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    FOREWORD


    
      Andrew J.Pierre
    


    
      Senior Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations and Director of the Council’s Project on European American
      Relations
    


    
      European-American relations are beset by a paradox. On the one hand, the scope and intensity of
      trans-Atlantic contacts have never been greater. Direct-dial telephones, the telex machine, simultaneous
      publication of the same daily newspapers on the two sides of the Atlantic, satellite television that makes
      possible conversations linking individuals and audiences in Europe and America—along with the availability of jet
      transportation for millions of travelers—have, in effect, created a communications “bridge” across the
      Atlantic.
    


    
      On the other hand, the Atlantic is in some respects widening, and “chasm” rather than “bridge” may provide
      a better characterization. Divergences in interest and perspective have grown. Members of a new generation not
      molded by the experience of World War II, or even the immediate postwar years that led to the creation of NATO
      thirty-seven years ago, have moved into positions of responsibility. Increasingly, they are questioning many
      generally shared assumptions—e.g., on the nature of the Soviet “threat” or on the relevance of the Third World to
      Western security. Europeans and Americans today seem to know less about each other’s societies, political
      systems, and foreign policy interests than a decade ago. Thus an incident such as the limited U.S. military
      strike against Libya in the Spring of 1986 can lead to knee-jerk recriminations based upon simplistic assumptions
      about American gun-slinging diplomacy and European spineless insularity without an adequate understanding of the
      overall political context, which in this case included European vulnerabilities to terrorist activities and
      American global perspectives in dealing with the terrorism problem.
    


    
      Western Europe is increasingly becoming “Europeanized” while America is changing in such a manner as to
      heighten the saliency of its non-European culture and interests. In contrast to the first
      half of this century, and earlier, the probability of war within Eastern Europe has been reduced to near zero.
      Europeans no longer view the United States as a model society, one that they wish to emulate, as was the tendency
      in the early postwar decades. They are increasingly conscious of their common concerns, from high technology to
      the environment to detente, and this has led to marked expansion of intra-West European contacts in the private
      sector and a deepening of consultations among governments.
    


    
      As for the United States, there has been a shift in the political center of gravity, away from the eastern
      and northern states that have traditionally been more Europe-oriented, toward the sunbelt states. The percentage
      of the American population living in the South and West has doubled since World War II. The proportion of
      Americans who do not look back upon a European origin— blacks, Hispanics, and Asians— has changed from one in ten
      in the 1940s to almost one in four in the 1980s. And American trade with the countries of the Pacific basin has,
      since 1983, been greater than trade with Western Europe.
    


    
      These domestic changes have important foreign policy consequences, although it is difficult to specifically
      indentify or quantify them. A vote in the U.S. Congress on American troop levels in Europe or NATO burden-sharing
      will be affected by them. So also will West European policies on arms control or on East-West trade. Perhaps,
      above all, they are increasingly influencing how citizens think about foreign and security policy—not an
      unimportant factor within the Western democracies where public debate has such a pivotal role.
    


    
      What is significant about this book is that it presents the insights and judgments of a new generation of
      scholars in the field of European security studies. Its publication should lay to rest the erroneous but
      prevalent notion that there is no interest among younger scholars and analysts in the “old” issues of European
      security, military strategy, and arms control, or that it is only the less innovative academics that enter this
      field. As a group, the authors of this volume display the highest standards of scholarship: diligence in
      research, care in analysis and judgment, balance and creativity in conclusions.
    


    
      But, in addition, these authors possess a keen sensitivity to the new trends affecting European security,
      many of which have their roots in the change of generations. The postwar consensus on Western defence has eroded
      significantly in recent years. In part, this was the result of the divisive debate over the deployment of cruise
      and Pershing II missiles, a NATO decision that had the unexpected effect of opening the Pandora’s box of the
      Alliance’s nuclear dilemmas. The question is now being asked, as in the title of one of the
      chapters, is there an alternative to NATO? The role of nuclear weapons in the defense of Western Europe is being
      questioned, as in proposals for a no-first-use policy or for a nuclear-free-zone in Central Europe. There are a
      number of ideas being debated on ways to improve conventional defense so as to reduce reliance upon nuclear
      weapons. Some propose the use of “emerging technologies” and “deep strike” strategies, which call for the direct
      interdiction of Warsaw Pact rear echelons, and other very different proposals suggest a “nonprovocative defense”
      based upon the greater use of militias and reserve forces. And, of course, there is President Reagan’s Strategic
      Defense Initiative, which raises the most fundamental questions about Europe’s dependence upon America’s nuclear
      guarantee. All of these are highly controversial, and all are well analyzed and discussed in the pages that
      follow.
    


    
      What emerges from this book about European security as a field of study for the decade or two ahead? First,
      one should note the growing importance of expertise. Understanding negotiations on intermediate nuclear forces or
      chemical arms control, or making recommendations on the revision of NATO’s military doctrine or on a “European
      SDI” based on anti-tactical ballistic missile defenses, will require fairly detailed knowledge of the weapons
      systems and military strategies not only of the West but of the Soviet Union. The distinction between experts on
      NATO and on the Warsaw Pact should be reduced, with much more cross-fertilization. Part of the expertise,
      moreover, should include a history of how similar issues were addressed in the past. Too many of those who
      debated the placement of theater nuclear forces in the early 1980s, for example, were ignorant of the lessons to
      be drawn from the controversy over the multilateral nuclear force (MLF) two decades earlier.
    


    
      Second, specialists on European security will need to have a full understanding of the interface of
      societal trends and domestic politics with foreign policy and defense issues. The lack of a domestic consensus is
      likely to be an enduring problem. The public is now engaged in the debate to such an extent that these important
      issues will never again be left solely to the experts in the armed forces, government ministries, and think
      tanks.
    


    
      Third, scholars will pay growing attention to Alliance man agement. Radical departures such as a
      tearing-down of the Iron Curtain or the total withdrawal of U.S. and Soviet forces from Western and Eastern
      Europe are most unlikely. But disputes over more incremental questions such as technology transfer to the East,
      support for “out of area” activities in turbulent Third World regions, or even troop-level
      and defense-spending issues could create centrifugal pressure upon the Alliance. The task of the future will be
      careful management of divisive issues so as to maintain Alliance cohesion. To such a critical task this volume
      makes an invaluable contribution.
    

  


  
    PREFACE


    
      In the aftermath of the trans-Atlantic debates over nuclear weapons and economic relations with the East
      during the past few years, there is a need for a careful assessment of the long-term implications of the
      divergent views among and within NATO member states regarding the requirements of Western security. Moreover, a
      number of issues such as expanding the conventional component of NATO’s deterrent, European reactions to the U.S.
      Strategic Defense Initiative, the protection of Western interests outside the North Atlantic Treaty area, and
      notions of separate West European security arrangements have recently attained a new level of political saliency
      and deserve special attention as issues with which the Alliance will be forced to grapple as it approaches its
      fortieth birthday.
    


    
      In recognition of this situation, a group of fellows and affiliates of the Center for Science and
      International Affairs at Harvard University interested in European security formed a working group in September
      1984 to discuss each other’s work on draft chapters of this book. Chaired by Stephen Flanagan, the twelve members
      of the working group prepared a collection of essays that analyse several emerging and neglected issues and
      assess their long-range implications for the stability of the Alliance.
    


    
      These papers and related issues were discussed at a review conference held on August 8, 1985 at the Kennedy
      School of Government. Commentators invited to review the papers included: Ambassador Jonathan Dean, former head
      of the U.S. delegation to the MBFR negotiations; Anton W.DePorte of New York University; Professor Richard
      Eichenberg of Tufts University; Professor Catherine Kelleher of the University of Maryland; Dr. Stephen Larrabee
      of the Institute for East-West Security Studies; Professor John Mearsheimer of the University of Chicago; and Dr.
      Gregory Treverton of the Kennedy School of Government. Local participants, who provided many helpful suggestions, were: Dean Albert Carnesale; Professor Ashton Carter; Dr. James Cooney; Professor Paul
      Doty; Mr. Steven Miller; Professor Joseph S.Nye, Jr.; Professor Robert Putnam; Ms. Jane Sharp; and Dr. Stephen
      Van Evera. Dr. John Stremlau of the Rockefeller Foundation, which sponsored the conference and aspects of the
      research, also attended. We are most grateful to the Rockefeller Foundation for this grant and to the Ford
      Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation of New York, and the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, each of which supported
      several of the contributors during the course of their research.
    


    
      This volume follows in the tradition of two previous CSIA European Security Working Group books,
      European Security: Prospects for the 1980’s, edited by Derek Leebaert, and published by D.C.Heath
      in 1979; and The Nuclear Confrontation in Europe, edited by Jeffrey Boutwell, Paul Doty, and Gregory
      Treverton, and published by Croom Helm in 1985.
    


    
      A book such as this develops many debts. First and foremost, we are grateful to Lynn Whittaker for her
      incisive editorial suggestions and unfailing support. We have benefited from a very capable support staff at the
      Center. Martin Cohen of Harvard College provided invaluable research assistance to the editors and contributors.
      We also want to thank John Wertheimer for skilfull preparation of the index and Philip Holt-Haus who helped to
      copy-edit the book. The Center’s Director as this Project comes to an end, Professor Joseph S.Nye, Jr., has been
      most supportive of our work. Finally, to Professor Paul Doty, who retired in July 1985 after twelve years as
      Director of the Center, we owe a special debt. He ensured that the Center’s stimulating environment was open to
      young scholars at an early stage of their careers. Because all of the contributors to this volume have benefited
      from Professor Doty’s support and in recognition of his own contributions to understanding and solving the
      problems it addresses, this book is dedicated to him.
    


    
      Stephen J.Flanagan
      

      Fen Osler Hampson
      

      Cambridge, Massachusetts
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    INTRODUCTION: THE CHANGING ELEMENTS OF EUROPEAN SECURITY


    
      Stephen J.Flanagan and Fen Osler Hampson
      

      

      

    


    
      Many of NATO’s current problems are, to be sure, a manifestation of endemic tensions within the Alliance
      that flare up intermittently. However, the sharpness of the current debates reflects growing differences within
      NATO over the fundamental requirements of security. A number of issues such as the utility of emerging
      conventional weapons technology, the implications of the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative, the protection of
      Western interests outside the North Atlantic Treaty area, the economic and domestic political dimensions of
      European security, and the search for a separate West European ‘defense identity’ have only recently become
      prominent or attained a new level of political saliency. The context and policy options attendant to these
      problems merit further scrutiny.
    


    
      The current disharmony within the Alliance reflects the very different security priorities of its members.
      In general, West Europeans place a much higher value on the contribution of political and economic detente to
      their security than does the United States and see these spheres as divisible from the status of East-West
      negotiations over military matters. This perspective is not shared by the current U.S. Administration. Thus,
      European governments have become concerned that the entire mosaic of East-West diplomatic accords constructed
      since the early 1970s could collapse with grave consequences. Because Washington views political and military
      relations as inseparable, it sees limited value in the remaining vestiges of detente in the absence of
      significant progress on arms control.
    


    
      Washington’s drive for a more forceful military response to the growing Soviet threat and development of
      strategic defense systems is viewed with considerable trepidation in the Alliance. The U.S. Strategic Defense
      Initiative (SDI) threatens fundamental tenets of the Alliance strategy of flexible response and shared nuclear
      risk. As for offensive nuclear forces, there are considerable differences among the allies
      on the types of threats that should be deterred by nuclear weapons and on the appropriate mix of nuclear weapons
      that should be in the arsenal. Support for flexible response remains strong. The feasibility and desirability of
      adopting a policy of no first use of nuclear weapons is dubious. However, a move towards a posture that would
      allow no early first use enjoys broad support because it offers the prospect of enhancing crisis stability while
      maintaining the unique deterrent value attendant to the potential use of nuclear weapons.
    


    
      In the conventional sphere, advances in guidance, target acquisition, sensor and munitions technologies are
      likely to change the nature of combat over time, but perhaps not so dramatically or as quickly as was once
      thought. NATO faces difficult choices in adapting these emerging technologies to particular military missions.
      There is broad general support for increasing the non-nuclear component of NATO’s deterrent posture among the
      public in allied countries. However, there are grave reservations about innovations in strategy and tactics that
      have a more offensive character than some feel appropriate for a defensive alliance. Various political and
      institutional constraints will also limit NATO’s ability to address various regional security problems outside
      the North Atlantic Treaty area. European governments generally support incremental improvements to NATO’s nuclear
      and conventional forces but want a realistic arms control policy to be pursued in tandem with military
      modernization. Public opinion throughout the Alliance, but particularly in Western Europe, reflects a strong
      concern that the very acquisition of increasingly sophisticated weaponry by both East and West is the greatest
      threat to peace because it increases the likelihood of war by miscalculation. Thus, Europeans are searching for a
      defense posture that is as effective in reassuring them as it is in deterring the Soviets.
    


    
      The Euromissile controversy challenged the general consensus on defense policy among most West European mem
      bers of the Alliance. Basic tenets of Alliance policy have come under reappraisal. Throughout Western Europe, the
      collapse of Soviet-American detente and the Reagan Administration’s confrontational policies towards the East
      have stimulated interest in the development of separate national and collective European policy alternatives.
      This has been particularly true as the two German states have become acutely aware of how dependent their
      security is on the status of superpower relations. Efforts to widen the inner-German detente and isolate it from
      swings in East-West relations suggest changing roles for the two Germanies and their
      respective alliances. It is most unlikely that the European members of NATO will seek wholly separate European
      security arrangements outside the NATO framework. However, increasingly forceful calls for a distinctive
      ‘European defense identity’ are likely to result in a more assertive European voice within the Alliance and
      efforts to restructure it. A more forceful separate voice on economic dimensions of security is also likely to be
      heard, as the American concept of economic security as autarky and the European concept of management of
      uncertainty continue to conflict.
    


    
      Managing the Alliance’s endemic tensions and current debates requires a fuller appreciation on both sides
      of the Atlantic of these different perspectives on the requirements of security. Such an understanding will be
      essential to allied leaders in developing policies that can reconcile increasingly polarized views on security
      issues. The essays in this volume reexamine the fundamental components of European security, explore both
      neglected and emerging elements of it, and advance some structural and policy alternatives.
    

  


  
    PART ONE
    

    

    MILITARY DIMENSIONS

  


  
    2
    

    EUROPEAN NUCLEAR SECURITY: BEYOND CURRENT DILEMMAS


    
      Jay Kosminsky
      

      

      

    


    
    

    Introduction


    
      For over forty years, America’s nuclear guarantee has helped foster a stable climate in which the states of
      Western Europe have maintained peace, security, and prosperity in the shadow of a nuclear-armed superpower. This
      comforting image of bipolar stability, however, masks a dynamic ‘psychostrategic reality,’ within which domestic
      political interests, national interests, and Alliance interests interact, pushing at the boundary between peace
      and war.1 Questions regarding
      nuclear weapons lie at the heart of this reality, invariably invoking issues of such ultimate political import as
      the sovereignty and survival of states.
    


    
      The nuclear strategy and force posture of the Atlantic Alliance uphold the most vital, often conflicting,
      interests of its member states and their diverse polities. In the presence of an overwhelming geostrategic
      threat, the need to maintain Alliance agreement at least on fundamental nuclear security issues has long been
      recognized, and has been generally fulfilled, as NATO has adapted its doctrine and force posture in reaction to a
      changing strategic environment. At the same time, however, the complexity and intensity of those issues has
      consistently made them among the most difficult to resolve within NATO’s coalition framework.
    


    
      As in any dependency relationship, European-American relations are characterized by conflicting tendencies.
      On the European side, the need and desire for American protection compete with resentment bred by the implicit
      limits on national sovereignty that this need entails. On the American side, the desire to be free of entangling
      and potentially dangerous commitments confronts the impulse to engage itself more fully in order to control the
      consequences of commitments already made. These tensions in the political substructure of
      the Alliance are made manifest as policy disputes between the European and American halves of the Alliance, among
      the European states themselves, and within the political communities of each member state.
    


    
      NATO’s underlying political fault lines have proven consistent targets for the politico-military strategy
      of the Soviet Union.2 For over
      thirty years, at least since the deployment of Soviet long-range bombers capable of striking North America, the
      United States has provided its nuclear guarantee to Europe with the knowledge that in so doing it was placing
      itself in some degree of nuclear jeopardy. Understandably, American vulnerability raised questions, in Europe
      regarding the reliability of the American guarantee, and in the United States regarding its wisdom. Concerns over
      the credibility of American ‘extended deterrence’ have been exacerbated by continuing Soviet nuclear force
      deployments that by 1980 had become capable of denying American ‘escalation dominance’ at any distinguishable
      level of nuclear combat.3
      Simultaneously, the Soviet Union has continued to add to its formidable advantage in conventional capabilities
      along the West European frontier. Taken together, Soviet nuclear and conventional military deployments have
      increased the likelihood that a conventional war would lead to the rapid collapse of NATO defenses, while at the
      same time constricting Alliance options for nuclear escalation.
    


    
      Trends in the balance of forces between East and West have diminished the ability of the Atlantic Alliance
      to deter Soviet aggression against its member states, and thereby pose a growing threat to peace on the European
      continent. At a more subtle level, Soviet conventional and nuclear military deployments achieve important
      objectives, without recourse to war, by tearing at the delicate political fabric of the Alliance. In creating the
      strategic conditions to which NATO must adapt its military posture and doctrine, Soviet forces-in-being bring to
      the surface the divisive tensions underlying NATO’s political structure, threatening to fracture the Alliance if
      acceptable responses cannot be found.
    


    
      The history of the past thirty years bears witness to this trying process of adaptation: the early 1960s
      intra-Alliance conflict over a proposed multilateral nuclear force (MLF); chronic European concern over U.S.
      strategic nuclear doctrine; five years of bitter debate preceding the adoption of flexible response as Alliance
      policy in 1967; the 1977–1978 ‘neutron bomb’ dispute; and, most recently, the extended debate over the stationing
      of American intermediate nuclear forces (INF) in Europe.4
    


    
      Extensive public involvement in the ‘neutron bomb’ and INF debates suggests that
      NATO’s ongoing nuclear controversy has become increasingly politicized and tied to a wider agenda, particularly
      in Germany, as the Alliance’s strategic crisis has deepened. Reflective of this trend was the emergence of a
      broad-based and vociferous European anti-nuclear movement, which during the INF debate succeeded in raising a
      public challenge to basic elements of Alliance consensus on nuclear issues. Given this precedent, some doubt
      exists as to whether the Alliance will be able to continue to adapt its nuclear posture to meet the changing
      requirements of effective deterrence, particularly if internal consensus, tenuous in the best of times, continues
      to erode.
    


    
      This chapter will address the issues with which the Alliance is most likely to be confronted in coming
      years in its efforts to provide European nuclear security in the face of increasingly adverse strategic
      conditions. Specifically. it will examine the con tinued political and military viability of NATO’s doctrine of
      flexible response, the implications of NATO’s shift to a longer range theater nuclear force, and the requirements
      imposed by existing and projected Soviet deployments. It will conclude with a brief analysis of long term issues,
      including possibilities for the development of European nuclear forces capable of providing an adequate deterrent
      independent of the trans-Atlantic guarantee.
    


    
    

    Dialectics of Alliance Tension: NATO Politics and Doctrine


    
      NATO’s doctrine of ‘flexible response,’ adopted by the NATO Military Committee in December 1967 (designated
      MC-14/3), was a delayed Alliance reaction to the deployment of Soviet strategic nuclear forces capable of holding
      a substantial proportion of the United States population at risk. It represented a carefully crafted political
      compromise, years in the making, between American and European points of view on the proper doctrinal response to
      the loss of American escalation dominance at the strategic nuclear level and continuing conventional inferiority
      along the inner-European frontier. Recently, a challenge has been issued concerning the relevance of that
      compromise today by strategists and activists who advocate revising NATO doctrine to include a declaration of ‘no
      first use’ (NFU) of nuclear weapons. Perhaps more seriously, other analysts have charged that NATO’s doctrine has
      been rendered militarily impotent by Soviet force deployments. Is flexible response still a viable and desirable
      Alliance doctrine, and, if so, what steps will be required to retain its vitality into the
      next millenium?
    


