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Mary Lou Reker: (
Hello.  My name is Mary Lou Reker, and on behalf of the Library of Congress Office of Scholarly Programs and the Kluge Center I want to welcome you all to a lecture by Dr. Mario del Pero entitled, “Which Chile, Allende?  Henry Kissinger and International Repercussions of the Portuguese Revolution.”

Dr. Mario del Pero received his Ph.D. in international history in 1999 from the University of Bologna.  His honors thesis was on [titled] “The United States and Italian Christian Democracy in the Age of Centrism.”  For this work, he won the Alberto Aquarone Prize for the best Italian honors thesis in American history.  Currently an associate professor of American History at the University of Bologna, Dr. del Pero has been a visiting professor at Victoria University in Melbourne, a research fellow at the European University Institute in Florence, and a research fellow at both New York University and Columbia University in New York City.

When Mario applied for the Kluge Fellowship, he already had three books to his credit.  And he has made contributions to a significant number of edited volumes and to peer -reviewed journals, such as “The Journal of American History,” “The Journal of Modern Italian Studies,” and “The Journal of Diplomatic History.”  Among his other activities, Mario is currently reviewing the galleys for a new book on U.S. diplomatic history, and he has just received word that Cornell University Press will be translating for publication his book on Henry Kissinger.

Mario’s research at the Kluge Center concentrated on U.S. foreign policy in Southern Europe and the Mediterranean during the 1970s.  What was the impact of American choices on the evolution of European political systems?  What was the impact of a Cold War dynamic in bipolar diplomacy?  And, to what extent is that dynamic still impacting the world?  So, it is good that the oldest university in the Western world has sent us one of their own to contribute his perspective to an examination of U.S. foreign policy.  

And I’m going to quote here from the Kluge Center’s Web page, so if you want to go back to this, you can find it: “In an age where power and influence depend increasingly on knowledge, citizens and their leaders must rely more on wits than weapons to sustain global progress.  Leaders need to tap the wisdom of scholars, whose judgment and objectivity will bring fresh perspectives to government.”  For a bit of that shared perspective, I ask you now to welcome Dr. Mario del Pero.

[applause]

Mario del Pero:

Okay.  Thanks a lot, Mary Lou, for the presentation, and thanks to the Kluge Center and all of the people who work at the Kluge Center.  My period here is coming to an end, which is too bad.  I did about 20 percent of what I hoped to do, which is much more than the common 5 percent I get.  So, in relative terms, it was a very, very productive period and I’m grateful to Mary Lou [Reker], JoAnne [Kitching], Carolyn [Brown], Robert [Salidini], Alisha [Robertson], and all of the people who work at the Kluge Center, which is a fantastic place.  And this was, in many ways, a unique experience.  And I’m also grateful to the many colleagues, not just because they are filling the room here, but also because we had the possibility to engage in discussions and conversations, which made my stay even more pleasant.

My presentation will be divided in three parts.  I will first try to illustrate very rapidly the three phases of the Portuguese transition, post-revolutionary transition, to democracy.  I will, second, do my best to highlight the positions of the main domestic and international actors involved in this process, paying particular emphasis to the United States.  I will then discuss the interaction between domestic and international factors and how this interaction shaped the outcome of this transition. 

 I will try to put forward two main arguments, two main theses.  First, that the Portuguese crisis is illustrative of a basic paradox of detente, this bipolar dialogue between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, which characterized the early 1970s.  Second, I will try to show how a Cold War solution, a typical Cold War solution of the crisis, like the one Dr. Kissinger supported, was simply not feasible.  

Three phases, I say, to the transition.  The first goes from the 25 of April 1974, to the end of September of the same year.  Twenty-fifth of April, Carnation Revolution, Revolucão dos Cravos, when a heterogeneous group of radical junior officers gathered in the so called Movimento das Forças Armadas, the Armed Forces Movement, planned and then carried out this revolution which led to the downfall of one of the last authoritarian regimes in Europe.  At the time, it was led by Marcello Caetano.  The Armed Forces Movement was composed of men who had spent most of their professional careers in Africa, but a conservative general, a legendary general, Antonio de Spinola, was chosen as the first post-revolutionary president.  He was a conservative, I say, but he also had criticized the regime and Caetano and had urged a political solution to the colonial wars.  At the time, Portugal had still three colonies, Guinea Bissau, Mozambique, and Angola in Africa, and those wars represented a very heavy burden for the country.  

The second phase goes from October ’74 to April 1975.  October, when Spinola resigned.  Twenty-fifth of April, one year after the revolution and the first general elections, and I will come back to this in a minute.  And then the third phase goes from April to November, in late November, again the 25 of November, there was a last attempted and failed coup, military coup, staged by the extreme left, by a group of radical young paratroopers, which represented in many ways the end of this transitional period.

