misperception on this
account it is urgent that it be credibly addressed, preferably in a dramatic way.

2. As a basis for an internal scttlement in El Satvador (as well as Guatemala
and Honduras), the successful policies adopted by the British in tndia and by
the Japanese during the carly Meiji restoration might be considered more hope-
ful than complex American-managed policies built around crucial American svm-
bolisms, such as buying out the relatively small ruling classes with reimbursements
or pensions to allow them to rescitle in other countrics and live out their lives
peacefully in the style to which they have hecome accustomed. Such a financial
solution might violate American moralism, but if the day of the ofigarchs is to
pass, it iy sclf-indulgent to force all participants locked into the process to ef -
fect the change at a cost of blood and terror,

Clifford™ Ietter is reprinted in L. Gelb and R. Betts, The Irony of Vietnam: The
Svstem Worked (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1979), p. 371.
Buckley, Violent Neighbors, p. 206. Rothenberg, “Soviets in Centeal America.™
p. 143. Sec Evans, “Revolutionary Movements” for a general discussion of leftist
revolutionary lcarning.

However, if it did not wish to be treacherous, that is, scck to eliminate the Sandi-
nista government behind the tulling guise of negotiations, the Regan administra-
tion would need to correct a common misperception in Nicaragwr. Given their
past learning, Amcrica’s self-conception is not an accurate guide to the percep-
tions of leftist revolutionaries,

Touo, the Kennedy and Johnson administrations shared, in significant measure,
a liberal ideology. Justifiably or not, the political right is typically judged 10 hine
settled upon simple lessons to guide its policies. The Kennedy and Johnson ad-
ministrations had a more open styvle; they attracted men who knew the differ-
ence between hypotheses and evidence, men practiced and sophisticated in the
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discernment of other viewpoints, men who could articulate their assumptions
and then step back to examine them.

See for example Gelb and Betts, Jrony of Vietnam; Destler, “Elusive Consensus.”
H. Parmet, JFK: The Presidency of John F. Kennedy (New York: Dial Press.
1983), p. 278 et passim; N. Lebow, “The Cuban Missile Crisis: Reading the Les.
sons Correctly” Political Science Quarterly 98 (1983): 431-458.

Research at the New York Times by C. Argyris, Behind the Front Page: Orgam-
zational Self-Renewal in a Metropolitan Newspaper (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
1974) suggests newsmen may instinctively bias the news toward power drama
themes. See H. Gans, Deviding What’s News: A Study of CBS Evening News,
NBC Nightly News, Newsweek and Time (New York: Pantheon, 1979) for a gen-
eral discussion of the creation of political reality and, for a theoretical statement,
P. Berger and T. Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality (Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 1967).

George Kennan has provided a steady, thoughtful alternative view in discussions
of Soviet-American relations, but in sustaining and developing thinking about
other arcas of the world, policy discussions in American society are remarkably
insular.

The founding fathers thought the Seyate would be such a body, but those hopes
have not been fulfilled. Syndicated columnists have not filled the gap, and none
has achicved major stature in forcign affairs since the death of Walter Lippman.
Plato, The Republic in E. Hamilton and H. Cairns, eds., The Collected Dialogues
of Plato (New York: Pantheon, 1966), VII, p. 128. Translation is from Rich-
ards. Modcls of strong imagination systems suggest a refinement of the theory
of upward-mobility entrapment he had in mind. The issue is not a preference for
“rational” over “irrational”™ forms of thought but of ego-intcgration of diverse
imaginative capacitics and impulses. See .. Etheredge, “Larger Than Life Prob-
lems: The Citizen, the State, and Policy” Photocopy, 1983; L. Etheredge, “Dual-
Track Information Processing in Public Policy Decision Making: Models of
Strong Imagination Systems.” Symposium paper presented to the American Psy-
chological Association Mectings, Toronto, 1984) and, for a related discussion,
J. Loevinger with A, Blasi, Ego Development (San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
1976). :

For example, one might consider the Harvard/M.1.T. Arms Control Program.
funded by foundations, which has had extraordinary benefit in producing ana-
tysts of defense and strategic issues. The program has made for well-informed
critics, certain of their technical grounding, in the nuclear frecze movement and
elsewhere — but these assessments are not in the same universe of thought —of
global drama — in which nationa! policy has been made.