    
      Prior to the adoption of MC-14/3, NATO had relied on a policy (MC-14/2) dating from 1957 that envisioned a
      large-scale theater nuclear response to conventional aggression ‘from the outset,’ a strategy designed
      essentially as a theater adjunct to America’s strategic nuclear doctrine of ‘massive retaliation.’5 In 1962, a major effort was undertaken by the
      Kennedy Administration to convince the European allies of the need to alter NATO’s strategy along the lines of
      evolving American strategic doctrine, which then was being adjusted to incorporate greater targeting flexibility,
      in particular city-avoidance, in an effort to enhance the credibility of threats to employ U.S. strategic forces.
      That the Alliance did not officially adopt flexible response until 1967, and then only in a form far different
      than originally anticipated by Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, attests to the difficulties
      encountered.6
    


    
      Tensions within the Alliance over the appropriate doctrinal response to American strategic vulnerability
      were, in the 1960s as today, rooted in a potential conflict of supreme national interests.7 The dictates of geography and Soviet force
      deployments combine to create a profound asymmetry of risk between Europe and the United States in the event of
      Soviet aggression against Europe alone. Under such circumstances, the threat of escalation to strategic nuclear
      warfare between the superpowers would, objectively, present the gravest immediate danger to American vital
      interests, whereas for Europeans that same threat might represent the last chance to avert both a devastating war
      confined to their continent and defeat. Consequently, official American strategic thinking generally has focused
      on proportional responses to aggression and avoidance of any self-imposed escalatory imperatives. Conversely,
      many European strategic thinkers have tended to view proportional responses as likely to prolong the phase of
      warfare confined to their continent, and therefore as a weakening of America’s commitment to ‘risk
      sharing.’
    


    
      Through deliberate ambiguity, flexible response delicately balances the American preference for ‘direct
      defense’ of European territory at the lowest possible level of conflict with European desires to codify the
      concept of shared risk by holding open the threat of deliberate escalation.8 Harlan Cleveland has described this compromise as
      a ‘transatlantic bargain,’ the quintessence of which is a reaffirmation of the American nuclear guarantee in
      return for implicit European agreement to maintain conventional forces such that the United States would have to act on its pledge only in the event of a full-scale Warsaw Pact assault.9
    


    
      Flexible response permits the Alliance to maximize deterrence, given its suboptimal defense posture, by
      compounding Soviet uncertainties about the consequences of aggression. Facing a doctrine of flexible response,
      and forces capable of carrying out its requirements, Soviet leaders must consider the possibility that a
      conventional offensive would fail, the possibility that deliberate nuclear escalation by NATO would occur (as a
      result of a decision by any one of three NATO nuclear powers), and the possibility that accidental escalation
      would occur: any one of which might make aggression an unattractive alternative.10 Hence for all its shortcomings, flexible
      response, and its implicit force posture, represents more deterrent value than would be implied by Lawrence
      Freedman’s oft-quoted characterization of NATO’s posture as ‘an inadequate conventional defense backed by an
      incredible nuclear guarantee.’11
    


    
      While NATO’s doctrinal ambiguity compounds Soviet uncertainty, it is nevertheless a virtue born of
      political necessity and military deficiency. Differing strategic views among NATO members have thwarted attempts
      to clarify the meaning of flexible response in operational terms even when the Alliance has attempted to do so.
      It therefore is altogether likely that Alliance political leaders are not significantly more certain about what
      NATO’s reaction to a deterrence failure would be than are Soviet leaders.
    


    
    

    Force Employment Options and Nuclear Control


    
      Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE)—the military planning arm of NATO—had identified
      approximately 18,500 potential targets for Alliance theater nuclear weapons, of which roughly 10 percent are
      considered ‘high priority.’12 In
      the event of a Soviet attempt to gain military advantage through the use of its own theater nuclear weapons, NATO
      would have no dearth of targets against which to respond and every incentive to do so.
    


    
      Efforts, however, to clarify the scope and purpose of NATO-initiated nuclear escalation or follow-on use if
      initial escalatory steps were to fail to end a conflict on acceptable terms have served primarily to illustrate
      Alliance division. Studies by the NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) conducted in the late 1960s and early 1970s
      revealed expected divergences between European and American points of view. Predictably, European participants
      emphasized the ‘political’ nature of any nuclear weapons use, initial or follow-on, and
      viewed with favor possible ‘demonstrative’ explosions to convey to Soviet leaders Alliance resolve and its
      willingness to escalate further. American representatives objected that such a policy was more likely to signal
      weakness than strength, and tended to favor larger-scale initial strikes with the objective of gaining a
      localized military advantage.13
    


    
      Although Alliance leaders eventually struck a compromise calling for initial use against military targets,
      but with political intent, the controversy itself illustrates the problems apt to arise in the event of a
      deterrence failure that confronts the Alliance with the choice of escalation or defeat.14 Henry Kissinger has argued, optimistically, that
      ‘any crisis serious enough to cause the Allies to consider the use of nuclear weapons is also likely to reveal
      [their] underlying community of interest.’15 It is just as likely, however, that it would magnify deep-seated differences of
      interest, leading to political paralysis.
    


    
      It is worth considering that under such circumstances the United States retains the physical means to take
      unilateral nuclear action on its own and Europe’s behalf, with either its strategic or theater nuclear forces.
      While extensive Alliance consultation procedures are in place, and rehearsed annually, the Athens guidelines of
      1962 require only that the United States (and Britain) consult with its allies ‘time and circumstances
      permitting’ before initiating nuclear weapons use on or from their territories.16 Although secret bilateral agreements further
      delineate the conditions under which those weapons may be used, American physical control over all warheads and
      most nuclear-capable launchers it supplies to the Alliance necessarily limits the practical effect of any control
      agreements, no matter how restrictive.
    


    
      From a deterrent perspective, the possibility of an American override of any nuclear veto by host countries
      helps to offset the consequences of potential Alliance discord over nuclear weapons use. Furthermore, through its
      policy of supplying nuclear-capable launchers to non-nuclear allies, including Germany, the United States retains
      the additional deterrent-enhancing option of rapidly expanding the number of states capable of unilateral nuclear
      action—should such a step be considered warranted during a crisis—simply by supplying the necessary warheads to
      allied commanders.17
    


    
      The nuclear control issue serves to highlight the tensions inherent in Europe’s dependency relationship
      with the United States. European leaders on whose territory U.S. nuclear weapons may be stationed or used
      implicitly accept that de facto American control both minimizes the coercive pressures the Soviet Union
      could apply against them in a crisis and strengthens extended deterrence. The desire to
      ensure that American action will be facilitated when needed, however, conflicts with the fear, evident among the
      concerns expressed by the anti-nuclear movement, that American decision-makers may not act in accordance with
      perceived European interests in NATO’s moment of truth. The surfacing of the control issue during the INF debate,
      which featured calls for effective national vetos not only from the anti-nuclear movement but from major
      opposition parties, indicates that it could become a more important question within the Alliance in coming
      years.18
    


    
    

    No First Use


    
      Largely in response to the persistence of politically costly Alliance division over theater nuclear issues,
      in Spring 1982 McGeorge Bundy, Robert McNamara, George Kennan, and Gerard Smith launched an attempted ‘coup de
      main’ against the regnant order of the nuclear debate by proposing a clarification of NATO doctrine in favor of
      ‘no first use’ of nuclear weapons.19 Bundy et al. argued essentially, that existing Alliance divergences will only continue
      to widen as Soviet countervailing nuclear capabilities steadily decrease the credibility of NATO’s escalatory
      threats while increasing the risks to the Alliance should it believe itself compelled to carry them out. An NFU
      doctrine, and the altered force posture it would imply, would be designed for the continuing deterrence of
      nuclear attacks on the Alliance by threats to respond in kind, but would relegate deterrence of conventional
      aggression to bolstered conventional forces and whatever ‘existential deterrence’ may derive from the immanent
      capabilities of the reconfigured nuclear force.20
    


    
      NFU is viewed by its advocates as a plausible way to extricate NATO from its nuclear dilemma, leading to a
      healing within and, perhaps, to decreased tensions with the Soviet Union. NFU advocates have not denied that a
      ‘first use’ doctrine such as flexible response can enhance deterrence insofar as it incorporates ‘automaticity’
      into a potential response. They simply argue that deterrence so gained cannot justify its risks, i.e., the risks
      that it will be tested and the risks that it will be carried out.21
    


    
      While the principal backers of NFU have succeeded in identifying key problems with the credibility,
      political difficulties, and strategic wisdom of an escalatory doctrine, these are time-worn problems that have
      confronted the Alliance for years. NFU supporters bear the further burden of justifying
      their proposed solution as politically and militarily feasible. The argument in favor of NFU, as conceived by
      Bundy and his colleagues, rests on a single assumption: that conventional forces can be strengthened
      ‘sufficiently to substitute for the nuclear threat within realistic political and financial constraints.’22 It is evident, however, that in their
      quest for a panacea for NATO’s nuclear ills, the Bundy group seriously underestimated the near-term difficulties,
      both political and military, in bringing about the revolutionary shift in the European conventional balance that
      would be required to make NFU a viable doctrine.
    


    
      As other authors (see John Burgess and Stephen Flanagan) have argued in this volume, prospects are not
      encouraging for near-term improvements in NATO’s conventional posture that would begin to approach the
      requirements for an airtight conventional deterrent. Only an unprecedented effort to increase the number of NATO
      combat-ready units and the amount of weaponry at their disposal will bring about the type of fundamental
      changes in NATO’s conventional capabilities that might make NFU an attractive option.23 Further, as John Mearsheimer points out in a
      thorough and convincing critique of NFU, ‘if the full burden of deterrence were shifted to the conventional
      forces, they would have to be judged against a higher standard than obtains with nuclear weapons.’24 Even if improved forces were to decrease
      statistically the chances that a conventional assault on NATO would succeed, they still would not have
      compensated, in pure deterrent value, for the overt threat of nuclear war that any Soviet leader contemplating
      aggression must face today.
    


    
      This is not to argue that serious efforts to improve NATO’s conventional defenses should not be made. In
      fact, such efforts are imperative. Until they are made, however, serious consideration of NFU is not only
      superfluous but irresponsible. While a principal intent of Bundy and his colleagues may have been to stimulate
      discussion of conventional alternatives, activist-oriented NFU supporters, particularly in Europe, do not share
      their agenda.25 In giving impetus
      to NFU, a group of established strategic analysts have in effect taken a calculated risk that they ultimately
      will define the limits of acceptable debate—an outcome that is by no means certain or even likely.
    


    
      Finally, the arguments for NFU ignore the enduring political realities governing intra-Alliance relations.
      Today, as in 1962, arguments for NATO conventionalization met with strong opposition among Europeans who
      traditionally and understandably have been highly sensitive to the risks of a protracted conventional war, and
      who fear that a purely conventional deterrent against conventional attack would signify an
      end to ‘risk-sharing’ between Western Europe and the United States.26
    


    
      For all its deficiencies as a military doctrine, therefore, the importance of flexible response as a
      political compromise providing coalition cohesion during peacetime cannot be dismissed. Unless strategic
      circumstances shift radically in NATO’s favor or against it, doctrinal clarity will have to be forgone for the
      sake of Alliance stability, which ultimately is the most vital prerequisite for effective deterrence.
    


    
    

    NATO’s Nuclear Force Posture: A Shift for the Better?


    
      During the 1980s, the composition of NATO’s theater nuclear force has been undergoing a radical
      transformation that reflects a critical shift in NATO’s conception of its role in deterrence and defense. In
      undertaking this shift, the Alliance has embarked on a potentially sound, but highly risky course, the long term
      effectiveness of which will depend on a number of politically difficult decisions that have yet to be made.
      Structural changes in NATO’s force posture are primarily the result of two Alliance decisions: the 1979 decision
      to deploy 572 Pershing II and cruise missiles while withdrawing 1,000 tactical nuclear warheads, and the 1983
      ‘Montebello’ decision to eliminate an additional 1,400 tactical warheads.27 As a result of these actions, NATO’s theater
      nuclear forces (TNF) will have been reduced from roughly 7,000 warheads in 1979 to about 4,500 by 1988. More
      importantly, the composition of the force will have changed dramatically. The 1979 force was heavily oriented
      towards tactical systems for direct battlefield support [see Figure 2.1]. By 1988, NATO’s TNF will be more evenly distributed among warheads for short-range,
      medium-range, and long-range theater nuclear systems.28
    


    
      NATO’s TNF shift has several implications, among them, according to Secretary-General Lord Carrington, a
      revision in ‘the whole concept of short-range weapons.’30 According to authoritative sources, SACEUR has recommended in a secret report to the
      NPG that compliance with the Montebello decision be met through the phase-out of two classes of short-range
      nuclear systems, the Nike-Hercules air defense missile (600 warheads) and atomic demolition mines (ADM) (400
      warheads) as well as 400 additional warheads, most likely nuclear artillery (or ‘artillery-fired atomic
      projectiles’—AFAP).31
      

      

    


    
    
      Figure 2.1: Land-Based NATO TNF Warheads29
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      Both ADMs and Nike-Hercules are systems that would have to be used early in a conflict for maximum
      effectiveness, the former to create barriers and the latter to break up massed air assaults likely to
      characterize an initial air offensive. Removal of weapons apt to be used early in a conflict suggest that the
      Alliance is moving toward a nuclear force posture compatible with ‘no early first use’ (NEFU) of nuclear weapons,
      a concept advocated by SACEUR, General Bernard Rogers.32 Insofar as NEFU emphasizes enhanced conventional capabilities and escalation control,
      it does not represent a fundamental shift away from flexible response, and could in fact come to represent a
      reinforcement of the transatlantic bargain if given operational content through adequate force
      deployments.
    


    
      In terms of deterrence, NATO’s shift towards an NEFU-oriented force posture represents a subtle change in
      emphasis from deterrence through the prospective dynamic of battlefield escalation to increased reliance on
      deterrence through the threat of a calculated response, perhaps against Soviet territory.33 In its emphasis on longer-range systems, it
      represents a reaffirmation of Alliance, particularly American, commitment in principle to escalation and
      coupling. At the same time, however, diminished reliance on battlefield systems betrays a
      deep-seated fear over the practical ramifications of NATO’s own escalatory doctrine.
    


    
      To the extent that the role of calculated response becomes more prominent in NATO’s deterrent calculus, it
      will become more important that NATO’s nuclear forces embody those attributes traditionally stressed in planning
      for flexible response, including survivability, controllability, and targeting flexibility. Somewhat alarmingly,
      this increased burden on NATO’s nuclear force posture is being added at a time when Soviet capabilities for
      circumscribing Alliance nuclear options are more pronounced than at any point in the history of the
      Alliance.34
    


    
    

    TNF Survivability: A Principal Concern


    
      Particular concern in recent years has focused on the survivability of NATO TNF and its attendant command,
      control, communications, and intelligence (C3I) network in light of challenges posed by the growth of
      Soviet conventional and theater-nuclear forces dedicated to a preemptive mission. The expansion of Soviet
      capabilities to preempt NATO’s theater-nuclear assets by con ventional means is of particular concern,
      since the development of such an option by the Soviet Union would retain the onus of nuclear escalation on NATO
      while denying the Alliance its most credible escalatory options. If NATO were to permit such a development, the
      utility of Soviet conventional superiority along the inner-European frontier would be enhanced immeasurably, both
      as a political and a military tool, and deterrence undermined accordingly. The evolution of Soviet
      theater-nuclear preemptive capabilities against NATO TNF, also a serious concern, presents a challenge of
      a different nature since any Soviet decision to preempt by nuclear means would have to take into account the
      probability of a nuclear response by American strategic forces.
    


    
      The acquisition of conventional forces oriented toward preemption of NATO TNF coincides with a major shift
      in Soviet doctrine, which now posits the destruction of NATO theater-nuclear assets as the primary
      strategic mission of Soviet conventional forces in the early phases of a war.35 Significant force posture developments toward
      this end include: deployment in large numbers of ‘third generation’ aircraft that have effectively transformed
      Soviet frontal aviation into a formidable offensive force;36 fielding of a modernized tactical missile force (SS-21 and SS-23), equipped to
      carry conventional and chemical (in addition to nuclear) warheads and believed to form an
      integral part of the Soviet conventional air operations plan;37 and increasing attention to training and equipping air- and ground-mobile troops
      intended to operate behind NATO lines to sabotage nuclear facilities and disrupt NATO nuclear weapons
      dispersal.38
    


    
      While the precise operational significance of these developments remains open to debate, recent studies
      suggest that conventionally armed Soviet aviation alone already is capable of destroying in the first days of a
      war roughly 30–45 percent of the ‘designated ground zeros’ (DGZs) essential to NATO nuclear operations (including
      command and control centers, airbases, missile sites, and nuclear weapons storage facilities).39 The impact of such a strike on NATO operations
      is unclear at this time; however, the figure certainly raises questions about the ability of the Alliance to
      respond with a coordinated nuclear attack in a conventional combat environment.
    


    
      At the nuclear level, while older Soviet SS-4 and SS-5 LRINF have posed a danger to NATO fixed nuclear
      assets for years, the MIRVed SS-20 represents a significant improvement in Soviet battle-management capabilities.
      Solid-fueled and highly accurate, the SS-20 can strike major NATO TNF targets on shorter notice and with lower
      collateral damage and greater reliability than could the SS-4/5 force, while retaining a larger and quickly
      reloadable reserve for retargeting and counter-deterrence.40
    


    
      At the core of NATO’s survivability dilemma is the ineluctable tension between the peacetime requirements
      of nuclear weapons security and low political visibility, and the wartime need to conceal and multiply the
      potential aim points of Soviet targeters. Peacetime requirements have mandated the storage of all but a fraction
      of NATO’s nuclear warheads, those on quick reaction alert (QRA), apart from their prospective launchers at
      approximately 50 well-guarded storage sites. Once an order to disperse were given, dual-capable aircraft (DCA)
      would spread out among a larger number of bases; mobile cruise, Pershing II, and short-range Lance missiles would
      depart from peacetime sites; and nuclear artillery warheads would be distributed along the forward edge of battle
      area (FEBA) and to a large number of rear bases.41 While dispersal alone does not address all TNF survivability problems, it is clear that
      at present timely dispersal is the single most crucial factor in enhancing TNF survivability during a crisis. As
      numerous analysts have noted, however, the decision to disperse is apt to be politically difficult due to the
      perception that it could trigger Soviet preemption.42
    


    
      Survival of NATO theater nuclear forces will have little political or military
      significance if the C3I assets required to direct that force cannot survive in a combat environment. Force
      direction has been a major component of the debate over U.S. strategic forces, but surprisingly has not entered
      as prominently into the theater nuclear debate. However, given the stringent requirements for political and
      military control implicit in flexible response, particularly in its NEFU variant, the maintenance of
      communication among political command authorities, between the political leadership and military commanders, and
      between those commanders and forces in the field is a fundamental NATO requirement.
    


    
      One of NATO’s advantages in this area is the existence of a rich civilian and military communications
      network, the latter recently upgraded through a major effort to improve tactical C3I.43 While the redundancy of these systems should
      suffice to maintain essential theater nuclear communications during a conventional phase of conflict, the ability
      to do so in even a limited nuclear environment is questionable. Theater-nuclear C3I, like strategic
      C3I, will face problems of command authority survival, the destruction of key communications nodes and
      links, and interference including jamming, interception, and ionospheric disturbance and electromagnetic pulse
      (EMP) effects caused by atmospheric nuclear explosions.44
    


    
    

    Protecting Theater Nuclear Assets


    
      The increasing credibility of Soviet preemptive capabilities represents an ominous development in what Uwe
      Nerlich has termed the ‘progressive denial of NATO strategy,’ i.e., developments that force NATO to an early
      nuclear decision while constricting nuclear options.45 Appropriately, it is not a development that has gone unnoticed. The seriousness with
      which NATO political and military leaders view these concerns is illustrated by the fact that the NPG in 1984
      extended the mandate of its High Level Group (HLG) with the express purpose of examining the TNF survivability
      issue.
    