First phase: what was the domestic situation?  There was a national unity.  Spinola was appointed president and a government of national unity was established -- national unity, however, which was highly fictitious.  There were different views on decolonization.  The parties, particularly the leftist parties -- the Socialists and the Communists -- wanted a rapid decolonization.  Spinola was against it and he flirted a while with the idea of creating a federation, a Lusitanian Federation, which included also the African colonies.  There were different views and different projects on the reforms that had to be put in place and the social moderation of Spinola clashed with the pressures for a rapid dismantling of the corporative social and economic structure innervated by the Salazarist period.  And there were tensions and divisions within the military and among the main political parties. 

The revolution had come as a surprise, both for the U.S. and for Western Europe.  According to the CIA station chief in London, Cord Meyer, quote: “When the revolution occurred, the U.S. was out to lunch”  end quote. The American ambassador at the time, Stuart Nash Scott, was not even in Lisbon the day the revolution took place.  He had left the country to preside the annual meeting of the Harvard Law School Association and decided there was no reason to come back sooner than planned.  

However, Western Europe, many Western European countries, we must remember at the time some of the most important Western European countries were led by Socialist parties -- Germany, the U.K., Sweden as well.  Western Europe reacted with enthusiasm to the revolution and it did so in the name of democracy and also democratic socialism in the name of decolonization.  And, for many years, they had urged Portugal to begin some process of decolonization.  They did so in the name of the European unity.  There had been a first wave of enlargement of the European community and the fall of the regime in Portugal, soon to be followed by similar processes in Greece and Spain, opened up the perspective of a rapid enlargement of the EEC.  They did so in the name of domestic considerations, being allies of Portugal.  Portugal, who was a member of NATO, was a source of embarrassment for many, many political forces.  They did so with a certain degree of paternalism.  Here is British ambassador to Lisbon, “Foreign observers must remember just after the revolution that the Portuguese people are extremely unsophisticated and too much must not be expected of them.”  And similar comments were quite common.  And they did so, however, providing limited or no economic support to the new regime.  Again, we must remember, we are in 1974.  There is an economic crisis, or a difficult economic situation, in parts of Europe.  The oil shock and so forth were creating several troubles for many European economies.

First phase: what was the reaction of the United States of the national security advisor and secretary of state, Henry Kissinger in particular?  The fall of the Caetano regime was the loss meant to lose politically embarrassing but strategically important ally.  The U.S. had a very important base in the Azures and that base had been used, for example, during the previous Yom Kippur War, during the Yom Kippur War in October 1973, when the U.S. organized an air supply of Israel.  The U.S. also feared rapid decolonization believing, correctly, that it could benefit radicals, especially in Angola, the MPLA.  Kissinger did not trust at all the Socialists and Mário Soares, the new foreign minister, in particular, whom Kissinger regarded as weak and naive.  A “Portuguese Kerensky,” as he would later say, referring to the Russian prime minister who unwillingly facilitated the Bolshevik accession to power in 1917.  

Finally, and most important for my discussion here, there was a strong hostility to the inclusion of the Portuguese Communist Party in the first post-revolutionary government.  It could be a precedent, and it could be a precedent that could be replicated elsewhere, especially in Italy.  So, in Italy the Italian Communist Party had launched his proposal for an “Historical [sic, Historic] Compromise,” “Compromesso Storico,” to reenter the government joining a coalition with the leading Christian Democrats.  And the perspective, which was supported by several important intellectuals, liberal intellectuals, in the U.S., was strongly opposed by Kissinger.  And I’ll come back to this later in my talk.

So, the symbolic relevance of having the Portuguese Communist in the government, in the government of a NATO country, was a major factor influencing Kissinger’s reaction to the revolution and to what followed.  Here is Henry Kissinger, “When you imagine what Communist governments will do inside NATO, it doesn’t make any difference whether they are controlled by Moscow or not.  It will unravel NATO and the European community into a neutralist instrument, and that is the essence of it.  Whether or not these parties are controlled from Moscow, that’s a subsidiary issue.”  Now, those liberals in the U.S. who claimed that the Italian Communists or the Spanish Communists, soon to play a very important role in Spain, were now breaking ranks, were not Moscow directed anymore.  Claimed this, argued, that it was important for the U.S. to stimulate this process, to facilitate the separation of Western European Communist parties from Moscow in order also to facilitate the evolution of these parties toward social democracy in a way.  And one of the leading, so to speak, Social Democratic leaders of the Italian Communist Party at the time, who vainly tried to get an invitation to Washington, was able to get an invitation almost, what, 34- 33 years later as president of Italy.  He was here yesterday, Giorgio Napolitano.  And he met with President Bush.  