For reflective essays in this tradition see 3. March, “Bounded Rationality, Ambi-
guity, and the Engincering of Choice,” Bell Journal of Economics 9 (1978): 587-
608; J. March and Z. Shapira, “Bchavior Decision Theory and Organizational
Decision Theory” mimeo, 1982,

Responsibility also activates learning because it raises new questions and con-
cerns. A university with a limited responsibility (e.g., bureaucratized) will have
a different character, and have less civic value, than a university where the sense
of collective responsibility expands to include a society, a domestic political sys-
tem, even an intcrnational political system that, through its students, learns well.
One of the tricks of the mind is that the hardball politics practitioner, experi-
encing himself 10 be “sophisticated”™ about power, in long-term practice acts naive-
ly and increases the impotence he strives to overcome.



CAN GOVERNMENTS LEARN?

214

122

123.

124.

125.

126.

For example, as | discussed in chapter S, the Eisenhower administration had only
a general rule: Any “regime dominated by international Communism™ would be
eliminated. But it did not communicate clearly —because it did not decide
beforehand — what would trigger such a judgment. American economic warfarc,
beginning with a terminated sugar guota, was unexpected by Castro. The threat
had not been used as a bargaining tool, and the abrupt cancellation undoubted-
ly scared him and provided desperate moments. When the axe fcll, therc was no
Soviet agreement to buy Cuba’s sugar, and the Soviet Union apparcntly had not
decided to commit its prestige.in Castro's support. Castro undoubtedly was testing
limits and angling for what he could get. He needed to know the limits. Why
should Washington conclude there was Communist domination at a $100 million
threshold? If trade patterns and aid were Washington's test of “domination”
then — at the $100 million mark — America retained massive domination of Cuba.
Presidential inconsistency, even when not duplicitous, reduces power. Eisen-
hower's ambassador. Philip Bonsal, preseated a liberal American self-image:
Castro was gracious to the ambassador; understandably he seldom bothered to
talk with him. Carter’s ambassador, a “kindly Dutch uncle” in his treatment of
Nicaraguan Sandinistas, was also treated graciously, while the Nicaraguans speed-
ed their arms shipments and military build-ups in anticipation of the Reagan ad-
ministration. See NBC, Appendix, p. 45.

In the casc of domestic policy as well, evidence is mounting that the repetition
of simple idcological themes similarly reflects operations of the imagination in
need of refinement. Sce Etheredge, “Larger Than Life Problems,” “Dual-Track
tnformation Processing,” and “Strong Imaginative Systems: The Liberal Activ-
ist Case™ (Photocopy. 1983) for discussions of the role of larger-than-lifc dramas
and strong imagination systems in American domestic policy learning. R. Whitce,
Fearful Warriors, provides an excellent discussion of the problems of develop-
ing realistic cmpathy in international relations and basic elements of what might
becomne a general algorithm.

We might contrast the traditional university education in politics and public
policy with another ficld where the welfare of others is eventually 10 be affected
and a practitioner must also use personal judgment. To become a clinical py-
chologist a student is expected to enlarge his sense of self: his own rigiditics, anx-
ietics, instinctive imaginings, personal ideals, ambivalences, and other barriers
to cmpathy and realism are on the agenda of his (or her) education —and in part
with the purposc that he be able to understand others who are not like his (in-
itially restricted) sense of seif. By contrast, political education was (and is) the
exception, with the implication that if people are “good enough™ (i.c., smart
enough) they will make good choices, their right to self-expression should be
honored, and they should not be intruded upon in the area of their political styles
and beliefs. The traditional university education in politics and public policy can
be a license for arrogance which universitics, including elite universitics, still have
not developed a dialogue fully to engage.

A. Mclisner, Policy Analysts in the Bureaucracy (Berkeley, CA: Univ. of Cali-
fornia Press, 1976) gives an extended and perceptive description: in these cases,
“political” analysis and “policy” analysis merge and his discussion of individuals
with joint expertisc is a useful direction.

These are 7cro-sum, or intra-psychic, battles. In a sense American political leaders
are practicing (atbeit crude) psychoanalytic theorists: The attitudes and impulses
beneath the surface generalize and authority everywhere may suffer a common
faic which should not be encouraged by the wrong messages.
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127. See L. Etheredge, “Government Learning: An Overview” in S. Long, ed., Hond-

book of Political Behavior, vol. 2, (New York: Plenum Press, 1981), pp. 73-16l
for a general discussion; L. Etheredge and J. Short, “Thinking About Govern-
ment Learning” Journal of Management Studies 20 (1983): 41-58 for an extended
discussion of definitions. They are also a function of the a priori nature of pre-
dictable beginner errors: being instinctive and encoded a priori, the hardball sen-
sibility is too plausible; each new generation of policymakers will begin with the
same lessons to learn, and will learn them too late; subsequent administrations
will repeat the cycle.