    
      Largely as a result of the guidelines of the 1977 NATO Long-Term Defense Plan (LTDP), important
      improvements in NATO’s defensive posture already have been made, including the acquisition of new air defense
      systems, hardening, sheltering, and the introduction of theater nuclear systems deployable well behind the FEBA.
      NATO also has implemented measures to alleviate blatant C3I deficiencies, including the provision of airborne and
      ground-mobile command posts for NATO commanders, deployment of a new mobile high-frequency
      (HF) communications network (REGENCY NET) to provide communications to weapons storage sites, and installation of
      the NATO Integrated Command Systems (NICS), connecting NATO command headquarters to national capitals.46
    


    
      While these programs have served an important function, NATO’s TNF survivability dilemma is part of a
      broader theater survivability problem that calls for a thorough rethinking of the interaction between offensive
      and defensive theater forces. The speed and accuracy of modern nuclear and conventional offensive weapons
      systems, combined with advanced target acquisition and intelligence capabilities, give potentially decisive
      theater advantages to the side willing to strike first. Since, as a defensive alliance, NATO must assume that the
      benefits of preemption will accrue to its adversaries, it is necessary to undertake a wide-ranging effort to
      address at a fundamental level the ever-expanding gap between Soviet offensive strike capabilities and NATO’s
      ability to defend its key theater nuclear assets.
    


    
      Short-term steps that can have an immediate impact against existing threats include improvements in NATO’s
      passive measures programs, including aircraft sheltering, proliferation of emergency air strips, and runway
      repair capabilities. Beyond these measures, NATO must now give serious consideration to countering developments
      likely to pose critical problems for TNF survivability in coming years, including continued improvements in
      Soviet offensive air capabilities and Soviet deployment of highly accurate conventionally armed tactical
      missiles. Specifically, NATO must be prepared to upgrade its ability to conduct offensive counter-air operations
      (OCA) and to deploy defenses against tactical ballistic and cruise missile attack (ATM) if Soviet preemptive
      abilities continue to expand as expected. Programs currently associated with these roles include plans to provide
      limited ATM capacity through Patriot and Hawk air-defense missile system upgrades and procurement of a
      conventionally armed Lance follow-on missile which could incorporate an OCA mission.47
    


    
      While these initial programs will not provide effective defense against nuclear preemption by
      sanctuarized and highly penetrative SS-20s, both would complicate Soviet planning for a preemptive strike by
      conventionally armed theater aircraft and shorter-range missiles. Initial deployments would have the
      further advantage of giving Alliance military planners and commanders experience in dealing with the synergism
      between offense and defense, providing a foundation for incorporation of more advanced defensive technology and
      doctrinal evolution. Ideally, conceptual planning for theater defense should be integrated
      with ongoing U.S. planning for strategic defenses, although political rather than military considerations are
      likely to dictate the extent to which such a development will be feasible (see Ivo Daalder and Lynn Whittaker’s
      chapter in this volume).
    


    
      It is altogether possible that movement on both sides towards active defenses and rapid-response OCA
      capabilities will greatly complicate NATO planning for defense and for arms control. Unfortunately, NATO faces a
      classic ‘prisoner’s dilemma,’ in which such an outcome, disquieting and uncertain as it may appear, nevertheless
      is preferable to the certain denial of its strategy that would result from a failure to react adequately to
      Soviet preemptive capabilities. For this reason, NATO should proceed judiciously and remain open to negotiated
      outcomes, but must develop the capabilities and political consensus necessary to react unilaterally to the
      defensive challenge as warranted by Soviet deployments.
    


    
    

    Offensive Theater Nuclear Force Modernization


    
      Regarding the modernization of its offensive theater nuclear systems. NATO political leaders are apt to
      proceed cautiously in the wake of the INF controversy. Although the ongoing successful implementation of the INF
      decision has served as an important demonstration of Alliance political will, the divisiveness that accompanied
      it has left Alliance leaders understandably wary.
    


    
      The Montebello decision, which emphasized force reductions without providing for specific modernization
      programs, reflects NATO’s cautious approach. In carrying out the provisions of Montebello, NATO is fortunate to
      have available the Patriot air defense system and advanced conventional barrier munitions to compensate for, and
      in some respects improve upon, the defensive roles assigned to many of the nuclear warheads apparently scheduled
      for withdrawal. As both Stephen Flanagan and John Burgess have cautioned in this volume, however, NATO is coming
      up against limits regarding the extent to which advanced technology can be expected to substitute for nuclear
      capabilities, at least in the near future. In coming years, NATO leaders will be faced with the temptation to
      continue to reduce politically unpopular nuclear weapons systems but may not have conventional options available
      to substitute adequately for their roles in deterrence and defense.
    


    
      Nuclear artillery, for example, which presents control problems and would, due to its
      range, be used primarily on NATO territory, has been a perennial target of TNF reform advocates.48 Nevertheless, nuclear artillery continues to
      fulfill critical functions, both in forcing the dispersal of enemy troops during wartime and in deterring Soviet
      use of its own nuclear artillery, a system in which it has made a substantial investment in recent years.
      Further, while individual nuclear artillery launchers are extremely vulnerable, in the aggregate they may
      represent NATO’s most survivable nuclear weapons system due to high numbers, dispersal, and mobility.
    


    
      Another system often cited for elimination or replacement is NATO’s inventory of dual-capable aircraft.
      Opponents of DCA argue that, like short-range weapons, their vulnerability may generate pressures for early use.
      Further, they maintain that the necessity of withholding DCA from the conventional battle for possible nuclear
      use degrades essential conventional battle-support missions, close air support and, it might be added,
      suppression of Soviet offensive air capabilities.
    


    
      While legitimate problems are associated with DCA, eliminating their nuclear role does not, in itself,
      resolve the issue in NATO’s favor. DCA serve as NATO’s principal means of nuclear attack against targets of
      opportunity behind enemy lines, a mission that existing longer-range missiles cannot perform as readily because
      of real-time targeting deficiencies.49 Eliminating the nuclear role for DCA would simply exchange one set of strategic
      problems for a far more serious set. Replacing aircraft with missiles, which would be more survivable and
      reliable, may become possible in several years as NATO improves its long-range and mobile target
      acquisition capabilities with the addition of new weapons guidance systems and reconnaissance systems such as
      JSTARS. An obvious candidate missile for the role currently fulfilled by some DCA is the extended-range Lance
      follow-on; however Congress has thus far been reluctant to provide that missile with a nuclear capability.50 Until a missile alternative is
      available, however, NATO has little choice but to retain DCA in its inventory.
    


    
      In moving towards an NEFU-oriented nuclear force, NATO decision-makers must maintain an awareness of the
      potential weaknesses in its new posture. If NATO political and military leaders are serious about not being
      forced into an early nuclear decision, they must undertake the conventional force improvements necessary to
      provide the requisite reprieve. Further, new longer-range systems and conventional enhancements cannot fully
      substitute for all of the deterrent and defensive roles currently filled by shorter-range systems. Rather than
      focusing on whether to eliminate these systems, NATO should concentrate on resolving
      problems generally associated with them. Finally, the Alliance must take measures to improve the survivability
      and controllability of its reconfigured force in the face of Soviet conventional and theater-nuclear deployments
      geared toward a preemptive role.
    


    
      In short, it should not be forgotten that NATO’s ‘shift’ was undertaken in response to a deteriorating
      strategic environment which cast doubt upon NATO’s ability to carry out its escalatory strategy. If the measures
      required to give the new posture an operational capacity consistent with NATO doctrine are not undertaken, it
      will come to symbolize nothing more than the final phase in the military bankruptcy of flexible response.
    


    
    

    The Longer Term: Toward a European Deterrent?


    
      The decisions leading to NATO’s new TNF posture reflect an increasing European role, particularly through
      NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group (NPG), in the determination of Alliance nuclear policy. This role is indicative of
      European desires for greater participation in all facets of nuclear decision-making, including American strategic
      policy and arms control. The increasingly assertive role of the European powers, not coincidentally, marks a
      period during which expanding Soviet capabilities have exacerbated intra-Alliance tensions.
    


    
      While NATO’s ‘shift’ has demonstrated the Alliance’s ability to reach consensus on nuclear issues, it also
      has revealed its potential for internal conflict. At a more basic level, the ‘shift’ does not begin to address
      the underlying problems of extended deterrence that virtually guarantee a future of deepening intra-Alliance
      conflict. Over the longer term, those problems can only be addressed, if they are to be addressed, through the
      establishment of credible European deterrent forces.
    


    
      British and French nuclear forces capable of striking Soviet territory together currently amount to 162
      single-warhead missiles and assorted strike aircraft. Over the next decade, planned force enhancements will raise
      that total to approximately 1,200 warheads; only a fraction of the Soviet force, but nonetheless a number that
      potentially could figure far more prominently in the deterrence equation.
    


    
      The initial phase of Britain’s force upgrade is the ongoing installation of the multiwarhead (not
      independently targeted) Chevaline system on its current Polaris SLBMs. Barring a quite conceivable change in
      plans, the early 1990s will see a quantum improvement in British strategic forces with the
      deployment of MIRVed (probably 8 warheads) counterforce-capable Trident II missiles, purchased from the United
      States, on a fleet of four British-built submarines. France currently is providing MIRV capability for missiles
      on five of six existing submarines and a seventh to be added to the fleet in the early 1990s. The French also
      will be adding a standoff air-to-surface missile (ASAMP) to its 33 Mirage IV bombers and plan eventually to
      replace 18 silo-based MRBMs with a larger number of mobile missiles.51
    


    
      It is estimated that proposed strategic force improvements will entail expenditures by Great Britain of
      over $20 billion and by France of roughly $30 billion in coming years, representing major investments for
      countries with defense budgets running approximately $20–$25 billion annually.52 In Britain, where per capita spending on defense
      outpaces any other major NATO power except the United States and where economic growth figures are among the
      lowest, both major opposition parties are committed to cancelling the Trident purchase. Thus, future developments
      will be highly sensitive to political and economic conditions. French nuclear procurement policies, on the other
      hand, enjoy widespread domestic support, largely as a result of deeply ingrained Gaullist notions of independence
      and singularity.53 Economic
      realities, however, may render problematic the full realization of France’s ambitious strategic vision.
    


    
      While undoubtedly enhancing deterrence, independent European nuclear forces stand out as an example of
      duplicative military and economic effort not only within the Alliance but within the European community. The
      substantial cost of the proposed British and French strategic nuclear programs, as well as their formidable force
      targets, raises important questions about the possibilities for European nuclear cooperation, both in production
      and strategy. Graeme Auton has written in a recent article that:
    


    
      if West European peoples are to reduce their dependence on United States nuclear protection, they must also
      grasp the nettle of establishing positive control over nuclear forces of their own. Thirty-five years of
      dependence on the United States has generated in nuclear matters West European resentment, irresponsibility,
      wishful thinking, and a refusal to reconfigure the transatlantic relationship along strategically more realistic
      lines. This has to change.54
    


    
      While Auton’s insight is acute, his certitude may be a bit premature. Although the
      French occasionally have floated ideas regarding nuclear cost-sharing with Britain and Germany, reflecting a
      certain wariness about the long-term economic wisdom of continuing on an independent path, there has been little
      willingness to do so under conditions approaching political acceptability to its prospective partners.55 There are indications, however, that
      France’s historical reticence to engage in nuclear integrative efforts with Germany may be changing. Hints of a
      new ‘post-Gaullist’ French defense policy were evident in statements by former Defense Minister Charles Hernu,
      who affirmed in Germany in June 1985 that the two states share ‘common security interests’ and hinted of possible
      French nuclear protection of Germany in the future.56
    


    
      Nevertheless, the two states have traveled this path before; so, while there is reason for optimism,
      history counsels that it be tempered. Continued American nuclear protection for a denuclearized Germany has been
      an implicit condition for France’s independent nuclear posture, and the French Government has made clear its
      preference for pursuing a nationally oriented rather than a collaborative European nuclear role. As Hernu has
      said, ‘if France gave the impression to certain Americans, who would be happy to hear it, that France could take
      the place of the United States in the nuclear field, this would render a very poor service to the United States
      and also to Europe.’57
    


    
      Another long-term development that cannot be ruled out, although generally considered a strategic taboo, is
      the acquisition by the West Germans of an independent nuclear force. Given the likely reaction to such a
      development in Moscow, not to mention West Germany’s European neighbors both East and West, there can be little
      doubt that German nuclear weapons would represent one of the most radical and destabilizing developments of the
      postwar era. Instead of offering a possible solution to the problem of extended deterrence, as one author
      recently suggested, a German nuclear force would represent just the type of destabilizing outcome that extended
      deterrence guards against.58
    


    
      Rather than resulting from a calculated decision to reinforce deterrence within an Alliance or European
      framework, a German move to acquire nuclear weapons would be more likely to occur under political and military
      conditions marked by a radical loss of confidence in its allies.59 It is precisely the desire to avoid such an eventuality that largely motivates
      Alliance efforts to reinforce the American guarantee and to provide at least the foundation for a European-based
      alternative should that commitment falter.
    


    
    

    Conclusions


    
      The struggle of West Europeans to maintain their political integrity in the face of Soviet power may yet
      find form in an arrangement that obviates the need for the American nuclear guarantee through the emergence of a
      credible European defense identity (see Fen Hampson’s chapter in this volume).60 Certainly such a possibility is within their
      demographic and economic grasp. The extreme sensitivity of the nuclear issue suggests, however, that it will be
      among the final questions to be resolved in the process of European political and defense cooperation, and much
      remains to be accomplished before it can be addressed.
    


    
      Until then, NATO must find ways to adapt to the shifting requirements of deterrence within the political
      constraints of the Atlantic Alliance, even as the compelling pressures of Soviet force deployments make
      adaptation an increasingly difficult process. On balance, NATO’s evolving force posture has the potential to
      contribute to this objective, by both complicating the job of Soviet planners and providing a foundation for
      intra-Alliance compromise. It is, therefore, a prudent course, but nonetheless a course set upon in reaction to a
      deepening strategic crisis. The crucial test for NATO leaders will be their ability to reconcile the internal
      tensions generated by that crisis in a manner compatible with the decisions necessary to maintain the credibility
      of an escalatory strategy.
    


    
      As Josef Joffe has pointed out, the American nuclear guarantee protects Europe from the need to confront
      head-on the divisive issues raised by the persistence of nationalism, including the ever-enduring German
      question, that threaten instability from within. In its absence, ‘Europe’s separate pasts—its separate
      identities, interests and involvements—will reassert themselves.’61 Under such circumstances, change would occur
      radically and haphazardly, offering innumerable possibilities for Soviet incursions, political and perhaps
      military. If the American guarantee is permitted to erode before its time, either through neglect or avoidance of
      needed changes, Joffe’s prophecy may well be realized. Soviet forces arrayed against Europe and the United States
      present a challenge that is at once political and military. If NATO cannot meet the former, it cannot hope to
      overcome the latter.
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      The terms in which President Reagan announced the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) in March 1983 and in
      which he continues to express support for it confirm that he is convinced that SDI is achievable and that it will
      radically transform the way war is prevented.1 The President wants, and believes it is possible, to alter the nature of deterrence from
      a situation based on ‘mutual assured destruction’ (the certainty of one nation’s destruction in retaliation for
      its attack on the other) to a situation based on what the Administration calls ‘mutual assured survival’ (the
      knowledge that an attack by one can be successfully defended against by the other).2 The utopian vision of the latter struck a
      responsive chord among many on both sides of the Atlantic who abhor U.S./NATO reliance on the threatened use of
      nuclear weapons for the preservation of peace. Now, however, few beyond the President and his Secretary of
      Defense believe that nuclear weapons could be made ‘impotent and obsolete’ following SDI deployment, and most of
      the debate has shifted from consideration of area defense of cities to more limited forms of defenses. Although
      little support now exists for those more extravagant claims, the actual implications of SDI have been difficult
      to assess because its goals have been confused and the outcome of its research remains uncertain.
    


    
      Responses in Western Europe to these uncertainties, however, have been markedly different from responses in
      the United States. While the U.S. debate has focused on technological feasibility and strategic implications,
      these issues have not achieved comparable influence in Europe. There, the immediate question of technological
      feasibility has been evaded, and long-term questions regarding strategic implications have been deferred. In
      general, European concerns have focused on several main areas: the potential for ‘de-coupling’ Europe from the
      U.S. nuclear guarantee; technological challenges facing Europe vis-à-vis the other advanced industrial countries;
      a belief in and commitment to deterrence for the preservation of peace; political disruption
      that might further damage the cohesion of an Alliance that had, with the INF issue, recently weathered a severe
      storm; and a commitment to the sustenance and improvement of East-West relations, especially through arms
      control. However, this chapter will argue that, while traditional strategic concerns of Europeans regarding
      extended deterrence and arms control underlie the current debate, near-term political and technological concerns
      have dominated the policy decisions of European governments.
    


    
    

    I.
    

    Technological Feasibility


    
      Why was the European debate on SDI not launched by immediate questions concerning technological feasibility
      as it was in the U.S.?
    


    
      Early U.S. reactions to the SDI proposal centered on the technological feasibility of effective ballistic
      missile defense (BMD), and following the President’s lead, they addressed primarily an ‘Astrodome’-type defense
      for the protection of everything including cities. Such a capability was understood to have tremendous strategic
      significance, but almost everyone across the political spectrum assumed that if effective systems could be
      developed and deployed, there would be no objections to doing so.3 Thus, proponents built their case on proving that
      SDI was both desirable and feasible.
    


    
      Initial opposition in the U.S., on the other hand, was built predominantly on disproving SDI’s feasibility,
      based on the argument that a ‘leakproof’ system is impossible and that, if even a few Soviet warheads penetrated
      to American cities, the damage would be unacceptably high. Former Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger, for
      example, concluded: ‘There is no realistic hope that we shall ever again be able to protect American cities.
      There is no leak-proof defense.’4
      Most U.S. analysts now agree that perfect area defenses are impossible; those who continue to advocate area
      defense as part of SDI do so by arguing that there is value even in ‘leaky’ defenses.5
    


    
      Unlike the U.S. reaction, the responses in Europe hardly addressed the question of technological
      feasibility. Several factors contributed to this contrast. First, as we will explain below, European governments
      did not become seriously involved in the SDI debate until late 1984. By that time the terms of the debate in the
      U.S. had shifted from the technological feasibility of perfect area defenses toward the possibilities in more
      limited types of systems.
    


    
      Second, the U.S. strategic community includes many scientists with a long history of
      involvement not only in the research and development of weapons technologies but in the policy debates regarding
      them. Since SDI would grow out of current BMD research, it tapped a large and respected community that had
      extensive experience with the issue and firm grounds for informed opinion. This community was able to frame the
      initial terms of the debate in a way impossible in Europe, since no European nation has a scientific community
      that could play a comparable role in the development of American weapons systems.6
    


    
      Finally, since the ABM Treaty permits research on BMD systems, most Europeans are willing to support
      research on SDI, if only as a hedge against a Soviet breakthrough. They seem to generally accept Reagan’s
      contention that such research is necessary to discover whether SDI is feasible and, if it is found to be
      feasible, that the U.S. would then negotiate with the allies and the Soviet Union the possibility of development
      and deployment. Some in Europe, however, have expressed concern that their endorsement of research will add
      momentum to U.S. programs and be misused for domestic political reasons by the Reagan Administration.7 Nevertheless, the U.S. government’s emphasis
      on research has so far successfully deflected much European skepticism and allowed those who promote a ‘wait and
      see’ attitude regarding the feasibility of SDI technologies to prevail.
    


    
    

    II.
    

    Strategic Implications


    
      The strategic debate in Europe over SDI has also been different from that in the U.S., reflecting the
      different traditional concerns of the two regarding deterrence in general and the possible effect of defensive
      systems on extended deterrence in particular. This section will first briefly survey the U.S. debate, and then
      turn to the European one.
    


    
    

    1.
    

    U.S. Strategic Concerns
    

    



    
      Opinions among U.S. analysts about the strategic implications of SDI depend on two major factors: 1) what
      one’s opinions are regarding the nature and requirements of deterrence in general and extended deterrence in
      particular; and 2) whether one expects SDI to consist of area defense or point defense.
    