So, during the first phase, the U.S. opted for what Helmut Sonnenfeld called, Kissinger’s right-arm, called a stand-offish approach.  So, support of Spinola, whom Nixon met in June, expressions -- several expressions -- of concern for the presence of Communist ministers in the Portuguese government and little else.  

The second phase -- I have to go a bit faster.  The second phase begins with the resignation of Spinola in late September 1974, in a vain attempt to regain a position of strength.  Spinola called for a demonstration of support from the silent majority.  The Communists, the Socialists, and also several important sectors of the Armed Forces Movement counter-mobilized and forced the cancellation of the event of this demonstration, which was supposed to take place in Lisbon.  And Spinola resigned and was replaced by Gen. Costa Gomes, who was much more close to the left, or was much more weaker in a way.  So, we have the beginning of the end of the fictitious unity I mentioned earlier.  And we have a beginning of a shift to the left, which will continue for more than one year, as we will see.  But we have also the first signs of the deterioration of the economic and financial situation of the country.  Foreign capitals and foreign investments were withdrawn and we have also a first reduction of the huge gold reserves left by the previous regime.  

So, during the second phase, the U.S., and Kissinger in particular, decided that the stand-offish approach was not sufficient, had run its course.  And three elements characterized a new approach adopted by the U.S.  First, there was many cautious estimates of the CIA coming from the CIA and from the U.S. Embassy in Lisbon were simply rejected by Kissinger and by his advisors.  Kissinger said something like stuff you could expect from the “New York Times,” referring to the CIA estimates.  The U.S. opted for greater interventionism in Portugal.  There was a willingness to interfere more aggressively in Portuguese domestic matters, providing conditional economic aid, but also putting pressures on the Portuguese noncommunist members of the government.  Foreign Minister Mário Soares and the president, Costa Gomes, were in Washington in October 1974, and they were lectured on what to do and what not to do.  And also, Portugal was excluded from NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group, this group established a few years earlier.  NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group was well known as not being properly, how do you say, a leak-proof institution, so there was no great danger in having Portugal in it.  But again, the symbolic element was much more important.  And also, extreme measures were finally discussed.  

In early October, Kissinger met with Spanish Foreign Minister Pedro Cortina Mauri and they planned a joint covert operation in Portugal.  And something needed to be done rapidly and effectively, Kissinger claimed, because, quote: “The Communists will try to move quickly.  They have learned from Chile that if they move too slowly we will do something,” end quote.  Now, most documents are still classified, so we know very little on this.  But the worst, as we will see, a military coup a few months later by the extreme right, which was harshly criticized by the new U.S. ambassador in Lisbon, but not by Kissinger himself. 

Western Europe: Now, there were divisions among Western European countries.  In order to simplify my presentation, I speak of Western Europe, but eventually we can get back to this during the discussion.  But during the second phase, the differences between Western Europe and the U.S. grew wider.  Many Western European countries and many Western European leftist forces Socialist parties feared a Chilean replica in Portugal.  Olof Palme, the Swedish prime minister, meeting Kissinger said, quote: “It will be a short Prague,” referring to the 1948 coup in Czechoslovakia, “because the Russians won’t be prepared to pay the economic price.”  The question then arises whether it will be a jump from Prague to Chile.  “Which Chile, Allende?” was Kissinger’s sarcastic response. 

The Western European members of NATO believed that over pressures were useless and counterproductive.  They were against excluding Portugal from the NATO Nuclear Planning Group, for instance.  They also believe, as Palme made clear, that a move to the left would lead to a conservative and authoritarian reaction in Portugal.  They were very active on a national level.  Many Socialist parties and foundations began to operate in Portugal and to channel funds to the Portuguese Socialists, but there was against scant coordination.  There was no EEC action and limited economic support.  

First months of 1975 -- I said earlier, this fictitious national unity was coming to an end and the clash in Portugal was between the Socialists and the Communists.  The Portuguese Communists were as neo-Stalinist as a Western European Communist Party could get at the time.  They were led by Alvaro Cunhal, who was a very orthodox pro-Soviet, a Western European Communist.  And there was a clash between the Socialist Party and the Communist Party in Portugal over several issues.  There was a similar clash between the new U.S. Ambassador to Lisbon, Frank Carlucci, and Kissinger.  Carlucci came to Lisbon with the fame of being a hard-nosed anti-Communist.  He was in Brazil in 1964 at the time of the coup.  He proved instead to be extremely flexible and non-dogmatic and he simply did not accept Kissinger’s line.  