    
      The first factor—the nature and requirements of deterrence—forms the assumptions upon
      which assessments of SDI are made, and thus the standard against which the contributions of SDI are
      measured.8 In essence, the two
      opposing viewpoints are as follows.9 One side holds that deterrence depends upon the ability of both nations to destroy one
      another in retaliation following the attack of one against the other. ‘Destruction’ in this case is usually
      defined as the infliction of extremely high levels of damage on the population and industry of a nation, and
      ‘assured destruction’ generally refers to the certainty of the retaliating nation’s capability to strike those
      areas with sufficient reserve forces following an attack against itself. Thus, the fact that both the U.S. and
      the Soviet Union have this secure second-strike capability creates a situation of ‘mutual assured
      destruction.’
    


    
      It is, of course, possible to build many different arguments regarding force planning and strategic
      doctrine upon this basic fact. Despite the diversity of implications, however, those who hold this opinion share
      a common commitment to the maintenance of an assured destruction capability for the U.S. that consists both of
      survivable forces and of the ability of those forces to penetrate to their targets; they also believe the Soviet
      Union cannot be denied its maintenance of the same capability. This capability is seen as being sufficient to
      deter Soviet attacks against both U.S. cities and forces, and as making a significant, if not sufficient,
      contribution to ‘extended deterrence’—the deterrence of Soviet nuclear and conventional attacks on U.S. allies,
      especially Western Europe.
    


    
      The opposing side holds a different view of the requirements of deterrence. Analysts on this side argue, in
      essence, that deterrence requires the U.S. to be able to defeat the Soviet Union at all levels of nuclear
      exchanges. Meeting this requirement demands that the U.S. have a significant damage-limitation capability, which
      consists of a combination of counterforce weapons, strategic defenses, and civil defense. Thus, because those on
      this side hold that the ability of each nation to destroy the other’s cities is not a requirement of deterrence
      but the ability to limit damage to one’s own cities and forces is, they are inclined to favor defensive
      systems.
    


    
      These broad (and unavoidably simplified) sets of beliefs underlie opinions regarding the second main
      factor: the distinction between area defenses and point defenses, and whether the SDI should include one or both
      of these possibilities. In terms of area defenses, implications for extended deterrence rest on the impact that
      such defenses would have on the willingness of U.S. leaders to use nuclear weapons first in a conventional war in
      Europe. If U.S. leaders believed their own cities were invulnerable to Soviet retaliation,
      they might feel better able to deliver on their ‘nuclear guarantee’ to the European allies, and thus deterrence
      of a Soviet conventional attack would be strengthened. (This situation of U.S. invulnerability would be analogous
      to that of the mid–1950s before the Soviet Union achieved an intercontinental attack capability.) In purely
      strategic terms, therefore, area defenses for the U.S. alone would strengthen extended deterrence. If, however,
      both the U.S. and the Soviet Union deployed area defenses (as would be the more likely case), the
      potential costs of a war to both the U.S. and the Soviet Union would be decreased and the probability of
      conventional war might increase. Since most observers believe the Soviet Union would deploy its own area defense
      if the U.S. did, the realistic options are between deployment by both super-powers or deployment by
      neither.
    


    
      Many who hold to the assured destruction definition of deterrence oppose all defensive measures short of
      perfect defenses as being destabilizing, but some who think either that area defense would be destabilizing or
      that it is infeasible believe that more limited forms of defense could contribute to deterrence. These might
      include point defense (of ICBMs), defense of command and control and other military targets, etc.10 Opinions regarding point defense were, most
      recently, brought to bear on the disputes concerning ICBM vulnerability. Those who believe that increasing the
      survivability of the U.S. land-based missile force would strengthen deterrence by increasing crisis stability see
      point defense as an attractive and cost-effective way to achieve that goal. At least, it is clear that point
      defense would require the Soviet Union to allocate more warheads to those targets. This would likely force the
      Soviets to build more weapons (which would be expensive) and/or to reduce coverage of other targets in order to
      increase coverage of ICBMs. It is also possible to argue that defense of U.S. ICBMs, in combination with air
      defense, civil defense, and offensive counterforce, would enable the U.S. to carry out a damage limiting
      strategy. If such a strategy reduced the cost to the U.S. of an all-out war, while denying such a capability to
      the Soviet Union, this superiority would increase the U.S. ability to extend deterrence to Europe.
    


    
      Opponents of point defense make three main arguments: 1) the benefits of increasing ICBM survivability are
      relatively small, so the added protection provided by point defense would be of little value in deterring a
      Soviet attack; 2) the Soviets would not simply abandon this venue of arms competition but would meet U.S.
      deployment of point defense with both a defensive deployment of their own and an increase in the number and
      penetrability of their warheads, thus forcing us to increase our own offensive allocations
      to their ICBMs (generating both qualitative and quantitative arms races); and 3) deployment of point defenses on
      both sides would be of net advantage to the Soviets because most of their warheads are on land-based missiles
      while the U.S. has only a small portion of its arsenal in that leg of the Triad.11
    


    
    

    2.
    

    European Strategic Concerns
    

    



    
      If the debate in the U.S. has focused primarily on the requirements of deterrence and the technological
      feasibility of defensive systems to implement these requirements, analysts and government officials addressing
      strategic issues in Europe have emphasized the likely effect of deploying a strategic defensive system on
      extended deterrence. While all strategic debates invariably reflect political preferences, Europeans in general
      tend to emphasize the political context of deterrent relationships over the abstract nature of strategic
      theory.12 European strategic
      concerns were captured by two British statements—one by Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher at the end of 1984 and
      one in March 1985 by Foreign Secretary Sir Geoffrey Howe. Although viewed in the U.S. as being at odds with each
      other, the statements were seen in Europe (including in Britain) as being fully compatible, indeed
      complementary.
    


    
      In December 1984 Prime Minister Thatcher met President Reagan at Camp David and agreed on four points
      relating to SDI: 1) the West seeks balance, not superiority; 2) no new strategic defenses can be deployed without
      East-West negotiations; 3) the aim is to enhance deterrence, not undercut it; and 4) the aim of negotiations is
      to reduce offensive forces.13
      While hailed as an unequivocal endorsement of the SDI project by both the U.S. Administration and media, the
      four-point agreement revealed much of the fine print of European concerns on the subject. Sir Geoffrey Howe’s
      speech voiced these concerns more openly and followed logically from the agreement, notwithstanding the attacks
      levelled at the Foreign Secretary.14
    


    
      Howe’s amplification of the four-point agreement highlighted Europe’s main concerns. The first point
      emphasizes that a perfect or near-perfect defensive shield, deployed unilaterally, would give the possessor a
      clear superiority and allow for the possibility of a first strike. While the U.S. does not seek such a
      superiority (a point Reagan has emphasized repeatedly), Howe emphasized that ‘we would have to ensure that the
      perceptions of the others were not different.’15
    


    
      The second point expresses the widespread concern that even if research per se
      does not lead inexorably to the development and testing of new systems, the momentum of research does, thereby
      undermining the successful arms control regime embodied in the ABM Treaty. As Howe put it, ‘research may acquire
      an unstoppable momentum of its own, even though the case for stopping may strengthen with the passage of years.
      Prevention may be better than later attempts at a cure.’16 Moreover, in promoting technological research prior to an analysis of the possible
      political and strategic implications of the project for strategic stability, East-West relations, and military
      efficacy, politics will be at the mercy of technology rather than vice versa. As Howe emphasized, ‘We must take
      care that political decisions are not preempted by the march of technology. Still less by premature attempts to
      predict the route of that march.’17
    


    
      The third point, the emphasis on deterrence, represents a traditional, almost theological European concern
      with deterrence, particularly in its nuclear incarnation. European governments, which had done battle in the war
      of ideas over the morality and political justification of nuclear deterrence aroused by the INF deployments,
      viewed the President’s explicit wish to overcome this ‘immoral’ posture with foreboding. As Howe put it:
    


    
      Deterrence has worked; and it will continue to work. It may be enhanced by active defences. Or their
      development may set us on a road of diminished security…. Unfortunately we have to face the harsh realities of a
      world in which nuclear weapons exist and cannot be disinvented. Words and dreams cannot by themselves justify
      what the Prime Minister described to the United Nations as the ‘perilous pretence’ that a better system than
      nuclear deterrence is within reach.18
    


    
      The final point reflects two concerns. First, a defensive arms race might well stimulate an offensive arms
      race. As Howe asked, would the ‘prospect of new defences being deployed inexorably crank up the levels of
      offensive nuclear systems designed to overwhelm them? History and the present state of technology suggest that
      this risk cannot be ignored.’ Second, Howe, like many other Europeans, argued that the professed American goal of
      ‘radical cuts might make the need for active defences superfluous.’19
    


    
      Howe’s speech raised some poignant questions and expressed many of the European strategic concerns with the
      American pursuit of SDI. Similar questions and concerns have been expressed by other allied
      governments. All in all, however, the official European reactions to SDI have been muted, reflecting both
      a traditional allied reluctance to publicly criticize the leader of the Western alliance and a degree of
      uncertainty over the eventual strategic implications of the project, given the fact that its nature remains
      essentially unknown. The muted nature of the official reactions should not, however, be seen either as lack of
      concern or as actual support for the underlying strategic conception represented by SDI. Despite numerous
      American attempts at NATO meetings, the allies have been unwilling to endorse the concept of strategic defenses
      and have so far only supported the prudence and legitimacy of research.
    


    
      While the U.S. administration and media have often misrepresented such support for research as entailing an
      endorsement of the SDI project, it should be emphasized that European support extends only as far as the research
      allowed under a restrictive interpretation of the ABM Treaty. The point was summed up by Chancellor Helmut
      Kohl in the official German government declaration on SDI of April 1985: ‘In our view, the American research
      program is…justified, politically necessary and in the interest of Western security’; yet he warned that there
      ‘will not be, nor can there be, an automatic succession of research, development and deployment of strategic
      defense systems.’20
    


    
      But if the official reactions to SDI have been somewhat muted and if those reactions have been subject to
      misunderstanding and misrepresentation, the underlying strategic concerns cannot be ignored. The key to
      understanding European strategic concerns is, as it has been ever since the mid-1950s, the effect of America’s
      vulnerability to nuclear attack on the extension of deterrence to cover West European territory. It is this
      concern with U.S. vulnerability that underlay the Multi-Lateral Force (MLF) and INF episodes, and it explains to
      a significant degree shifts in U.S. declaratory policy, including the adoption of ‘flexible response’ by the U.S.
      in 1961 and the various limited options strategies adopted in the 1970s.
    


    
      In theory, American invulnerability to nuclear retaliation will increase the credibility of extended
      deterrence because the U.S. need not fear retaliation even if it should use nuclear weapons first in a European
      conflict. If deployment of SDI would once again lead to American invulnerability, then the credibility of
      extended deterrence would be enhanced. Bavarian Prime Minister Franz Josef Strauss, who, as Minister of Defense,
      was deeply preoccupied with the whole question of waning American invulnerability in the late 1950s, is for this
      reason a staunch supporter of SDI. As he put it, ‘we are very much interested in the
      Americans achieving invulnerability through such a defense system because as a result, the credibility of their
      intercontinental missile deterrent would be even greater and more infallible than it is today.’21
    


    
      The credibility of extended deterrence will, however, be enhanced only if the U.S. deploys perfect
      strategic defenses and does so unilaterally. Few, if any, in Europe believe that this would be the case, and
      President Reagan’s repeated pledge that the U.S. would share the fruits of its research with the Soviet Union
      means that no unilateral advantage could accrue. Even if, as most believe, the President’s offer cannot be taken
      seriously, the history of nuclear armaments points to the undeniable fact that new developments pursued by one
      side are soon matched by the other. The expressed European fear is, therefore, that both the U.S. and the USSR
      will become sanctuaries in war, while Europe remains vulnerable to both nuclear and conventional devastation. As
      Benoit D’Aboville, a French Foreign Ministry official, told an American audience, ‘making the world safe for
      conventional war is not at all appealing for Europeans.’22
    


    
      The mutual deployment of perfect defenses would, moreover, increase the importance of conventional forces
      and result in increased U.S. pressures on the allies for conventional force im provements at a time when the
      financing of SDI would likely decrease U.S. funds available for such forces. Howe warned against this
      possibility, arguing that NATO strategy and its force posture must be in line with financial means: ‘We know only
      too well that our defences must be cut to the cloth of our financial resources. We shall have to ask ourselves
      not only whether the West can afford active defences against nuclear missiles. We must also ask whether the
      enormous funds to be devoted to such systems might not be better employed.’23
    


    
      The potential development of defenses that would leave the superpowers as sanctuaries in nuclear war has
      raised the question whether Western Europe too could be protected by defensive systems. This question is divided
      into two parts: first, is it technologically feasible to protect Western Europe from nuclear attack? And second,
      if so, what would the effect of such deployments be on the overall deterrence of war, including conventional war?
      Concerning the first question, there is general agreement that NATO nuclear assets are highly vulnerable even to
      conventional attack and that some forms of defenses would be desirable (see the chapter by Jay Kosminsky in this
      volume). This would appear to be an area in which cooperation could benefit the Alliance as a whole.
    


    
      However, defending NATO’s nuclear assets is one thing, while developing defenses that
      could protect European populations as well would seem to be an even more hopeless task than defense of U.S.
      territory. Because the flight-times of ballistic missiles to European territory are shorter than to the U.S. and
      the variety of nuclear delivery systems—ranging from aircraft and cruise missiles to artillery—is so diverse and
      the numbers so large, to base one’s hope today on the achievement of a perfect defense of European territory
      tomorrow would be to replace policy with dreams and prudence with visions.24 The second problem with area defense for Europe,
      even if achievable, is similar to the problem posed by superpower deployment of perfect defenses: the risks of
      conventional war would be markedly increased.
    


    
      The general skepticism in Europe concerning the deployment of strategic defenses has therefore led many
      there to emphasize the traditional importance of shared risks and equal security within the Atlantic Alliance.
      Such an emphasis further reflects a political perception that the U.S., once it believes that it is invulnerable
      to nuclear attack, would revert to its long-standing isolationist past and retreat into a ‘Fortress America.’
      Combined, these two concerns epitomize Europe’s fundamentally political approach to strategic questions—in marked
      contrast to the more-often technocratic approach of Americans. The political predispositions on the part of
      Europeans are reflected in their analysis of such strategic questions as extended deterrence, arms control, and
      East-West relations.
    


    
      The essential political context of the strategic analysis of extended deterrence can be found in the
      following German statement on the subject:
    


    
      The Western Alliance is an alliance of equals. Its cohesion is therefore based on the greatest possible
      realization of the principles of equal risks, equal burdens and equal security. The present NATO strategy
      reflects this principle. It guarantees that the American military potential with all its components, conventional
      and nuclear, is included in the defense of Europe. Not only the inhabitants of the Federal Republic of Germany
      but also American citizens help bear the risks, the conventional as well as the nuclear. The indivisibility of
      the security of the Alliance as a whole and of its territory creates the credibility of deterrence.25
    


    
      Europeans therefore focus most often on the idea of transatlantic ‘coupling,’ favoring
      those acts and policies that more firmly link the U.S. to Europe and assure that, in a war, U.S. central nuclear
      forces would ultimately be used against the Soviet Union.
    


    
      With the advent of America’s own vulnerability to nuclear attack in the late 1950s, these coupling concerns
      began to dominate NATO’s nuclear debates, most recently in the INF deployment decision. Many in Europe
      consequently define the notion of coupling in terms of shared risk, i.e., a defense posture and strategy that
      ensure that any war in Europe will necessarily involve the U.S. and in which all members run the ultimate risk of
      nuclear devastation. As a consequence, unilateral attempts to shun this ‘responsibility’ towards shared risk are
      viewed with foreboding, possibly indicating a U.S. desire to withdraw from its commitment to Western Europe’s
      defense. Thus, Christoph Bertram notes that the U.S. nuclear guarantee to the defense of Europe ‘becomes
      meaningless unless the United States is both vulnerable to nuclear attack and capable of adding its nuclear power
      to deter an attack on Europe.’ He further argues that: ‘Europeans are profoundly convinced that their security
      rests on America’s recognition of its own vulnerability. For Europeans, American-European solidarity is
      not just a matter of declared interests, but of shared fate…. West Europeans are convinced that the United States
      will remain vitally concerned about Europe only if its own survival is at stake.’26
    


    
      The last point reflects the concern that American invulnerability will lead to a return to isolationism in
      U.S. foreign policy. In a historical context, such a view might well be wrong—the U.S. has always been involved
      in world affairs if it believed that the Eurasian land mass could be dominated by one power. Nevertheless, the
      view is one widely held in Europe, especially by the French.
    


    
      The other important aspect of the extended deterrence question is the effect SDI would have on the British
      and French independent nuclear forces. Increased Soviet BMD deployments would reduce or negate the ability of the
      French and British weapons to penetrate to their targets. Thus, individuals in London and Paris have expressed
      concern that SDI may eventually cause those independent forces to ‘lose much of their validity.’ In order to
      overcome the Soviet defense, the British and French forces would have to be upgraded and expanded. This would be
      expensive and difficult to sustain politically. Such expenditures also represent opportunity costs for both
      conventional force improvements and social welfare spending.27
    


    
      The continuing viability of the independent nuclear forces has been raised by European
      leaders as an important issue concerning their attitudes towards SDI, and it is certainly one of the main reasons
      the French have been the most outspoken of all the European nations in their criticism of SDI. However, it is
      worth noting that government leaders who address this area of concern generally do so in terms of their domestic
      political concerns—i.e., they fear that superpower BMD would increase demands on their own forces, and that they
      would have trouble sustaining domestic political support for meeting those demands.
    


    
      SDI also has implications for arms races and arms control. As noted above, SDI challenges the ABM Treaty,
      which is seen in Europe as symbolic not only of deterrence but of the value of arms control itself. Any move to
      change or abrogate the treaty is therefore viewed as a direct challenge to the validity of arms control as a way
      to increase security and control the arms race.28 Beyond that, there are two general issues involved.
    


    
      First, in spite of President Reagan’s optimism that a defensive system will make offensive weapons
      ‘impotent and obsolete,’ most observers believe that the introduction of defenses would generate arms races in
      both offensive and defensive weapons. As former French Defense Minister Charles Hernu argued, ‘If such
      [defensive] systems were deployed, it is highly likely that nuclear weapons will undergo the ancient dialectic
      between the sword and the shield; weapons that up till now have been saved from this eventuality, precisely
      because no defense seemed possible.’29 Once defensive systems, of whatever kind, were in place, there would be continuing
      pressure to improve those systems, if only in order to match improvements by the other side. In addition, both
      the U.S. and the Soviet Union would have new motivations to increase the number of their offensive weapons in
      order to have a better chance of exhausting the defenses. This quantitative arms race would likely be accompanied
      by a qualitative arms race, as each side sought technological improvements in its forces in an attempt to thwart
      the other’s defenses.
    


    
      These new dimensions of arms races would have several consequences for the European nations. Greatly
      increased U.S. spending on strategic forces would probably compel Washington to decrease its military
      capabilities devoted to NATO contingencies and to pressure the European allies to make offsetting increases in
      theirs. U.S.-Soviet arms races would also require the British and French to improve their own small nuclear
      forces in order to maintain their deterrent power; this upgrading would be expensive and
      would face competition from other security needs for scarce resources.30
    


    
      Second, attitudes expressed in Europe regarding the implications of SDI for arms control are mixed. Some
      officials think that SDI and arms control are incompatible. For example, former West German Chancellor Willy
      Brandt has argued that ‘when an American strategic defense initiative becomes a reality the Soviet Union will not
      reduce its nuclear arsenal by even one missile.’31 However, most observers believe that the possibility of SDI is a primary reason that
      the Soviets returned to the arms control table and that the initiative contains the makings of an arms control
      deal. As West German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher said to the Bundestag: ‘If it is true—and of this I
      am convinced —that the SDI increased the Soviet Union’s interest in returning to the bargaining table, then the
      SDI should also be made use of for the purposes of arms control.’32 Europeans are thus pinning great hopes to
      developments in Geneva, despite Reagan’s insistence that SDI is not on the table. Should Reagan’s statements
      prove to be true rather than mere political rhetoric and should his unwillingness to negotiate with SDI prevent
      progress at Geneva, European leaders will have to reevaluate their positions.
    


    
      Finally, views on East-West relations have traditionally differed across the Atlantic. The divergences
      involve primarily differing evaluations about the nature of security: Europeans have generally viewed their
      security as mutually intertwined not only with the United States, but also with the Soviet Union. This is seen as
      imperative, given Europe’s geographical position. As a result, Europeans always stress the political
      ramifications of changes in technology and strategy and see arms control as an expression of the mutuality of the
      East-West security relationship. In contrast, the United States generally stresses that the way to security is
      military strength and political cohesion, the latter implying an absence of intra-Alliance dissension. Moreover,
      such a unilateral view of security results in an emphasis on technology and its military-strategic
      implications.
    


    
      Europeans’ underlying concerns with SDI must be seen within this context. As Johan Jorgen Holst has argued,
      ‘SDI is an expression of unilateralism, the desire to break the bonds of mutuality,’ which, to Europeans at
      least, encompasses the entire security relation.33 SDI is essentially seen as a unilateral, technological ‘solution’ to a political
      problem that, in its very essence, concerns the relation between East and West.
    


    
    

    III.
    

    Near-Term Political Considerations


    
      While the strategic implications of SDI concern primarily long-term possibilities, more immediate,
      political concerns have tended to dominate the European debate. Following a short exposition of European
      political evaluations of SDI, we examine the most pressing current issues concerning the technological and
      economic implications of the Reagan initiative.
    


    
    

    1.
    

    Europe’s Evolving Attitudes
    

    



    
      It was not until late 1984 that European governments began to address the SDI issue in earnest. The March
      1983 initiative had come for them at an inopportune time. The deployments of new intermediate-range nuclear
      forces (INF) were due the following November, and the intra-European debate accompanying NATO’s decision and its
      execution had been heated and deeply divisive. The INF decision had, to a considerable extent, shattered a
      general European defense consensus that was two decades old, one which had emphasized the dual process of detente
      and defense within the NATO Alliance, as articulated in the 1967 Harmel Report. As Johan Jorgen Holst correctly
      argued, in 1984 an exhausted Europe ‘needed a breathing space to create calm surrounding security policy and a
      new balance in the relationship between state and society on the subject of defense measures.’34 Consequently, European leaders were reluctant to
      address the issue head-on, fearing a resurgence of polarization in their societies.
    


    
      Although immediate domestic political concerns may have distracted European governments from taking the SDI
      proposal seriously at first, the landslide re-election of President Reagan in November 1984 and the news that the
      program was to devour $26 billion over five years for research alone combined to convince Europe of the
      Administration’s commitment to the project. As a result, West European governments began to analyze the issue in
      greater depth and to formulate their positions. Somewhat surprisingly, a rather firm consensus developed, one
      clearly expressed in the Thatcher-Reagan agreement described above.
    


    
      Not all European governments have expressed their views as openly as did the British. Intra-European
      divergences in public declarations, however, reflect the peculiarities of individual countries more than a
      fundamental difference in the evaluation of SDI among them. For example, even more so than
      the British, the French have been the most open and consistent in their skepticism regarding the project, thereby
      re-emphasizing a traditional, indeed Gaullist, desire to act independently of American initiatives and to shun
      strategic and military dependence as a form of weakness.
    


    
      West German public oscillation on the issue, on the other hand, reflects not only an internal division
      within the cabinet,35 but also
      Germany’s peculiar position within the NATO Alliance vis-à-vis France and the United States, particularly when
      the latter two disagree. As both Paris and Washington begin to view Bonn’s stance on an issue as reflecting
      Germany’s loyalty to either the European or the Atlanticist ideal, Bonn tends to resort to a policy of ambiguity
      that merely masks its internal disarray. The clear split between Paris and Washington on the wisdom of SDI thus
      reverberates in Bonn’s corridors of power, where the traditional battle between ‘Gaullists’ and ‘Atlanticists’
      has reemerged. Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher is clearly in the former camp, declaring that ‘what is
      good for France cannot be bad for the FRG, and what is good for the FRG cannot be bad for France.’36 The CSU (particularly Bavarian Prime
      Minister Franz Josef Strauss) and others in the CDU (led most prominently by parliamentary floor leader Alfred
      Dregger) are clearly in the latter. Kohl hobbles between these positions. He firmly supported Reagan at the 1985
      Bonn summit, thereby repaying the President for his visit to the Bitburg cemetery, while seeking to present a
      common front with France in Europe, as exemplified by the joint tabling of a treaty for political union at the
      Milan European Community Conference in June 1985.
    


    
      Notwithstanding the difference in emphasis in the various European governments’ positions, many underlying
      concerns are shared throughout the continent. Thus, SDI’s implications for ‘coupling’ and for budgetary
      commitments are everywhere viewed with great concern. In a similar vein, European governments are deeply
      concerned about the potential arms control implications of SDI, particularly in terms, first, of a continuing
      mutual compliance with a strict interpretation of the development, testing, and deployment limitations of
      the ABM Treaty and, second, in terms of the overall effect on the level of offensive weapons yet to be
      deployed.
    


    
      Combined, these concerns are reminiscent of earlier debates concerning both ABM deployments in the early
      1970s and arms control talks in the mid- to late-1970s. Then, as now, the fear prevailed that the superpowers
      might: (a) strike an arms control deal involving central strategic systems only; (b) ignore
      developments at the intermediate-range force level, thereby enabling further Soviet deployments of short and
      medium range nuclear forces; and (c) deploy a limited form of defenses, both area and point, which, while not
      sufficient to counter the central strategic forces, would be effective against European independent de terrent
      forces. The end result of these developments would be once again to raise the specter of decoupled
      European-American theaters at a time when the imbalance of European nuclear forces have been exacerbated. The
      prime political interest of all European governments is, consequently, to reaffirm the ABM Treaty and to
      negotiate an arms control agreement that addresses both central strategic as well as European-based nuclear
      forces.
    


    
      If the above concerns underlie much of Europe’s muted reactions and somewhat ambiguous pose towards the SDI
      project as a whole, the importance of the project’s technological implications has come to dominate most of the
      European SDI debate in 1985. This debate was stimulated in the first place by the Reagan Administration’s
      handling of both the project’s announcement and its search for allied support for SDI’s underlying conceptual
      premises. Second, the investment involved in the project reignited traditional fears that European industry was
      becoming less competitive in the advanced technology realm. It is these concerns that have most recently
      dominated the public pronouncements and reactions in Europe.
    


    
    

    2.
    

    American Unilateralism Resurgent
    

    



    
      The manner in which the SDI concept was first announced seemed to be another example of American
      unilateralism in the formation of military policy and strategy. European governments had been unpleasantly
      surprised to see President Reagan announcing a major strategic innovation directly affecting the very core of
      Europe’s security without even prior notification, let alone consultation. Worse still, it was eleven months
      after Reagan’s speech and some time following his signing of SDI’s formal go-ahead in NSDM 119 that the allies
      were finally informed of its contents. A first formal ‘explanation’ of the project’s nature had to await NATO’s
      April 1984 Nuclear Planning Group meeting. The Administration’s failure to fully inform the allies strengthened
      the suspicion that defenses were primarily, if not exclusively, intended to protect the U.S. only, thus
      reinforcing a growing European resentment of the resurgent unilateralism of American foreign
      policy.
    


    
      But although European governments were left largely in the dark on the project’s nature, the U.S.
      nevertheless sought political support for a project whose contents and objectives few in Europe understood. Thus,
      on March 26, 1985, Defense Secretary Weinberger sent his European colleagues a letter, inviting them to
      participate in SDI research. In the letter, Weinberger asked the allies to send, ‘within 60 days, an indication
      of your interest in participating in the SDI research program.’37 While the sixty-day ultimatum was soon thereafter withdrawn following protests,
      the offer remained indicative of the Reagan Administration’s unilateralist methods of managing Alliance
      relations, particularly as it echoed the high-handed approach of the 1983–84 presentation of the ‘emerging
      technologies’ initiative.
    


    
      Moreover, the fact that the European allies were asked to participate in a project whose eventual goals
      they had not endorsed, nor even been asked to endorse, suggested that the offer had a hidden agenda. As Lawrence
      Freedman remarked, the ‘allies had not actually been asked whether they wanted this protection or felt that this
      was a sensible way for the United States to exploit its resources or even whether it was useful to set such an
      ambitious goal before there was any confidence that it could be achieved.’38 Thus, on the one hand, the offer brought home to
      Europeans a realization that they are increasingly losing out in the technology race vis-à-vis the United States
      and Japan and thus participation could prove tempting; however, on the other hand, the offer itself was viewed by
      them as a deception. By stressing the economic and technological benefits of $26 billion for SDI research, the
      Reagan Administration appeared to be directing its efforts at ‘paralyzing critical consideration of the
      SDI.’39 By extending the
      technological carrot to Europe, the Administration was seen not only as attempting to stifle the political and
      strategic doubts Europeans might have, but to obtain positive support for the project itself.
    


    
      European suspicion that the offer of participation might be less than sincere was reinforced by the fact
      that not even the United States was quite certain what the offer involved. Thus, Vice President George Bush said
      in Europe three months after the official invitation, ‘We ourselves are still trying to establish whether
      research under the umbrella of government agreements or direct agreements between private firms are [sic]
      better.’40 More importantly
      perhaps, the money available for foreign participation amounts to a mere $1 billion over five years. As Dutch
      Defense Minister Job de Ruiter commented, ‘this $200 million per year, divided among NATO
      nations, Israel, Japan, and a countless number of companies, including subsidiaries of U.S. enterprises’ will
      have minimal economic benefit for any country that decides to participate.41
    


    
      If the financial resources available prove to be marginal, the economic and technological benefits that
      might accrue with participation may be exaggerated as well. As a French Foreign Ministry study argued, since SDI
      is a military research project, its civilian technology spin-offs will not necessarily be substantial. Even if
      more than marginal, a research project directed exclusively at civilian applications would be more
      cost-effective. Moreover, U.S. leaders are likely to want Europe to participate in those areas in which its
      competence is superior and not—as in lasers, microcomputing, and space—where it is inferior. Yet, the latter
      areas would be of greatest benefit to European industry.42
    


    
      Although American uncertainty about the nature of participation, the scant sum of money involved, and
      doubts about the economic fruits of participation clearly suggest an ulterior motive behind Weinberger’s offer,
      the offer would have been viewed with European skepticism even without those suspicious signs, given the history
      of the burden-sharing and technology transfer debates. As of now, the U.S. has not mentioned any desire for a
      European financial input into the SDI project. Yet, it seems unavoidable that as SDI research progresses and the
      financial burdens become heavier, Congressional pressure will emerge for a European financial contribution or,
      more likely, financial offsets in other areas of defense, including out-of-area burdens. In line with traditional
      U.S. concerns about the absence of ‘fair’ European contributions—stretching back to the Kennedy Administration’s
      repeated insistence on sharing global responsibilites, through the Mansfield amendments, to the latter’s
      reincarnation in the 1984 Nunn amendment—an unwillingness on the part of Europeans to contribute their share to
      the common defense could lead to yet another threat of ‘agonizing reappraisal’ in the United States. European
      attitudes concerning participation could well lead therefore to an implicit ‘loyalty test’ to the Alliance, much
      as the INF and LTDP decision (and earlier the MLF issue) were seen before.43
    


    
      More important than the burden-sharing problem is, however, the shadow the Administration’s technology
      transfer policies have cast over much of U.S.-European technological cooperation in recent years.44 At a press conference following the March
      1985 NPG meeting, an American official noted that the U.S. ‘attitude towards the transfer of technology has always been that it must be properly safeguarded so that it doesn’t leak, and clearly
      with respect to sensitive technologies bearing on strategic defense we would have to institute more than the
      normal measures to assure that leakage would not occur.’45 Previous experience with such ‘normal measures’
      is not encouraging: for example, regarding such cooperative ventures as Spacelab (a venture solely financed by a
      European consortium, but now operated under the exclusive tutelage of NASA); the U.S. restrictions imposed on
      scientific and technology transfers in the wake of the Soviet gas pipeline agreement; the barring of
      non-Americans at scientific conventions; and the growing role of the Pentagon in reviewing and granting export
      licenses on non-military, commercial technologies. The prospect of truly equal and joint cooperation on SDI under
      more restrictive conditions is therefore highly unlikely.
    


    
      In spite of all the above, European governments may yet decide to participate in the venture. In November
      1985, a tentative agreement was reached between Britain and the U.S. which reportedly addressed the problem of
      whether the participating companies, as well as Britain more generally, would have access to the developed
      technologies. This agreement, therefore, points to the fact that any European participation would take the form
      of an a priori governmental agreement to guide the participation of private companies. Actual government
      participation or government-sanctioned or -financed SDI research is, however, highly unlikely. As far as these
      governmental agreements are concerned, Chancellor Kohl laid down the following conditions for German
      participation in a government statement to the Bundestag: ‘we shall set great store by ensuring that any future
      cooperation guarantees fair partnership and free exchange of findings, does not remain a
      technological one-way street, but secures us, as far as possible, a self-contained sphere of
      research, and thereby permits us to exercise influence on the overall project.’46 Whatever the nature or form participation may
      eventually take, it is generally stressed that such participation will not imply an endorsement of the political
      and strategic implications of the project itself, thus again reflecting the European insistence on
      differentiating sharply between research and development/ deployment.47
    


    
      Any participation, should it occur, would therefore reflect both a traditional European reluctance to
      criticize a major U.S. initiative and an overall European concern with a technology gap. This latter concern has
      become the most immediate and pressing issue in the European debate surrounding SDI. And it promises to become an
      ever more powerful motivation, for not only is the technology gap already wide, but it is
      also increasing. The United States annually spends some $100 billion on civilian research and development
      (R&D), a figure that increases by some 10 percent a year. The European Common Market countries spend only a
      third as much, and the rate of increase is half that of the U.S. In terms of the production in high technology
      equipment, European annual increases amount to 5 percent, compared to 7.6 percent in the U.S. and 14 percent in
      Japan.48
    


    
      SDI has awakened Europeans to this fact. Genscher, for example, has said that the ‘technological
      implications of the SDI program have first made many of us aware of something that had long been in existence,
      namely the technological challenge facing Europe—with or without SDI.’49 In this sense, SDI merely highlights, even if
      it reinforces, a more general trend of economic development in Europe over the last decade and a half: namely,
      that the U.S. and Japan are increasingly outpacing Europe in the high technology field, thereby gaining a
      formidable technological edge. SDI, as a research program in the most advanced technologies and a program to
      which the U.S. is willing to devote vast amounts of resources, reinforced this trend.
    


    
    

    4.
    

    Toward a Coordinate Response
    

    



    
      The attempt to find another way to meet this technological challenge lay behind the French government’s
      proposal of April 18, 1985 for a cooperative project called ‘Eureka.’50 While at first Eureka appeared to be little
      more than an idea in search of a framework, in November 1985 eighteen West European countries adopted a governing
      Charter at the Second Ministerial Conference in Hanover, West Germany. The Charter sets out the aims of Eureka
      without, however, resolving some fundamental organizational and financial problems—the same problems that
      traditionally have beset European cooperative efforts.
    


    
      The principal aim of Eureka is to coordinate European research and development efforts in five broad areas
      of high technology: robotics, information-processing, telecommunications, new materials, and biotechnology.51 Eureka is to become a coordinating
      agency that seeks to promote joint research programs and to establish common norms and infrastructures, while
      improv ing the process of allocating public contracts to European enterprises. This coordinating task is deemed
      crucial, for, while European countries have in no sense lagged behind the U.S. and Japan in the field of
      scientific innovation, duplication and wasted resources have meant that European countries
      have been unable to turn their innovations into exploitable technology. By expanding cooperation through the
      provision of information, reducing internal barriers to the flow of ideas, capital, and products, and generally
      encouraging European companies to coordinate their efforts at all stages of the research and production cycle,
      competitiveness should reemerge.52
    


    
      While Eureka can be seen as a French attempt to stave off European acceptance of the SDI participation
      offer (coming, as it did, just a month after Weinberger’s letter), it would be wrong to succumb to a general
      American tendency to see every French initiative as an attempt to undermine a U.S. proposal. Eureka in fact fully
      conforms with a general, albeit mostly French, insistence on European efforts in the realm of high technology,
      particularly in that directed towards space. Thus, President Mitterrand has traditionally been interested in high
      technology, not only as part of his Socialist Party’s economic strategy to use advanced technology firms as
      locomotives of economic growth, but also more generally in an international sense, as evidenced by his proposal
      submitted to the Versailles seven-nation summit of 1982.53 On February 7, 1984, Mitterrand further called for the establishment of a
      European Space Community to develop and deploy European-controlled reconnaissance and communication satellites as
      well as a space station.54
    


    
      The European Community’s interest in research and its European-wide coordination is expressed by the member
      countries’ commitment to double the research funds to 6 percent of the total EC budget by 1989 and by the
      establishment of the Esprit program to coordinate information-processing. European interest and activity in space
      has expanded dramatically as well in recent years, as governments increasingly recognized this fourth dimension
      as crucial to their economic vitality. The European Space Agency (ESA) agreed in January 1985 to increase
      individual government allocations by 5 percent in real terms per year until 1989. Such increases are to finance
      the development of the Ariane-5 launcher, which has sufficient thrust to launch a space station into orbit, and
      the Columbus space station. Other European developments include the Skynet communications satellites of the
      British, the Eureka space vehicle and the Spacelabs developed by a consortium of European countries, and the
      Hermes spacecraft and Meteosat weather satellites developed by France. In addition, ESA is becoming increasingly
      competitive in the space business, now clearly undercutting the American shuttle in the area of satellite launching by Ariane rockets.55 Finally, in the military sphere, the success of British, German, and Italian
      collaboration in building the Tornado fighter has recently been expanded to include France and Spain in the
      development of a European Fighter Aircraft.
    


    
      The Eureka proposal therefore clearly fits a trend of not too recent origin. It seeks to exploit European
      concerns regarding an emerging technology gap, while capitalizing on the actual but as yet uncoordinated European
      know-how. As such, it is not just a direct alternative to SDI in order to meet the latter’s challenge, but rather
      seeks to capitalize on the message the challenge represents.
    


    
    

    IV.
    

    Conclusions


    
      The history of NATO is a history of crises. These include the problem of German rearmament and the EDC
      debacle of 1954; the controversy over nuclear control epitomized by Skybolt, the MLF, and the French force de
      frappe; the debate over strategy preceding France’s departure from the military command; NATO’s adoption of
      the strategy of ‘flexible response’; and the implications for coupling of superpower arms control that dominated
      the late 1970s. It should therefore not come as a surprise that a new crisis may well be in the making. As Robert
      McGeehan argued, with the Strategic Defense Initiative, the ‘classic ingredients are back: an American challenge,
      the prospect of a subordinated Europe, and a French-led opposition on behalf of truly “European” interests. This
      time, however, the wolf is real.’56 The sheep’s clothing of SDI hides a host of controversial issues that not only touch on
      the arcana of strategic theory, but have a potentially divisive impact on economic and political issues as well.
      Thus, the concept of SDI involves strategic issues such as coupling, nuclear first use, conventional force
      improvements, the viability of independent nuclear deterrents, and the distribution of defense responsibilities;
      economic issues such as the level of technological competence, the degree of burden-sharing, the nature of
      technology transfers within the West, and the opportunity costs involved in allocating scarce resources; and
      political issues such as internal cohesion of societies, the role of Europe within the Alliance, the degree of
      European collaboration, and the evaluation of East-West relations, including in particular the role of arms
      control. On each of these issues, there is a potential divergence of opinion that sets the majority of
      European countries against the U.S.
    


    
      But if NATO’s history is one of crises, it is also one of crisis management. For in
      each case, the disputes were eventually resolved in one form or another. Given NATO’s historical record of crisis
      management, therefore, a degree of caution is advisable when predicting the advent of yet another event that
      could tear the Alliance asunder. Nevertheless, we may point to a number of landmines that lie below the surface.
      To avoid setting them off, sensible political management of Alliance politics will once again be required.
    


    
      The most likely cause of a crisis would be the unilateral abrogation of the ABM Treaty by the United
      States. Not only would such a development cause severe political problems for any administration within the U.S.
      itself, but the commitment to arms control the ABM Treaty represents would invariably be affected to such a
      degree as to make most if not all Europeans doubt the continuing American ability to effectively lead the
      Alliance in East-West negotiations. The result could well be a crisis of major proportions as more individuals in
      Europe began to resent the continuing unilateralism in U.S. policy, at a time when divergent opinions concerning
      approaches to the East would surface in full force.
    