In March -- and Carlucci -- early on, Carlucci began to denounce the risk of, not of Communist-inspired violence, but, quote:  “of possible action by anti-Communist military groups,” which is what happened in March.  Carlucci urged the U.S. not to provide any assistance to these groups.  We don’t know whether his advice was accepted or not.  But on March 11, Spinola and his supporters staged a military uprising.  The coup rapidly aborted and Spinola escaped arrest and flew to Spain with his wife and his cat.  But the U.S. --

[laughter]

-- the U.S. was immediately accused of being behind this botched coup and, more important, there was a further shift to the left.  The radical members of the Armed Forces Movement consolidated their position, drastic measures were implemented and the banks and insurance companies, insurance companies were nationalized.  And, by default, this also meant state control of most of the media, since the media were owned by banks or deeply indebted with them.  There was a lot of pessimism in the U.S.; just perusal of the main U.S. press at the time is quite indicative   Portugal was considered to be a lost country.  However, this pessimism was not really founded.  The Communist Party in Portugal was weak and isolated.  And this weakness, this isolation, was not limited to Portugal.  The Portuguese Communist Party was also isolated in Western Europe.  The Spanish and Italian Communist parties were very critical and the Italian Communist Party, in particular, was troubled by Portuguese events, which seemed to spoil its strategy of “Historical [sic, Historic] Compromise” and there was a clash between Cuneal and the leader of the Italian Communist Party, Enrico Berlinguer.  And Cuneal accused Berlinguer of interfering in the domestic affairs of Portugal.  

Kissinger believed instead that the coup, Spinola’s coup, had clarified a situation and had legitimated even more open pressures and the adoption of a policy of outright ostracism of the new, of the new Portuguese regime.  And it was at this time that Kissinger began to broadcast, he went public on this, his so called inoculation theory, which was let them go communist then.  It will inoculate, vaccinate the rest of Europe from the communist virus and it will obligate the other members of NATO, beginning with Italy, to close ranks and to give up their plans to re-allow the Communists to play a role or to join the government.  

As I said, this pessimism was unfounded, despite predictions and the belief they would be postponed.  The first general elections for the Constitutional Assembly took place in Portugal regularly.  The turnout was very high; almost 92 percent of the people went to the polls.  And the clear winners were not the Communists; it was the Socialist Party of Mário “Kerensky” Soares, which took almost 40 percent of the votes.  The popular Social Democrats of Francisco Sá Carneiro received 26.5.  So the two leftist parties and a center then became very conservative, but at the time, it was still a left-of-center party as the Social Democrats.  Together, the Socialists and the Social Democrats received almost 70 percent of the votes.  The Communists scored a meager 12 percent.  And the extreme left went for a four point one percent.  Now, Portugal was -- well, that applies also to Italy.  It was a weird place at the time.  When we say Communists, then we must add the extreme left and the extreme left and the extreme left.  And one of the more moderate figures, future foreign minister, Melo Antunes, was a self-proclaimed [unintelligible].  

[laughter]

So, I mean you have to just apply certain categories to the Portuguese situation.

With the election, we have the third and last phase, and I come to an end.  The elections were a crucial turning point.  They were received with great enthusiasm in Western Europe.  Kissinger thought otherwise.  And here I have two quotes from Kissinger, two comments of Kissinger, on the elections:  “The impact on NATO for a revolutionary government in which the Communists are in the key role of pursuing essentially neutralist policies, the impact of that on other European countries, that’s the key issue and that has not, in any remote way, been affected by this election.  A Soviet allied dictatorship is a better outcome for us.”  And that’s the inoculation theory.  And then I go to the next one, “The comment of the Europeans in Portugal is ridiculous.  The election was a popularity contest with no significance.  There has been no change of directions because of the elections.  The Europeans are ecstatic, but we could face in 10 years a Socialist Europe whose sentiment is anti-Americanism.”  

In summer 1975, we have further political polarization in Portugal.  The Communists, the Portuguese Communists, went for an all or nothing game.  The country went very, very close to a civil war and we had a further deterioration of the economic situation.  Western European countries and many Socialist parties became more and more active in Portugal and a committee was established in Western Europe to support Portuguese Socialists.  It was chaired by former West German Prime Minister, Billy Brandt.  It included Palme, Culligan, Mitterrand, all of the important leaders of the Socialist -- Western European Socialist parties.  Several weird covert operations were promoted in Portugal.  One of them supported the independence of the Azores.  There was a very conservative and anti-Communist Azorean liberation movement, which was also financed by important, prominent members of the Portuguese American community.  And it was able to lobby its case all the way up to the White House and two Senators.  Strom Thurmond and Jesse Helms sponsored this plan to support the independence of the Azores, kind of a bizarre enterprise.