    
      The implication for U.S. policy is therefore to consult the allies before decisions on critical steps
      towards development, testing, and deployment are taken. In essence, this entails a full NATO endorsement of the
      Thatcher-Reagan agreement. Such an endorsement would require President Reagan to reverse his September 1985
      statement that allied consultation would not be undertaken on development and testing decisions, although it
      would be before actual deployment was decided upon.57
    


    
      A second landmine to be avoided is for the U.S. to turn the entire participation question into an Alliance
      loyalty test. As should be clear from the above analysis, an ally’s decision to participate in SDI research will
      hinge on its perceived economic and technological value and not on a political and strategic endorsement. To
      interpret a participation decision otherwise is to ensure disagreement further down the road. In order to avoid
      the potential triggering of this landmine, the U.S. might well endorse and encourage the Eureka project as a
      positive development in its own right, noting that it represents not a challenge but a complement to SDI.
    


    
      Finally, the entire arms control question needs careful examination. While the relation between offensive
      and defensive systems has received most of the current attention, the European allies will continue to be
      concerned about the intermediate-range systems. An offensive- defensive deal that ignores
      the European-based systems will cause even graver European concerns than did similar developments in the
      mid-1970s. For this time, defensive deployments might well nullify the deterrent effect of the independent
      deterrents, while the imbalance of European-based systems has grown wider still, as Soviet intermediate and
      short-range system deployments move apace. Full Alliance-wide consultation will therefore have to precede the
      negotiation of an arms control agreement to ensure that European concerns receive due attention in the final
      agreement.
    


    
      In sum, even though these landmines may pose serious problems for the Alliance in the future, their
      defusion should not prove to be an impossible task. NATO has weathered many a severe storm. This record points to
      the conclusion that, with prudent management, open political communications, and full allied participation in
      decision-making, the Alliance may once again maintain its unity through diversity.
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      For NATO, the development and application of a variety of ‘emerging technologies’ to conventional weapons
      systems might seem the happy coincidence of a pressing need with a novel, and potentially dramatic, solution. To
      be sure, a certain number of emerging technologies may ultimately prove of considerable value in bolstering the
      Alliance’s non-nuclear capabilities. However, the overall impact of these technologies on NATO’s military posture
      will be less dramatic than once anticipated. Uncertainties about the operational performance of many of the new
      technologies persist, as do concerns about the vulnerability of weapons systems incorporating these technologies
      to simple and relatively inexpensive counter-measures. Moreover, the allied countries are finding it increasingly
      difficult to structure programs to absorb and apply these technologies efficiently, effectively, and
      equitably.
    


    
      As a result of the intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) controversy and increased skepticism about NATO’s
      forward defense and flexible response strategies, a limited consensus emerged in the first years of this decade
      that sound political and military reasons existed for strengthening the Alliance’s conventional defenses. At the
      same time, most NATO members faced the prospect of limited economic growth and actual reductions in available
      manpower which, in light of the existing political climate, made the likelihood of any dramatic increase in
      conventional capabilities remote.
    


    
      The application of advanced technologies concurrently being developed in the West offered one way to
      overcome that impasse. Such an approach seemed especially attractive to a U.S. administration fond of dramatic
      (and deceptively simple) technological solutions for difficult political-military problems; in some ways the
      ‘solution’ offered by ‘emerging technologies’ (ET) to enhance NATO’s conventional component corresponded with the
      ‘solution’ offered by the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) to break the strategic impasse between the superpowers. It was also attractive to many others in both the United States and Europe who were then
      seeking ways around a range of well-recognized impediments to enhancing the conventional component of NATO’s
      defenses. By seizing on apparently unique technological and scientific advantages of the West, proponents saw the
      opportunity to enhance significantly the Alliance’s conventional military capabilities with a minimum of
      political and economic dislocation.
    


    
      In late 1985, it is possible to review more objectively whether the promise offered by ET can be fulfilled
      and the long-term implications of introducing ET-based weapons into the NATO inventory. A review of the ET
      weapons systems originally proposed for NATO use suggests that the impact of such weapons will neither be as
      sudden nor as profound as originally anticipated by their more enthusiastic promoters, and that their
      introduction will pose other significant military and political challenges to the Alliance. In addition, no
      comprehensive analysis from a military, political, and economic standpoint has yet been made of how these
      weapons, to the extent successfully developed, can be most effectively utilized.
    


    
    

    Background


    
      During the 1970s, the West in general and the United States in particular acquired dramatic new
      capabilities in electronic data-processing, communications, and sensors, which were apparently not matched by
      corresponding developments in the Soviet Union. While not always intended for military use, much of this
      technology nevertheless had important military applications. In particular, the development of large scale and
      very large scale integrated (LSI and VLSI) circuits made possible miniaturized, reliable, and inexpensive mini-
      and micro-processors, reaching performance levels similar to those achieved by mainframe computers a decade
      earlier. Significant improvements in software greatly increased the flexibility of newly developed hardware,
      combining to form a revolution in computer processing technology. This increase in capabilities was paralleled
      by, and in turn greatly enhanced, contemporary developments in weapons technology.
    


    
      Increases in standoff surveillance and attack capabilities also became possible during the 1970s. Synthetic
      aperture radars, with moving target indicators, offered the possibility of detecting and tracking small, mobile
      targets at considerable distances. At the same time, developments in delivery systems, including improvements in
      terrain-following guidance for cruise missiles and more rugged and accurate inertial
      guidance for ballistic missiles, offered a means of delivering munitions over great distances with improved
      accuracy.
    


    
      The combination of miniaturized processors with improved sensors made possible the precision guidance of
      munitions themselves. While the basic principles of missile guidance had been well understood and applied since
      the early postwar period, capabilities dramatically improved during the 1970s. Thus, infrared homing sensors were
      introduced to permit imaging of infrared sources such as aircraft or tanks against natural background heat.
      Similarly, television (or electro-optical) guidance was perfected to provide greater image resolution. New
      systems based on laser beam-riding or semi-active homing were brought closer to practical application. Finally,
      millimeter wavelength radar, operating at wavelengths of no more than 10 mm and resistant to attenuation in rain,
      haze, or fog, offered a new means of accurate homing in bad weather conditions. These miniature and precise
      homing devices were complemented by corresponding improvements in explosives and propellants, arguably making
      possible significant increases in the lethality of quite small munitions.
    


    
      By the early 1980s these capabilities, although based on a range of technologies and often developed for
      very different applications, were becoming familiar to a broader public, including both press and politicians,
      under the single, often misleading, label of ‘emerging technology’ or ET. In 1981 the U.S. Defense Science Board
      identified seventeen different areas of developing technology with important military implications. Certain
      technology was by then the subject of hardware demonstrations, including the Defense Advanced Research Project
      Agency’s ‘Assault Breaker’ program, providing for the delivery of precision-guided munitions (PGMs) from
      stand-off missiles, based upon the U.S. Army’s Patriot (T-16) and Lance (T-22) systems, and the U.S. Army’s tests
      of synthetic aperture radar in its SOTAS program. In August 1981, the lead story in Scientific American
      was devoted to PGMs, summarizing the technological underpinnings of the Assault Breaker program and postulating
      the ultimate demise of major capital pieces of equipment like the tank on a technologically advanced
      battlefield.1 Some commentators
      saw in such weapons an opportunity to reduce NATO’s dependence on nuclear options and to compensate for manpower
      and resource inequalities with the Soviet Union; some identified such weapons as an important source of new
      strategies and tactics, permitting a more active role for NATO’s conventional forces than previously
      contemplated; still others expressed concern that their introduction would only complicate the issue of arms
      control, adding another layer of potential rivalry between East and West, without
      eliminating any of the other elements of the weapons race.
    


    
      Against this background, U.S. Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger in June 1982 proposed to the NATO
      Defense Ministers that the Alliance’s Conference of National Armaments Directors (CNAD) initiate formal plans for
      the development of technologically advanced weaponry. Amidst an ongoing debate, NATO’s response to the Weinberger
      initiative was distinctly unenthusiastic, but by April 1984 the CNAD had agreed to consider up to eleven joint,
      ET-based programs.
    


    
      The evolution of ET became intertwined with the formulation of various military doctrines premised upon, or
      made viable by, the availability of these new technologies. Hence, as described in greater detail in Stephen
      Flanagan’s chapter in this book, the U.S. Army in 1982 introduced, and has since developed, a corps-level
      doctrine known as AirLand Battle, which places greater emphasis on maneuverability made possible in part by
      advanced weapons. While contemplating a significant role for use of ET weapons around the FEBA (forward edge of
      battle area), it also provides for ‘deep’ strikes up to 150 kilometers behind Soviet front lines. A similar, but
      distinct, theater-wide doctrine was approved by NATO in 1984 for interdiction of follow-on forces (FOFA). FOFA
      contemplates much deeper strikes against chokepoints and armored forces up to 300 kilometers behind the lines.
      Finally, significant counterair operations are contemplated by FOFA and the U.S. CounterAir 90 speculative
      concept.
    


    
      These military doctrines, and most unofficial analyses, anticipate (with differing emphasis in each case)
      three basic applications of emerging technology. First, advanced sensors and delivery systems might be applied to
      reach far behind enemy lines, making possible precision deep strikes without the use of aircraft. Second, a range
      of weapons might be developed to supplement or even supplant aircraft on counter-air missions against Warsaw Pact
      airfields, particularly against heavily defended Main Operating Bases (MOBs). Third, so-called ‘smart weapons’
      would have a place on the battlefield itself, enhancing NATO’s limited inventories of artillery and tanks.
    


    
      The following review of the ET weapons being developed for each of these applications suggests that while
      ET may eventually create a revolution in military capabilities, that revolution will be later, more incremental,
      and more expensive than originally contemplated. In particular, the review suggests that the introduction of ET
      has involved certain developmental delays and procurement difficulties which, when considered in light of available technological capabilities and potential countermeasures, as well as
      other military and political considerations, mandate a realistic appraisal of ET’s impact on Western
      security.
    


    
    

    Deep Strike


    
    

    Surveillance Systems
    

    



    
      For many years, the U.S. Air Force and Army have been engaged in the evolution of radar surveillance
      systems that permit detection of small, moving targets some distance from the sensor. In 1982 both services’
      programs were combined to form the Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System (JSTARS), which is intended to
      provide a long-range stand-off surveillance system, offering quality sensor imagery and utilizing multi-mode
      moving target indicators. From its inception, the program has encountered serious developmental and deployment
      difficulties. The two services’ requirements have not corresponded precisely because the Air Force wished to
      emphasize a target data link capability which was not of interest to the Army. The Army originally intended to
      deploy JSTARS aboard a small reconnaissance aircraft, while the Air Force debated internally and with Congress
      whether it should be deployed in the TR-1 (an improved U-2 already being procured for other reconnaissance
      missions) or a modified Boeing 707, the current proposed platform. In early 1985 final development of the
      definitive system, originally scheduled for 1982, had not yet commenced.
    


    
      None of NATO’s other nations have sought to develop a system of such sophistication; the British, however,
      are engaged in developing a surveillance program, known as Castor, for use at the army corps level. That program,
      too, has experienced development delays. An industry finalist has not been selected, and it is not clear whether,
      if developed, Castor will be deployed aboard the Islander, an austere, if modern, aircraft, or the more
      sophisticated, but very venerable, Canberra. Meanwhile, the French are developing Orchidee, a helicopter-borne
      surveillance system resembling the U.S. Army’s original stand-off radar system.
    


    
      The reconnaissance capabilities of sophisticated, aircraft-borne systems such as JSTARS can be supplemented
      by remotely piloted vehicles (RPVs), which, in light of available miniaturization and increased airframe
      strength, offer capabilities far greater than those anticipated only a few years ago. NATO
      has fielded a large number of such systems in the last fifteen years, including the Belgian Epervier, the French
      R-26, and Canadian AN-USD 501. The latter is widely used by Canada, France, Italy, West Germany, and the United
      Kingdom; however, its sensor load is restricted to infrared detectors and cameras of limited usefulness in bad
      weather. The Israelis have evolved several systems with demonstrated combat effectiveness, but none has been
      adopted by NATO nations. The U.S. is engaged in the development of a highly sophisticated RPV system, the MQM-105
      Aquila. While Aquila was originally intended to deploy TV camera, laser, and sensitive electronic countermeasures
      equipment, the system has been subject to criticism for excessive complexity and cost for years. Despite a
      five-fold increase in cost, Aquila’s electronic warfare capabilities have been reduced, and the system will not
      achieve a night capability until the end of the decade. Congress suspended funding briefly during 1984, while the
      Senate has this year recommended suspension of hardware procurement.2
    


    
    

    Stand-off Delivery Systems
    

    



    
      JSTARS has been tied to a delivery system with corresponding capabilities, the Joint Tactical Missile
      System (JTACMS). As in the case of JSTARS, JTACMS was a combination of earlier Army and Air Force programs and
      the sponsoring services have again encountered great difficulties in establishing compatible goals for the
      program. The Army emphasized improved ballistic missiles, while the Air Force inclined towards cruise missiles.
      The services’ target priorities were also very different. As a consequence, in May 1984, they reached an
      agreement to disagree. Both services will now develop separate, theoretically compatible, subsystems, based on a
      common agreement concerning missions and targets. The U.S. Air Force may use a cruise, rather than ballistic,
      missile design with a range of up to 550 kilometers, while the Army is likely to procure a 70-kilometer extended
      range version of the MLRS, described below (the Army’s version being known as the Army Tactical Missile System).
      The details of the new program are uncertain; what is known is that a central ET-system, important to the Army’s
      and NATO’s concept of an extended battlefield, has been further delayed and will not be introduced in
      standardized form.
    


    
      JTACMS may be supplemented by an even more conjectural NATO-sponsored program known as the Long Range Stand
      Off Missile (LRSOM). In 1984 a Memorandum of Understanding was signed establishing two
      teams, each led by a U.S. contractor, to develop a subsonic cruise missile intended to strike fixed targets at
      ranges of out to 600 kilometers. The amount spent to date is only approximately $12 million, and the introduction
      of the missile is unlikely prior to the mid-1990s.
    


    
    

    Airborne Weapons
    

    



    
      Although the foregoing missile systems are intended to supplement NATO’s limited and potentially vulnerable
      inventory of fixed-wing tactical aircraft, various NATO countries have also been developing systems intended to
      increase the effectiveness of those aircraft as long range interdiction and strike weapons. The Germans have
      evolved a munitions container known as the MW-1, capable of carrying a family of up to six ‘dumb’ munitions,
      which is expected to enter service in the near future. Its more mature development and reduced expense, in
      comparison to stand-off missiles, are offset by its dependence on aircraft delivery. At the same time, the United
      States is developing its own weapons-dispenser for both ‘dumb’ and ‘smart’ munitions.
    


    
      Both Europe and the United States are also developing free-flying munitions dispensers. CWS/Apache, a
      Franco-German project, is a modular munitions ejection container which glides to its target, guided by a inertial
      system. Service introduction is expected in 1989. The United States is developing a very similar device, known as
      the Low Altitude Dispenser, which also utilizes inertial navigation to dispense munitions at a distance. Both
      weapons are made possible by the incorporation of small micro-processors and simple but accurate strap-down
      inertial navigation systems.
    


    
      ET also offers the prospect of significantly improving the performance of more traditional stand-off
      weapons such as air-to surface missiles (ASMs). More than twenty years ago the United States, France, and the
      Soviet Union introduced the first radio-command ASMs; by the 1970s, such electro-optical (EO)- guided systems as
      Walleye, Martel, and TV-Maverick had also been introduced. Since that time, ET has made possible two new further
      versions of Maverick, a semi-active laser-guided version and an imaging-infrared version, more likely to be able
      to penetrate battlefield dust and smoke than TV-guided models.
    


    
      The members of the Alliance have also introduced a range of anti-radar missiles (ARMs) in recent years. The
      British Royal Air Force is developing the ALARM as its lightweight ARM for introduction in
      1987, while France’s Matra is proposing a dedicated long-range ARM derived from Martel for the French air force.
      The United States is deploying the Texas Instruments HARM, as well as a Sidewinder-based low-cost interim ARM
      called Sidearm. If that inventory does not already offer a satisfactory range of options, NATO in 1984 initiated
      development of a short range anti-radiation missile for use in the early 1990s.
    


    
    

    PGMs
    

    



    
      A variety of precision-guided munitions are being developed for delivery by stand-off weapons, aircraft,
      and long-range artillery; most of them are also experiencing delays and managerial difficulties. For some years
      the U.S. Army has sponsored a Sense and Destroy Armor (SADARM) program, intended to deliver terminally guided
      submunitions in artillery shells. Despite Congressional demands for a unified anti-armor program, the U.S. Air
      Force has a corresponding program, labeled Wide Area Anti-Armor Munitions, which initially was composed of a
      number of component systems to be delivered by JTACMS or other platforms. Of those components, the Cyclops (a
      cluster submunition) and Wasp (a small ASM) have been cancelled. The U.S. Air Force still contemplates an
      Extended Range Anti-Armor Munition, but that program, which is likely to rely on submunitions similar to SADARM,
      also continues to be the subject of Congressional criticism.3 U.S. ET submunition programs have encountered difficulties and delays at least as
      severe as those also being encountered by the surveillance and delivery systems.
    


    
    

    Counter-Air Systems


    
    

    Missiles
    

    



    
      Ironically, in view of the fact that airfields are large, fixed, and presumably easier targets than Soviet
      military formations, the application of ET to airfields and aviation facilities has been less widely developed;
      perhaps this is because airfields are traditionally targets of air forces, committed to the use of aircraft for
      such applications. The United States nevertheless proposed in the early 1980s a variety of ballistic missile
      counter-air systems, each sponsored by an American missile manufacturer. Political
      considerations and technical reservations concerning the cost-efficiency of such weapons appear to have rendered
      them nonstarters.
    


    
    

    Airborne Munitions
    

    



    
      Hence, new counter-air weapons are of a more traditional nature, including the British JP233 munitions
      dispenser, which contains both runway-cratering bombs and airfield denial mines, and a German counter-air version
      of the MW-1. Finally, a French airfield-cratering bomb known as Durandel has been adopted by many countries,
      including the U.S., despite questions concerning its overall effectiveness.4
    


    
    

    Battlefield Systems


    
    

    MLRS
    

    



    
      Although usually labeled an ET-weapon, the multiple launch rocket system (MLRS) is in fact a fairly direct
      descendant of the Soviet multiple rocket launchers so feared on the Eastern front during World War II. Each
      mobile launcher forming part of MLRS can fire twelve rockets capable of carrying thousands of submunitions; the
      launcher is equipped with an inertial navigation system and automatic reloading capability, and, as a result, can
      in a short period of time deliver firepower equal to a 203 mm artillery battery.5 Unlike most of the systems described above, the
      MLRS is operational, having entered the U.S. Army inventory during 1984. The United States is expected to spend
      $4 billion for 300 launch vehicles and 400,000 rockets. A European production group will produce 105 launchers
      and 82,000 rockets for Britain; 200 launchers and 65,000 rockets for Germany; 55 launchers and 32,000 rockets for
      France; and 20 launchers and 2,400 rockets for Italy.
    


    
      Planned warheads include ‘Phase 1’ M-77 bomblets (which are shaped-charge grenades) and ‘Phase 2’ mines.
      Only with the introduction of ‘Phase 3’ warheads will PGMs (using millimeter radar) be available. Currently, two
      multi-national industrial groups are conducting a 30-month system-validation phase. It will be at least another
      40 months before low-rate production begins; full service entry is unlikely before 1992 or 1993.
    


    
    

    Battlefield Munitions
    

    



    
      During the 1970s, the U.S. Army developed a laser-guided artillery shell known as Copperhead, which is now
      entering service. Initially, the system encountered reliability problems which led Congress to suspend
      procurement in 1982; subsequently, improvements have been made, and current lot tests reportedly have
      demonstrated consistent reliability of between 82.4 percent and 90.9 percent.6 The U.S. contemplates procuring a projected
      total of 44,000 rounds; perhaps deterred by initial reliability problems, no European nations have elected to
      purchase the munition, although the United Kingdom was at one time expected to do so.
    


    
      Both the United States and the United Kingdom are also developing precision guided mortar rounds. The
      American program utilizes passive infrared homing and is intended for mortars deployed in light divisions and
      Rapid Deployment Force units. With two contractors still competing for the final development contract, deployment
      is unlikely before the early 1990s. The British, meanwhile, are developing a similar shell for 81 mm mortars,
      utilizing millimeter wavelength radar; again, a final contractor has not yet been designated. Thus, two separate
      terminal-homing mortar projectiles systems for different calibers, utilizing two different homing missiles, are
      currently being developed by Western nations.
    


    
    

    Anti-Tank Missiles
    

    



    
      Development of more traditional anti-tank weapons has been less dramatic, although such systems were among
      the earliest ‘smart’ weapons and remain the source of one of NATO’s few quantitative advantages. Most current
      systems, such as the United States’ long-range TOW and short-range Dragon, as well as Euromissile’s long-range
      HOT and short-range Milan, rely upon command to line-of-site (CLOS) guidance, requiring tracking to impact; the
      U.S. Hellfire homes in on laser illumination.
    


    
      Current development programs are intended to perfect ‘fire and forget’ systems, requiring no further
      operator involvement after the weapon has been fired. In Europe, the ATEM project of the late 1970s has been
      superseded by a new third-generation program, intended to result in new long- and short-range anti-tank weapons
      by the 1990s. The short-range weapon would utilize laser-beam guidance, while the long-range weapon would
      probably rely upon passive infrared homing. Project definition is likely to be completed
      this year, but no weapons will be deployed until the 1990s. Corresponding American programs have also been
      proceeding slowly; Rattler and the Intermediate Man-Portable Anti-Armor/Assault Weapons System have both been
      dropped, along with the Tankbreaker anti-tank missile. Despite NATO’s long-term ascendancy in this area, these
      programs appear unduly overlapping, and none will generate dramatically improved weapon systems during the
      balance of this decade.
    


    
    

    Development and Procurement Considerations


    
      This review suggests a clear pattern. The most sophisticated, deep-strike systems are largely the product
      of U.S. efforts and have all faced serious program difficulties. Use of ET in counterair applications has largely
      been ignored, while its application to battlefield systems has spawned a large number of overlapping systems
      developed both in Europe and in the United States. The implications of this pattern are discussed in more detail
      below.
    


    
    

    Program Delays
    

    



    
      The future of complex, deep-strike systems requiring significant interservice cooperation is by no means
      clear. JTACMS and JSTARS, which are the cornerstone of U.S. ability to strike at Soviet second echelon forces,
      cannot be deployed until the 1990s—although both were at one time scheduled to be operational by the mid-1980s.
      The exact form of the hardware and weapons to be used and their mode of operation are still subject to continuing
      debate; the U.S. Army and Air Force have, on the whole, been unable to agree upon any of the basic features of
      these ‘joint’ programs. Submunitions such as SADARM have experienced corresponding program difficulties and, as a
      consequence, are a source of continuing Congressional irritation. Despite repeated commitments on the part of the
      Reagan Administration and significant development expenditures, coherent programs leading to hardware procurement
      have been slow to mature.
    


    
      The only ET-munitions that are likely to be introduced in the immediate future are those that largely
      utilize conventional technology, represent incremental improvements in combat capabilities, and are sponsored or
      sustained by a single service. Thus, the MLRS, based upon proven Soviet and European concepts and sponsored by
      the U.S. Army, will be deployed in significant numbers during this decade, although it will
      not have guided munitions until the next decade. Aircraft-deployed cluster munitions and dispensing systems, such
      as MW-1, will also be introduced in the immediate future, but again will not have smart submunitions until the
      1990s and will in any event be dependent on NATO’s limited tactical aircraft inventory.
    


    
      In short, if NATO is required to fight a war in the next six or seven years, the overall impact of ET will
      be clearly limited. The Alliance will have available to it neither long-range radar systems nor stand-off missile
      systems and PGMs to deploy. The available anti-armor weapons will be those extant today, together with
      Copperhead, which is presently earmarked largely for the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF) and, hence, may not be
      available in significant numbers to European nations. If ETweapons constitute a revolution, it is a revolution
      deferred until the mid-1990s; their immediate impact is likely to be upon local, battlefield weapons, rather than
      deep-strike sensor or delivery capabilities.
    


    
    

    Procurement
    

    



    
      Introduction of ET weapons will also cause special procurement difficulties which must be resolved if ET’s
      potential is to be fully realized. To date, NATO’s record of achievement on standardization is the familiar, if
      nevertheless depressing, one outlined in more detail in Stephen Flanagan’s chapter. Historically, despite a few
      bright spots, military exigencies and economic pressures have resulted in numerous duplicative hardware programs,
      especially for those weapons involving significant national prestige and in vestment. That dismal record is
      likely only to be exacerbated by the introduction of ET-based weapons because (a) the U.S. is uniquely dominant
      in such technologies, (b) historically, efforts to collaborate in high technology weapons have proven especially
      vulnerable to failure, and (c) despite some efforts, the lack of a coordinated Alliance-wide ET procurement
      policy has already spawned a wide range of overlapping systems.
    


    
      The balance of national participation by NATO nations will be especially difficult to strike in the case of
      ET weapons. The most advanced of these weapons remain wholly American efforts. Similarly, the sensor systems
      making the deployment of such weapons possible are also U.S. in origin. Hence, any effective collaboration will
      require disproportionate European economic participation to balance American technological dominance. In
      addition, such participation will require greater sensitivity to European technological concerns and a greater
      willingness than shown recently by the Reagan Administration to permit exports of U.S.
      technology. The situation will be rendered even more complex by European participation in SDI, which is likely to
      involve political trade-offs that may further distort the European role in ET weapons development.
    


    
      Unfortunately, the likelihood that the U.S. will permit Europe to lead on other less sophisticated ET
      programs is remote. On those occasions in the past when European nations have developed technologically superior
      ‘smart’ weapons, such nations have nevertheless often chosen inferior U.S. equipment for economic reasons (as in
      the case of Britain’s Blue Water SSM and Germany’s Viper AAM). Furthermore, European weapons have either been
      studiously ignored by the United States (in the case of Britain’s Sea Wolf missile or France’s Exocet missile),
      or have been adopted by the United States with such significant changes as to make the standardization effort
      completely counterproductive (as in the case of the Roland SAM).
    


    
      This pattern has already repeated itself in less sophisticated ET programs. As the survey of weapons
      indicates, the United States may be the sole developer of the second echelon strike weapons, but it has not
      hesitated also to continue active development programs for such weapons as aircraft munitions dispensers,
      anti-radar missiles, anti-tank missiles, ‘smart’ mortar rounds, and anti-airfield weapons, which might otherwise
      be developed by European design teams.
    


    
      Thus, the U.S. Low Altitude Dispenser and Europe’s CWS/ Apache, Britain’s Merlin and the U.S. guided mortar
      round, and Germany’s MW-1 and the U.S. Tactical Munitions Dispenser offer significantly overlapping capabilities.
      The U.S., despite a series of abortive anti-tank programs, has shown no active interest in the potentially
      important EMDG program, inevitably making standardization of NATO’s next generation anti-tank weapons impossible.
      The situation is perhaps most extreme in the case of ARMs: the United States is developing or currently fields
      four weapons, Britain one, France one, and NATO another—all with overlapping capabilities.
    


    
      ET in fact creates a difficult procurement dilemma for NATO. Caspar Weinberger’s assertions to the
      contrary, a review of the most recent Department of Defense report on standardization of equipment within NATO
      suggests that the problem has still not been fully or fundamentally addressed.7 This problem is, of course, also an opportunity.
      ET-based weapons constitute a new generation of weapons and technological capabilities which, if procured in a
      manner to permit appropriate specialization and burden-sharing among the European nations, could form a basis for
      more sensible procurement in the future. For example, it could be acknowledged that programs
      such as JSTARS and JTACMS must proceed under U.S. sponsorship and development, if the United States were willing
      correspondingly to accept European development and sponsorship of anti-tank weapons. The problem and a prospect
      for dramatic improvement therefore both exist; however, the ultimate result remains uncertain.
    


    
    

    Operational Limitations


    
    

    System Vulnerability
    

    



    
      Unlike simpler conventional weapons systems, ET weapons are based upon an interrelated set of systems, and
      are therefore especially vulnerable to the failure of any one set. To be fully effective against second-echelon
      forces, such weapons rely on sophisticated sensing devices such as JSTARS or, in the case of aircraft,
      aircraft-borne navigation and targeting devices such as the U.S. Air Force’s Low-Altitude Navigation, Targeting
      Infrared Night System (Lantirn). Data derived by sensor devices must be communicated through command, control,
      communications, and intelligence (C3I) systems, involving satellite and surface transmission systems and
      substantial headquarters infrastructure, and assimilated by structures such as the Joint Tactical Fusion system
      currently being developed.
    


    
      A complete analysis of these related systems is outside the scope of this chapter; however, it must be
      noted that many of them appear to share technical difficulties and program delays corresponding to those of the
      weapons themselves. Thus, as noted above, the JSTARS program has been subject to significant technical delays,
      while Lantirn was severely criticized by the Defense Science Board as long ago as 1981. The Joint Tactical Fusion
      program still involves the expenditure of over $500,000,000 and, if completed on schedule, will in any event not
      be in service prior to 1990.
    


    
      Furthermore, it is by no means clear that these essential systems will duplicate human flexibility and
      creativity—essential capabilities in the fluid environment of the battlefield—or will, in any event, operate on
      compatible time cycles permitting effective integration of the decision-making processes between individual
      units, perhaps belonging to different nations or services.8
    


    
      Finally, even if successfully developed, such C3I and surveillance systems will in all cases be attractive
      (and in many cases vulnerable) targets which, if destroyed, will significantly degrade the
      effectiveness of surviving delivery systems. Deep-strike systems directed at distant maneuver forces are likely
      to be most susceptible to such weaknesses, counterair systems are at least marginally less susceptible because
      airfields are immobile, relatively identifiable targets, while simpler battlefield systems will be even less
      directly affected—although subject to their own limitations as noted below.
    


    
      Each method of ET precision guidance has intrinsic limitations that will restrict its effectiveness under
      certain conditions or in the face of specific, often simple, countermeasures.9 Beam-riding and semi-active laser systems may
      not achieve maximum efficiency in haze; some semi-active laser systems, such as laser Maverick, require
      sophisticated and vulnerable stabilized illumination lasers to be effective against moving targets. Air-dropped
      laser-guided weapons have cloud ceiling limitations (3,000 feet in the case of Copperhead), which can greatly
      reduce their effectiveness during the winter months in Europe. EO guidance systems, using the visible
      wavelengths, can be even more seriously impaired by cloud, haze, smoke, or ‘glint’ on bright days. Such passive
      defense techniques as camouflage, effective use of local terrain, smoke, and flares can significantly degrade the
      effectiveness of all such systems.
    


    
      Infrared guidance, both active and passive, may be more effective in poor weather conditions, but is also
      susceptible to countermeasures using heat and light as decoys. It is unclear whether passive infrared will be
      effective against the latest Soviet tanks, while imaging-infrared remains an unproven technology also subject to
      simple countermeasures.10
      Certain of the more sophisticated elements of infrared technology, including focal plane arrays, still have not
      been demonstrated in combat. Similarly, millimeter wavelength radar, while it may offer another means of
      providing precision guidance in poor weather conditions, is, like all radars, also susceptible to spoofing and
      jamming and is in any event susceptible to ‘glint’ from targets when operating actively. It, too, is an immature
      technology, without a demonstrated combat effectiveness.
    


    
    

    Soviet Responses
    

    



    
      The guidance systems of most ET-based weapons are vulnerable to various countermeasures, including
      electronic decoys and camouflage. While these countermeasures will not be effective against all systems in all
      instances, they are often less expensive than the weapons against which they are deployed.
      Furthermore, as noted above, ET weapons require complex sets of ancillary support sensor, communication, and data
      gathering systems to be fully effective. While essential, these systems would all be vulnerable to Soviet attack.
      For example, deployment of the JSTARS in the C-18, a large unmaneuverable aircraft, creates a target that, if
      successfully attacked by Soviet forces, will effectively degrade other deep strike capabilities. Finally, changes
      in deployment strategy and tactics can further reduce the effectiveness of ET weaponry.
    


    
      Of equal importance, reliance should not be placed on unique Western ascendancy in ET, for at least two
      reasons. First, history suggests that, in recent decades, the Soviets have been able to match Western military
      electronic capabilities whenever they have deemed it critical to do so. Second, any residual Western advantage
      may be offset by the Soviets’ ability to act with comparatively limited political inhibitions. Thus, it has
      recently been suggested that the Russians have begun large-scale conventional ballistic missile deployment in
      Eastern Europe at a time when corresponding Western efforts to develop a new generation of such systems are
      lagging for reasons of service and national politics. NATO, at least as dependent as the Warsaw Pact on follow-up
      reinforcements and with more congested rear-echelon areas, must at all times recognize that ET is a challenge, as
      well as an opportunity, for the West.
    


    
    

    Cost-Effectiveness


    
      This review of weapons program status, procurement problems, and operational limitations suggests, at the
      very least, grounds for reservations concerning the cost-effectiveness of some ET programs. In the past, a
      variety of commentators have argued that procurement of ET-based sensors and delivery systems constitutes an
      effective use of resources in comparison with such capital-intensive items as ships and aircraft.11 Others have argued that such conclusions
      cannot be justified in view of likely procurement costs and anticipated ‘kill’ rates of PGMs.12 As is often the case in this area, the debate
      is rendered more confusing because it has largely been theoretical in nature and has involved weapons as diverse
      as JTACMS and MLRS, each of which may be subject to very different cost-effectiveness analyses. Nevertheless, in
      1985 it seems clear that delayed and duplicative programs are likely to increase projected costs significantly,
      while anticipated levels of performance have in many cases been found impossible to achieve
      in tests or impractical to sustain in battlefield conditions, especially in the case of ‘deep strike’
      programs.
    


    
    

    The Military and Political Context


    
      The foregoing technical, operational, and economic considerations are compounded by serious military and
      political questions which also suggest that ET will not bring with it a broad revolution in capabilities. As
      outlined above, it is clear that it will be difficult to achieve dramatic new capabilities, at least in the short
      term and with respect to deep strike. These operational limitations are aggravated by a lack of coherent military
      thought about optimal use of ET. The application of ET to deep strike is a case in point. AirLand Battle
      contemplates deep strikes out to a range of approximately 150 kilometers, while FOFA is intended to provide for
      deep strikes from 200 to 300 kilometers. To further confuse the situation, German planners consider deep strike
      an optimal strategy out to 120 kilometers.13 Given fundamental disagreements concerning the nature of the meaning of the term ‘deep’
      strike, each of which would make very different demands on existing or projected technology, the useful
      application of ET is undermined by the absence of a coherent military consensus concerning the problems it is
      intended to remedy.
    


    
      Furthermore, it is by no means clear that ‘deep’ strike, however defined, will defeat Soviet conventional
      assaults. Strong arguments have been constructed by such analysts as John Mearsheimer and Steven Canby that
      existing Soviet doctrine does not provide for massed second echelon strikes of the sort contemplated by much
      ‘deep strike’ thinking.14 Thus,
      technological limitations are inextricably intertwined with, and compounded by, doctrinal uncertainties, making
      the rationale for ‘deep’ strike open to question in any event. At the same time, intelligent application of ET on
      the battlefield and at shorter ranges is both technologically less demanding and less subject to doctrinal
      confusion.
    


    
      These conclusions are consistent with the political considerations outlined in Stephen Flanagan’s chapter.
      The more encompassing applications of ET to deep strike and long-range interdiction pose difficult political
      problems not raised by the application of such weaponry against ‘traditional’ targets such as airfields or on the
      battlefield itself.
    


    
    

    Conclusion


    
      Although ET still offers the opportunity for significant improvements in conventional capabilities, its
      promise does not appear as bright in 1985 as it did in 1982. This detailed review of existing programs suggests
      that the impact of ET on NATO’s conventional capabilities will, in fact, be both delayed and incremental,
      maturing more quickly for some applications than for others. Thus, it should be recognized that those systems
      relating to second-echelon strike and deep surveillance are unlikely to be widely available in the reasonably
      near future and, if ever deployed, may not have the capabilities originally projected for them. Furthermore, such
      programs are likely to pose the greatest procurement difficulties and to suffer the most from battlefield
      degradation. Finally, they bring with them the greatest potential political disruption, while not necessarily
      addressing any precisely identified or clearly established military need.
    


    
      Conversely, ET is likely to have the largest immediate impact where based on existing technologies and
      existing capabilities and applied in more traditional contexts and for better defined purposes. The MLRS system
      stands as a model of ET systems that can be brought into use quickly, procured on an Alliance-wide basis, and
      utilized effectively in the absence of a full C3I support system. NATO should, in the short run,
      concentrate on such systems, which are likely to offer the greatest benefits in the foreseeable future and which
      do not strain current technological capabilities. Further emphasis should be placed on the use of ET in
      counterair applications, and care should be taken that NATO’s traditional advantage in anti-tank missiles not be
      squandered through duplicative and underfunded programs.15
    


    
      In any event, important changes in existing patterns of service and Alliance politics will be essential if
      the benefits of ET are to be fully realized. A decision must be made now whether deep strike weapons are either
      technologically viable, militarily required, or politically acceptable. Correspondingly, greater emphasis on ET
      applications to counterair systems, establishment of a single, coherent anti-tank missile program, and
      rationalization of existing development programs require wise political leadership at the Alliance level.
    


    
      Such leadership is vital, because it will be more important than ever that NATO adopt a sensible
      procurement policy when acquiring expensive and complex ET weapons. In fact, ET creates an opportunity to escape
      historical limitations and assign among the Alliance’s members appropriate acquisition specialization and
      technology-sharing. Even if the wide-ranging rationalization of programs cannot be adopted,
      the current number of overlapping programs must be pruned if the limited resources available for the development
      and procurement of ET weapons are to be spent effectively.
    


    
      A note of reality is required in NATO councils. To the extent that military strategies involving greater
      use of maneuver, deep strikes, or attacks on follow-on or logistical formations are pre mised upon the
      availability of highly sophisticated surveillance systems, stand-off delivery systems, and PGMs, caution should
      be exercised in implementation of those strategies. Certain of these doctrines may remain sound even in the
      absence of widespread adoption of ET weapons, but a careful analysis of which ones must be made by the military
      professionals. The greatest irony of the debate concerning ET and its impact on NATO conventional strategy
      (including raising the nuclear threshold) is that practice may so widely diverge from theory (or be implemented
      so much later than anticipated) that much of the debate may prove a waste of effort, and much of the discussion
      moot. A more useful dialogue would relate to which weapons might most sensibly be incorporated into the armory,
      how they might be procured most efficiently, how they might be utilized most effectively, and what alternative
      methods of strengthening NATO’s conventional posture should be pursued. Unfortunately, the facts surrounding the
      introduction of ET have not yet been fully understood, and, therefore, the proper questions have only begun to be
      addressed.
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    Introduction: Building on a Fragile Foundation


    
      A general, but fragile, consensus has emerged in recent years among the members of NATO that the
      conventional component of Western military deterrence must be strengthened. This consensus was crystallized by
      the popular anxiety about NATO’s heavy reliance on nuclear deterrence that reemerged after the allies decided to
      go forward with the deployment of new nuclear weapons in Europe in the 1980s. But it had also become widely
      accepted that allied general purpose forces must achieve a more robust capacity to counter developments in Warsaw
      Pact strategy and conventional military capabilities if NATO is to maintain the integrity of its current defense
      plans and avoid a situation in which pressures might be overwhelming to use nuclear weapons in the early stages
      of a conflict in Central Europe. There are quite divergent views, however, among the allies and within member
      states over the types of conventional force enhancements that should be pursued and the military strategies and
      tactics they should serve. Moreover, fiscal and manpower constraints in all NATO countries will limit their
      capacity to maintain current military postures, let alone expand their conventional forces.
    