[laughter]

And also, we have finally a major split within in the Armed Forces Movement with a group of not so radical officers led by Melo Antunes.  This group of officers within the Armed Forces Movement began to criticize the radical shift of the revolution and they were able, in September 1975, to replace the pro-Communist Prime Minister Vasco Goncalves with a more moderate figure, Pinheiro de Azevedo.  And it was the beginning of the end of the most radical phase of the Portuguese revolution.  And this place, mainly thanks to Carlucci and the people on the field, we have also greater coordination between the U.S. and its Western European allies.  Finally, some economic aid was provided to Portugal.  And foreign aid played a crucial role because it imposed physical and political discipline.  

November 25, a last attempted coup by a group of young radical and a bit crazy paratroopers, which went nowhere and, at that point, it was the end of this very chaotic, and one could say baroque [laughs], phase of the Portuguese transition to democracy.  

Very rapidly -- two minutes -- what are the important lessons of the Portuguese crisis for people like me who try to study the Cold War and have a particular interest in U.S. foreign policy?  First, it is illustrative of a basic paradox of détente.  Détente was this kind of dialogue between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, which characterized the international scene in the early 1970s.  It was based upon a recognition between the two major adversaries of the Cold War.  In the specific U.S. case, it was based upon U.S. recognition and legitimization of the former absolute Soviet enemy.  But once you recognize your previous enemy and you transform it into almost a partner of yours, you create a basic contradiction, which was the most elementary contradiction of détente.  Détente was aimed at preserving the bipolar configuration of power, particularly in Europe, but it was doing so by de facto, de-legitimizing and the ideological basis of the bipolar division of Europe.  Détente was very much produced an attempt by the Soviet Union and the U.S. to preserve the bipolar division of Europe.  But by interacting, the two were eroding the basic ideological underpinnings of this division.  And the consequence, which was well on display, I believe, throughout the Portuguese transition, was a drastic reduction of what I have called a disciplinary capacity of bipolarism.  

Perceived by many as illegitimate, oppressive, and also unjust, the Cold War order found, however, a surrogate guarantor of order and discipline in the European community.  And I believe that Khrushchev was, in this sense, was what I call the mythopoeic strength of the European martyr, the myth of Europe.  Just look at the elections.  The two very pro-European parties, the Socialists and the Social Democrats, the two parties that supported rapid Portuguese membership, EEC membership, were also the two parties which clearly won the elections.  The European myth, and I call it myth also to placate my inner Euro-skepticism, the European myth was very, very strong in all of the democratic transitions in Portugal, Spain, and Greece, as it has been very, very strong in later transitions to democracy in Central Eastern Europe.  

But Europe became, as a consequence, the external disciplinator, the external agent, which put some discipline on the Portuguese chaos.  During the transition, Europe came to represent an alternative superstructure to the illegitimate Cold War one.  How could you reconcile the radicalism of the revolution, the widespread hostility toward the U.S. and to debt, to our debt particular U.S. administration which had supported the previous regime, and with the preservation with the International Allegiance of Portugal keeping it in the Western camp?  And, if you think about it, the solution was found by shifting that allegiance from the West, or the Atlantic, to Europe by replacing a negative common denominator, anticommunism, with a positive one, European integration and European socialism, by using, as I say, the India and Europe as a sort of surrogate disciplinary tool.  Europe offered political affiliations, European socialism overall, what at the time seemed to be a winning model of development and modernization, which represented the basic precondition of the European myth, it offered institutions, the EEC, and, most important, and I stop here, Europe offered the crucial distance from the fascist Salazarist past that a traditional Cold War Atlantic solution could have never provided.  It wasn’t painless for Portugal.  Deflationary measures followed and the transition was very harsh for the Portuguese economy, but it was the only way to give some discipline to what was a very undisciplined and chaotic process.  And I stop here.  Thank you.

[applause]

Mary Lou Reker:

Mario, are you going to take questions?

Mario del Pero:

Uh, yes I am.  Yes.  [laughs]  If there are any, yes.  Max?

Male Speaker:

So, given all of the options you’ve sort of laid on the table of what the U.S. diplomatic position could’ve been to exploit the weakest of the Communist Party, these opportunities to help shape a sort of centrist Portuguese government, why was Kissinger so steadfast in his sort of, you know, anticommunist position?  Even at the cost of saying we’ll just forget about having Portugal as a key ally.  Why wasn’t he more perceptive of some of those opportunities?  And how does that sort of hardcore position correspond with the détente that was being broadcast by the administration?

Mario del Pero:

Yeah -- I believe Kissinger was feared as sort of a -- Europe, Western Europe, becoming a sort of feared force and, by doing so, eroding the bipolar equilibrium in the European continent.  He was very hostile to the German Social Democrats, to Brandt specifically.  He didn’t like politic, the alternative détente promoted by West Germany with the Soviet Union.  I believe that -- I mean the alternative was not really a centrist Portugal.  The alternative at the time seemed to be a Socialist, Western European, in the Western European model, but a Socialist Portugal, which was even more troublesome for Kissinger and more unacceptable for Kissinger for these reasons.  I mean if you look at détente as an attempt to preserve and strengthen the bipolar division of Europe, which is my interpretation of détente, you can understand that strengthening those that were trying instead to erode this bipolar division of Europe was very problematic for Kissinger.

Male Speaker:

In some ways, you’re saying he read the situation correctly; he understood this contradiction and acted upon it.

Mario del Pero:

He did.  What he didn’t understand, and what many people did not understand, was that there was no Socialist Europe to be.  I mean, we are in the ‘70s, many ways the heyday of European Socialists, but then the ‘80s will come [laughs] and it will sweep away all these strange sort of alternative European social democratic model and so forth and so on.

Yes?

Female Speaker:
I was interested in the role of decolonization in the story…

Dr. Mario del Pero:
Yeah?

Female Speaker:
I think you began with it and I’d like to know how it continued.

Dr. Mario del Pero:

Yeah, I left it out.  I left it out of the picture.  It was very important at the beginning.  One, Spinola was not in power anymore.  Once the Portuguese government decided to go for a very rapid decolonization, it began being disconnected from the Portuguese situation.  What happened is that independence was granted very rapidly, first in Mozambique and then to Angola, and it opened up a civil war in Angola where all of the major powers would be involved.  Well, first the Cubans sent troops to Angola.  According to a recent study by [unintelligible]  the Cubans went in first and without being asked to do so by the Russians.  The Russians followed.  The U.S. tried to promote a covert operation in Angola and a horrible, horrible civil war began in Angola.  But the Portuguese at that point were out.  They were not involved with the Angolan situation anymore and they were very glad not to be there anymore.  So, Angola became a crucial Cold War battlefield, and it was a battlefield that contributed to the end of détente and to what was called, at the time, the Second Cold War.  But the Portuguese were not involved anymore.  Once they granted independence to Angola they had to face a major problem, which were people going back to Portugal from Angola, which added, which produced an additional economic problem for the country, but they were not involved in Angola anymore.

Female Speaker:
Were these people that came from Angola of the right?  Or what was their political…

Dr. Mario del Pero:

That’s a very good question.  I frankly don’t know.  I know there is a scholar working on this.  I don’t know was the political impact.  But it was a major factor in contributing and stimulating this moderate turn in late 1975.  The country had to face so many economic problems, including that caused by these -- how do you call them? -- returnees from Africa that you could not play the revolution anymore.  It’s basically what happened in late 1975.  

Yeah, Herman? 

Male Speaker:

I have a few questions.  We are talking about the left, the left which is then part of the grindstone transition period moving more to the left and then probably losing support.  It’s not clear to me what are really the main elements in shaping these shifts.  Is it because the Communist Party [unintelligible] you said that he was preaching moderation at a certain moment?  So, the Communist Party [unintelligible].  Was it a change in the opinion and in the attitude of the party?  Also for the military, I think it [inaudible] and [unintelligible].  [unintelligible] also, as it became clear at the end, that there were divisions since in the beginning probably the radicals had the upper hand later, the other ones, maybe.  So, it’s not very clear to me what the impact was of the left into the [inaudible] in the transition period, is my first question.  

The second is, particularly I think about the European support of Portugal.  I think you have to take into account the roots, the historical background, because, as you will remember and you know very well I think, that in the civil war in Spain, okay, all of the Socialist parties were supporting, not Franco but the [unintelligible] for the Communist Party.  And, of course, that tradition was [unintelligible] by many volunteers from England, from France, from Belgium, to Germany and [unintelligible] and fighting against Franco, because the Socialists that empowered mostly in Europe.  This historical, let’s say, sympathy for the [unintelligible] has to play the role in supporting, I think, the…particularly the [unintelligible].  So then, I think, also you should make a link maybe with the historical tradition of the Socialist parties vis-à-vis the Iberian presence.  Of course, Portugal was not directly involved, but as you say, indirectly.  

And a last question is about this decolonization.  I think originally the support for the rebellion and the coup in beginning was certainly that the colonial empire was mainly benefiting maybe 200 families in Portugal --

Mario del Pero:

Right.

Male Speaker:
-- and there, of course, also there was a popular support for getting rid of it because it was not to get [unintelligible] and also play that in the beginning role in the destruction of the…

Mario del Pero:

Yes, I absolutely agree with your last point.  As a matter of fact, many educated young Portuguese were leaving the country.  The country lost about one million people from 1960 to 1970.  They faced two options: either going to Western Europe, get a job and benefit of the economic miracle of many Western European countries, or spend four years in Mozambique.

[laughter]

So, yes, of course.  

Point B, the role of the Spanish Civil War, I’m not so sure about it.  Of course there was, I mean -- 1970s, again, we tend to forget internationalism, the idea of international solidarity.  In this specific case, Socialists solidarity was very, very strong and it played a role.  Again, several Socialist parties and governments had been very, very critical of the Portuguese regime.  And Norway had asked many times to expel Portugal from NATO.  The Swedes -- not many people know that the Swedes provided more economic and also military hardware to the MPLA in Angola than the Soviets themselves.  They had a law they could not send military material to Africa, so they sent trucks and cars that could be easily adapted to become military means.  So, the Socialists, the Western European Socialists, were very, very hostile toward Portugal.  They also, and that’s the crucial connection with Spain, looked at Portugal with the upcoming Spanish transition in mind.  What’s going to happen in Portugal is very important, because it’s a crucial precedent for what is about to happen in Spain.  

Finally, the left.  We have several lefts in Portugal.  We have also a group led by Brigadier Otelo de Carvalho.  We have also a group of young military officers who were not pro-Soviet.  They dreamed of creating a new Cuba or a new Peru in Europe.  So we have several different lefts acting.  Actually the paratroopers who attempted the last coup were also very critical toward the Communist Party.  But I believe there were different phases.  First, when Spinola resigned a counterweight disappeared and a competition opened up between the Socialists and the Communists.  Then, when the Socialists won the elections, Cuneal and the Communists at that point realized that the only way to stick to power was to push, as they did during the summer of 1975, for this -- create an alliance with some sectors of the Armed Forces Movement and control power, avoiding for the new Constitutional Assembly to gather and a regular democratic process to start.

Yes, what, yes?

Male Speaker:
I’m not a diplomatic historian, so my questions are going to be extremely unsophisticated.  So, like --

Dr. Mario del Pero:

Well, diplomatic historians are unsophisticated by definition, so that’s what we like.  [laughs]

Male Speaker:
Two questions.  The first one…West foreign policy, the way you use that term West foreign policy, because at times it seems to be almost synonymous with Kissinger.  And so, I wonder would it be helpful to look at other actors?  I mean the president, right?  You know, what about either the other actors in the White House, you mentioned Security Council, were Communists, in effect.  So, you know, I was just wondering [unintelligible], you know, it might still be, but you might still come to the same conclusion if you look at these actors.  

And the second one: was your final conclusion regarding the width of Europe or the creative power of them when there’s always [unintelligible], and I’ll agree with that.  But at the same time, I think there was a very real effort by [unintelligible] and by other Social Democrats and Socialists to choose some kind of [unintelligible] to U.S. foreign policy.  And to look at, you know, at an intra-European foreign policy, you already mentioned Spain, and you know there were enormous efforts, covert efforts and more public efforts to ease the transition from [unintelligible] to democracy.  And not the least of which was the lure of joining the European community [unintelligible] became a democratic country.  So, to what extent is this really a political threat to…?

Dr. Mario del Pero:

Yes, in the paper I mention also Congress, I dedicate a lot of attention to Carlucci and the people in Lisbon and I take your point, of course.  U.S. foreign policy is always a complicated process.  There are several actors and that often produces a contradictory approach.  And, as in the paper, if I recall correctly, I say there is a dualistic approach to what’s going on in Portugal.  The president, who was unsophisticated, as I am [laughs], President Ford had a very clear idea.  I mean, here is NATO, here are the Communists, you can’t have the Communists in a NATO government…in the government of a NATO country.  And that was it.  That was the line, basically.  Kissinger’s approach, as I tried to show, was much more on the one side, sophisticated, on the other one, Byzantine.  I mean, you know, it just… 

[laughter]

And then we have Congress.  Congress was very active.  Several liberal senators, including presidential candidate Edward Kennedy, had established contacts with Soares before the revolution took place and they supported the socialism.  And that’s very interesting, actually, because something similar was happening also with regard to Italy and the possibility of a democratic evolution of the Italian Communist Party.  So yes, you’re right on that point.  As I said, in the paper I tried to give a more articulated picture of U.S. foreign policy.  

Now, I teach U.S. history in Italy and most of my colleagues are Euro-enthusiasts, pro EU, pro EEC, in a very, I believe, naive and dogmatic way.  Having a fame to defend, I prefer to speak of the myth of Europe.  Because Europe, at the time, was not what it claimed to be, and by Europe, I mean the European community, was not what it claimed to be and it was not what many Portuguese hoped it to be.  So, yes, that’s in the 1970s, I believe, from 1968 to 1979 we have probably the most significant and, in some ways, successful attempt by Western Europeans to act independently during the Cold War.  And, in order to do so, they clashed repeatedly with the United States.  And that’s the moment several historians or public commentators date to the 1970s, the beginning of this rift within the Atlantic community, which lasted to today.  So, again, I believe you are right when you say they tried to be a counterweight to the U.S.  You can judge that positively or not, but at that point, we have the beginning of a division within the Cold War Atlantic world.  

Yes?

Male Speaker:
Just a very quick comment, [unintelligible] question.  I’m pleased that you, in the discussion, that followed that you mentioned Otelo.  Because during that summer in 1975 I had the opportunity to [unintelligible] the family and one of the things that struck me was that the name that was on almost everybody’s lips, whether they were frightened or delighted, was Otelo.  Otelo this, Otelo said that, Otelo threatened this, Otelo reassured that.  He was talked about in the media; he was talked about behind closed doors at home, because you certainly couldn’t talk very much in the cafés for fear of who might be listening.  But I was wondering if you…if in your paper you talked about the elements, those chaotic elements in the many parties that were struggling together during -- yeah, those [unintelligible] -- struggling together and the role that both Otelo and people like him played.

Dr. Mario del Pero:

Now, yeah, briefly, actually.  Otelo de Carvalho was a young, brave officer who dreamed to be the Ché Guevara of Portugal and went very, very close to being the Ché Guevara [laughs] of Portugal, because he ended up in jail.

[laughter]

He was what, 32, at the time?  He was also the leader for a few months of the security forces and one of the intelligence branches of the Army.  Now, as a chief of security and intelligence forces, you expect someone to act wisely and not publicly.  He instead, enjoyed immensely to be on stage all the time.  Once, he threatened Frank Carlucci, March ’75.  I mean, he was loved by the extra-parliamentary left.  He was very anti-Soviet as well.  I don’t think at the end, retrospectively, he was so influential politically.

Male Speaker:
[unintelligible]

Mario del Pero:

Well, actually, he was accused of killing [laughs]… A few years later, a bomb, a plane taking then conservative Prime Minister Sá Carneiro to London exploded and Sa Carneiro was killed.  And, on a very thin, thin basis Otelo was first accused and then convicted for the killing, and he ended up, again, in jail.  And the European left, led by François Mitterrand at this point, mobilized to denounce the way the entire episode had been dealt by the Portuguese government and by the judiciary system.  But say it so, I mean, symbolically he was very important.  He was a very important figure.  This idea of an alternative, very radical European way, again, because Otelo was not pro-Soviet in any possible way.  On the other, he was a very naive figure and that is proved by the fact that he was easily marginalized once the transition ended.  I mean all the heroes of the Portuguese revolution ended up somewhere.  One of them, a radical, young Maoist at the time, is the current president of the EU Commission, Barroso.

[laughter]

Very conservative.  And that didn’t apply to Otelo.  Spent many years in jail and didn’t have a very happy life [laughs] in Portugal afterwards, and that’s quite telling, I believe.

Mary Lou Reker:
Last question here.

Male Speaker:
Just a final comment.  I disagree with you.  I think it’s a bit unrealistic that in the ‘70s there was no myth of Europe.  I lived in the ‘50s, ‘60s, ‘70s.  The super ‘50s, the golden ‘60s, and don’t forget at that moment the Europe, particularly the Europe community, was catching up with the United States and productivity was growing.  And, don’t forget, it was on the base of the mixed economy, which was, in fact, a product of the Socialists.

Mario del Pero:

Right.

Male Speaker:
So, in this sense, there was the old Spanish Socialists that also [unintelligible] peninsula to be integrated in the wave of growth and of the descriptions for a mixed economy.  So, that was a myth which I think was based on real figures.

Mario del Pero:
Yeah, sure.  No, I take that, of course.  There was also a myth.  It was just the idea that Europe could save…we did, in a way, save Portugal.  I mean, in a way.

[laughter]

Mary Lou Reker:

Mario, thank you very much.

Mario del Pero:

Thank you.  Thank you.

[applause]

[end of transcript]