    
      Preliminary manifestations of these tensions have already surfaced. The Nunn Amendment, first introduced in
      the U.S. Senate during the summer of 1984 and likely to resurface in some form again, which called for phased
      reductions of American troops in Europe unless the West European members of the Alliance undertook certain
      conventional force improvements, and the extremely cool European reaction to various—largely American —concepts
      for strengthening or enlarging the nonnuclear component of NATO’s deterrent through the application of innovative
      tactics and emerging weapons technologies are two good illustrations of the potential for
      trans-Atlantic disharmony attendant to the conventional defense debate. Incremental improvements of NATO’s
      conventional posture can be achieved. However, without judicious consultation and consensus-building both among
      allied governments and within member states, disharmony over the ways, means, and goals of enhancing NATO’s
      conventional capabilities could fracture the cohesion of the Alliance profoundly in the coming decade.
    


    
      European discontent with the deployment of new U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe and other aspects of American
      policy towards the East has diminished the broad Western consensus on defense policy. The U.S. Strategic Defense
      Initiative (SDI) presents, as Ivo Daalder and Lynn Whittaker explain elsewhere in this volume, a challenge to the
      concept of shared European and American risk that is a fundamental component of Western deterrence strategy.
      Ironically, President Reagan’s condemnation of the notion of mutual assured destruction and pledge to make
      nuclear weapons ‘impotent and obsolete’ by developing effective defenses have actually revived support for
      nuclear deterrence in Europe. Most Europeans have no interest in replacing the ultimate assurance afforded them
      by the nuclear guarantee. Rather, they want to find the most stable mix of nuclear and nonnuclear means to
      enhance their security.
    


    
      There is broad support in Europe for NATO’s defensive military strategy of forward defense and flexibility
      of response as endorsed in Military Committee Document 14/3 of 1967 (MC 14/3). Political and economic trends in
      the NATO countries militate, as they have for the past 30 years, against the significant increases in defense
      spending that a move to ‘conventionalize’ allied military plans would require. More fundamentally, West Europeans
      find a military strategy that envisions a protracted conventional war on the Continent an unacceptable ‘cure’ for
      nuclear angst. Indeed, such a remedy would only foster renewed fears of a decoupling of European security from
      the American nuclear guarantee and of a rise in Soviet adventurism as a consequence of reduced risks of
      escalation. Those fears have become more acute as the U.S. contemplates development of an SDI-type defense which
      might provide America with an effective shield against ICBMs but leave Europe vulnerable to a wide array of other
      threats. Similarly, the European members of NATO are certain to resist either a new strategy or a politically
      charged conventional force modernization plan that appears to be imposed by Washington, particularly if
      commitment to such efforts is transformed into yet another test of Alliance solidarity. Nonetheless, NATO
      governments, military planners, and important opinion leaders among the general population
      in the West still find unacceptable NATO’s current military posture, which does not provide high confidence that
      the Alliance could avoid resort to relatively early first use of nuclear weapons to halt an offensive by superior
      Warsaw Pact ground forces.
    


    
      In the end, of course, the success of any effort to enhance allied conventional forces will be determined
      by the breadth and strength of support for such efforts within and among NATO member states. With this situation
      in mind, this chapter reviews the principal conventional force improvement proposals that have surfaced in recent
      years in light of the general political, economic, and demographic trends that will determine their fate. This
      chapter begins with a consideration of the implications of the current state of affairs within the Alliance for
      conventional force improvement concepts and relevant lessons of past NATO force modernization plans. The
      influence of likely Soviet military and diplomatic actions on the official and popular debate in the West over
      these initiatives will also be explored. In addition, the impact of possible arms control agreements on the
      general political climate and the debate over NATO’s conventional military requirements will be examined.
      Finally, after highlighting likely problem areas, this chapter concludes with a consideration of possible courses
      of action and institutional mechanisms that could be useful in enhancing the effectiveness and cohesion of NATO
      conventional defense plans, and of broader strategies for reconstructing a consensus on defense policy within the
      Alliance.
    


    
    

    NATO’s Current Malaise


    
      NATO has weathered an endless series of crises since its founding in 1949, yet none appears to have shaken
      the Alliance so profoundly as the enduring turmoil over the role of nuclear weapons in allied strategy that began
      with the 1979 ‘two-track’ decision on modernization of intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) in Europe. The
      initial deployments of 140 Pershing II and ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM) launchers by the end of 1985
      manifested allied resolve. However, the festering discord over nuclear policy, exacerbated by SDI, threatens
      NATO’s unity in the long term.
    


    
      The nuclear crisis caused further erosion of a general consensus on defense policy in several European
      countries, but most acutely in West Germany. While support for NATO and a strong defense remains quite high among
      the general populace throughout Europe, fundamental aspects of Alliance policy have been
      ‘repoliticized.’1 This situation
      is certain to give greater salience to defense policy and complicate the generation of public support for NATO
      force modernization efforts in the coming years. As recent public opinion data reveals, there are profound
      doubts, particularly in Europe, about the utility of increased or more effective military capabilities in dealing
      with existing security problems. A concrete manifestation of this trend can be seen in the European publics’
      skepticism about the need for increased defense spending and perception that it is the very accumulation of
      weaponry itself that is the greatest threat to peace. Large majorities of the general populace on both sides of
      the Atlantic see East and West as over-armed and increasingly likely to stumble into a war as a consequence of an
      arms race. Similarly, only programs that appear to reduce the risk of deterrence failing are likely to engender
      public support.2 These trends
      militate against provision of increased defense resources for major new conventional military programs and for
      any innovations in strategy and force structure that appear to make war more likely.
    


    
      Yet despite general doubts about the value of more effective forces, NATO’s nuclear crisis has served as a
      catalyst for increased interest in allied conventional military capabilities. Many Western leaders hope that this
      renewed attention to conventional forces will revitalize lagging implementation of several agreed-upon force
      improvement plans that are designed to maintain the credibility of existing NATO strategy. A number of prominent
      former officials and strategists have concluded that the present political climate is ideal for initiation of a
      debate over new military concepts and weapons systems that could substantially reduce the role of nuclear weapons
      in NATO defense plans.3 Many
      serious critics of NATO’s nuclear policy have embraced the general concept of enhancing conventional forces as a
      panacea for the Alliance’s turmoil, because they believe it is a new unifying principle that could strengthen
      both deterrence and Western solidarity.
    


    
    

    The Implications of Historical Trends


    
      Unfortunately, the prospects for a larger conventional component in NATO’s deterrent posture do not appear
      so favorable when considered from the perspective of enduring historical trends. Despite periodic upsurges in
      concern about the danger of overreliance on nuclear deterrence, since the early 1950s NATO countries have
      consciously opted for the less costly defense that these weapons provide.
    


    
      In their February 1952 meeting at Lisbon, NATO ministers adopted what were described
      as ‘firm force goals’ of 50 active divisions, 4,000 aircraft, and strong naval forces by the end of 1952, with
      further increases during the subsequent two years. The ministers balked, however, at endorsing the
      recommendations of military planners that 96 divisions and over 9,000 aircraft would be necessary to defend
      adequately against the 175 (smaller-sized) Soviet divisions that were then estimated to be available for an
      attack on Western Europe.4 It
      soon became evident that sustaining peacetime military capabilities of this magnitude in the West would be
      impossible because of economic and political constraints. Moreover, many military planners doubted that standing
      NATO forces of this size were necessary to cope with the Soviet threat. Shortly thereafter, the United States
      began preparations to put into effect a strategy of massive retaliation with nuclear weapons in response to any
      military aggression. During 1953 the deployment of considerable numbers of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in
      Western Europe began a trend which ultimately resulted in the presence of 7,000 such weapons by the late 1960s.
      NATO ministers found this emerging nuclear guarantee left them comfortable with reduced conventional forces, such
      that the 1955 ‘force goals’ called for maintenance of only 30 active divisions. Finally, in 1956, the NATO
      Council formally adopted the policy of massive retaliation as articulated in Military Committee Document 14/2 (MC
      14/2).
    


    
      But doubts about the prudence of massive retaliation surfaced almost immediately. Ultimately, studies
      undertaken early in the Kennedy Administration revealed that there were several fundamental flaws with the
      strategy. These assessments found that NATO planners had overstated the Warsaw Pact threat and underestimated the
      strength of NATO’s conventional military capabilities.5 More importantly, these studies brought into focus the considerable uncertainties about
      NATO’s capacity to use nuclear weapons in support of its objectives during a military confrontation. On the basis
      of this analysis, the Kennedy Administration presented the NATO Allies with a new strategy of ‘flexible response’
      for consideration at the May 1962 Athens ministerial meetings. As envisioned by its American proponents, the new
      strategy would enable a significant raising of the nuclear threshold by implementing modest improvements to
      conventional forces and planning to respond to initial Warsaw Pact attacks with these conventional forces alone.
      Indeed, as former Defense Secretary McNamara has noted, the flexible response concept he proposed envisioned that
      NATO’s conventional capabilities could be improved to the extent that actual employment of
      nuclear weapons would become either unnecessary or, if this expectation proved incorrect, very limited and at a
      fairly late point in the conflict.6
    


    
      Most of the allies criticized flexible response as an effort by the United States to decouple its security
      from the defense of Europe. The allies argued that it was the very danger that a tactical nuclear war in Europe
      could escalate to a point where Soviet and American territory would be threatened by strategic nuclear strikes
      that was the primary deterrent to Soviet aggression. The Europeans contended that any effort to remove this
      coupling mechanism might pave the way for Soviet adventurism. Moreover, while McNamara felt that the buildup of
      conventional forces required by the flexible response concept would not require unacceptable political or
      economic sacrifices, the European allies strongly disagreed.
    


    
      The debate within NATO over flexible response continued for nearly five years. Finally, in December 1967
      NATO ministers adopted MC 14/ 3, a fairly ambiguous formulation of a doctrine of ‘flexibility of response.’ This
      ambiguity was calculated to enable European members of NATO to cite MC 14/3 as a strategy that envisioned a brief
      conventional ‘pause’ in a conflict before nuclear forces would be employed. As a consequence, Europeans
      calculated that such a posture would require only a modest strengthening of the ‘conventional tripwire’ to
      nuclear escalation. This situation is a far cry from the initial American aspiration that flexible response would
      ultimately result in development of capabilities for a protracted, indefinite conventional defense. This European
      view of the requirements of MC 14/3 has guided their defense planning for the past eighteen years and is central
      to any consideration of the types of conventional force improvements the Allies might support in the coming
      decade.
    


    
      To be sure, the European members of NATO have maintained impressive conventional capabilities. During the
      1970s European spending on conventional forces, primarily for modernization, grew significantly. However, there
      were no increases in force levels. This disinclination to expand conventional forces persisted throughout the
      1970s despite warnings by several officials that the coming of nuclear parity between the U.S. and the USSR and
      expanded Eastern conventional capabilities were undermining the credibility of the American guarantee to
      Europe.
    


    
      When the Carter Administration took office in 1977, it began a series of initiatives designed to goad the
      European members of N ATO into a sustained enhancement of their conventional forces. The centerpiece of this effort was the Long-Term Defense Program (LTDP) endorsed by NATO ministers in 1978. The LTDP
      identified a series of critical defense improvement needs and the allies pledged 3 percent annual real growth in
      defense spending to realize them. The LTDP, which has operated outside of the normal defense planning mechanism,
      has been roundly criticized as being counterproductive. There is no question that the U.S. has sometimes been
      heavy-handed in its effort to obtain 3 percent growth in defense budgets and that there has been an excessive
      focus on this dubious measure of the European defense effort. Similarly, the U.S. has far from lived up to its
      pledge that, in tandem with the LTDP, it would do more to enlarge the ‘two-way street’ in arms procurement.
      Nonetheless, the fact remains that even under this pressure, the European allies have been unwilling to increase
      defense spending in the midst of the prolonged economic recession. Few of the NATO allies have realized the 3
      percent real growth in defense spending to which they are committed. Moreover, only about 70 percent of NATO’s
      formal ‘force goals’ have been fulfilled in recent years.
    


    
      Projections for the next few years show little or no growth in European defense spending. Demographic
      trends in Western Europe will result in a dwindling manpower pool for military service, most acutely in West
      Germany. Without even more controversial reforms of conscription laws than have already been undertaken, the
      Bundeswehr could shrink from its present strength of 495,000 to fewer than 410,000 troops by the end of the
      decade.7 Thus, while the
      military balance in Europe is not as adverse for the West as some suggest, NATO is likely to have diminished
      conventional capabilities to cope with a more sophisticated Soviet threat.8
    


    
      Given these limitations, NATO military planners and many strategists outside official circles have grappled
      with various schemes for ‘doing more with less’. There have been two general mainstream, often complementary,
      approaches to dealing with these constraints. One tack, advocated primarily by officials, focuses on the
      potential savings and enhancements of force effectiveness that could be realized from greater collaboration among
      the allies in many areas of defense policy and the exploitation of so-called emerging technology (ET) weapons
      systems.9 Another group of
      defense analysts projects that NATO could easily mount the robust conventional defense it desires by better
      allocation of existing defense resources and more effective use of reserve mobilization.10 More radical proposals for changes in NATO
      doctrine and a merging of territorial defense strategy with new conventional weapon technologies and/or barriers
      have originated from several European strategists.11 None of these approaches, as elaborated below,
      has received overwhelming support on either side of the Atlantic.
    


    
    

    The Role of Defense Cooperation


    
      NATO ministerial communiques have repeatedly recognized the need for greater rationalization of
      burden-sharing, specialization, and common procurement programs. Some genuine progress has been achieved on all
      these fronts. Nonetheless, the potential contribution of such undertakings has barely been scratched, because of
      conflicting national political and economic considerations. A critical impediment to more effective cooperation
      remains the very limited degree of coordinated defense planning. The well-massaged force goals approved by NATO
      defense ministers reflect simply an amalgamation of independently derived national plans. If the cohesion and
      visibility of agreed-upon initiatives are to be maintained, it is vital that they do not become submerged within
      the hundreds of improvement actions in the often-ignored force goals. Moreover, the long-term character of some
      of the conventional force improvements that have been proposed, such as complex weapon systems with ten-year
      development cycles, demands a planning mechanism of comparable scope. This problem may be endemic to the nature
      of the North Atlantic Alliance. However, better long-range planning mechanisms within NATO, offering guidance
      that could be more easily factored into national defense planning than can the short-term ‘Ministerial Guidance’
      document, would foster greater military effectiveness and cohesion within the alliance.
    


    
      Considerable resources and personnel could be made available for other applications if redundancies of
      effort among NATO members in the areas of logistics, training, and equipment were minimized. Indeed, former
      SACEUR Andrew Goodpaster estimated that NATO capabilities were diminished by 40 percent due to
      non-standardization of equipment. The. greatest potential savings, and other valuable dividends, could be
      realized from well-managed cooperation in weapons development and production.12 Unit costs of weapons could be reduced as a
      consequence of larger economies of scale than are available to national enterprises, and the pooling of technical
      expertise could facilitate reduced development costs and greater innovation. More effective multinational defense
      collaboration endeavors would foster, somewhat painlessly, a greater degree of commonality and interoperability
      than exists today. Successful collaborative ventures can have less tangible but important
      political benefits—in particular, the deepening of allied integration.
    


    
      The disappointing history of multinational weapons collaboration within NATO does not give rise to optimism
      about its potential in the future. More than fifty collaborative equipment programs have been carried out by
      various groupings of NATO nations during the past few decades. The most productive undertakings have been bi- or
      tri-lateral projects such as the Jaguar and Alphajet aircraft and the Milan and Roland missiles. The formal NATO
      structures for collaboration, the Standing Armaments Committee and Independent European Program Group (IEPG),
      have yielded very limited results. Moreover, some of the greatest technical successes have not delivered expected
      economic or political benefits and have sometimes even exacerbated tensions within the Alliance. For example, the
      very impressive European Tornado multi-role aircraft has seen tremendous cost growth that has limited
      procurement, and F-16 fighters assembled by the European consortium have higher unit costs than aircraft produced
      in the U.S. Indeed, the pace of such ventures slacked off considerably in the late 1970s because of general
      disillusionment with their utility.
    


    
      During the last two years, interest in weapons collaboration has been rekindled for several reasons. The
      continuing economic stagnation in most of Europe and the seemingly inexorable growth in the cost of new weapons
      systems has forced several defense ministries to recognize that force modernization in the 1980s will be severely
      constrained if solely national procurement programs are pursued. Political considerations have also provided
      impetus to many programs. The French government has made its collaborative technology development program,
      ‘Eureka,’ and other bi-and multilateral projects the spearhead of its efforts to develop a greater ‘European
      defense identity’ within NATO.13
      The U.S. has been championing weapons collaboration of late for many of its aforementioned benefits but also as a
      means to spur the development of more effective European conventional defense capabilities. In 1983 Paris and
      Bonn signed an agreement to develop and produce 400 new attack/support helicopters, which will ultimately be
      armed with a third-generation anti-tank missile to be developed jointly by a trilateral British-German-French
      consortium.14 Several
      collaborative projects such as the MLRS rocket launcher system and the F-16 fighter program have been expanded in
      the last few years.
    


    
      In contrast, European governments encountered many of the familiar impediments to cooperation in the
      development of the future European fighter aircraft (EFA), a project of dubious military value but high national prestige. For example, the French entry in the competition, Dassault’s A.C.X., is a
      considerably less sophisticated and less expensive aircraft than other contenders, a design decision that appears
      to have been made to strengthen the plane’s export market outside of Europe.15 Arms exports are an increasingly important
      element of the French economy with some estimates indicating that arms sales comprise 30 percent of all French
      industrial exports.16 Given this
      situation and its striking contrast to the West German policy of restraint in arms exports, the EFA project was
      bound to suffer from differences over this question as have many earlier projects. More importantly, however, was
      the question of how the design and production work was to be distributed among the participants. French demands
      on design specifications and production arrangements (Paris sought 46 percent of the work) finally forced three
      of the five partners to go it alone with a separate program for a multi-role aircraft.17 The French attitude on bilateral and
      multilateral weapons cooperation was best articulated (perhaps inadvertently) by former Defense Minister Charles
      Hernu when he said that while these projects are important if Europe is to cope with intense international
      competition, they need ‘to be done on the condition that each of the participants protect their essential
      interests.’18 Thus, rather than
      jointly procuring 1,000 standardized aircraft at a cost of about $15 billion, these countries will probably end
      up with a mixed force of European and American planes with a much higher price tag.
    


    
      French hopes of transforming the IEPG into the mechanism for realization of collaborative weapons
      programs appears to have stalled. But whatever organizational vehicle is chosen, the fate of joint weapons
      projects will be determined by the extent of political will among allied governments to deal with the
      considerable financial and industrial interests that have so often frustrated progress in this area.
    


    
      Another complication is the fact that the European weapons producers are dependent on U.S. firms for
      state-of-the-art electronics and other high technology components. Thus, if the U.S. hopes to foster and
      participate in various cooperative projects, it will have to offset the effects of this dependency by purchasing
      much more European equipment than it has in the past.
    


    
    

    Better Division of Labor


    
      A number of proposals have circulated in recent years calling for a greater rationalization of military
      missions assigned to various NATO member states. There is little question that some military missions are
      being conducted inefficiently or ineffectively by states ill-suited and ill-equipped to do
      so. In other cases, reallocation of scarce defense resources to areas of comparative advantage from areas where a
      state’s military infrastructure and capabilities are weak could yield more defense at existing levels of
      expenditure. For example, some analysts have suggested that the West German navy, which presently performs
      various missions in both the North and Baltic seas, could scale back to only Baltic deployments and transfer its
      North Sea responsibilities to the British and Dutch navies. The resources saved by this shift could be allocated
      to improving various capabilities of the Bundeswehr. Of course, there are major stumbling blocks to such
      restructuring of military activities. In many cases national pride and tradition have sustained the conduct of
      some missions well beyond what would be advisable on purely military grounds. In addition, service rivalry within
      various NATO countries can be quite intense, particularly when plans for the expansion of one force at the
      expense of another are advanced. It will take some very hard-headed bargaining at the most senior levels of NATO
      decision-making and implemented by application of considerable political capital in member states to realize such
      rationalization of defense efforts.
    


    
    

    Developments in Strategy and Technology


    
      During the past two years a number of studies have concluded that the effectiveness of allied conventional
      capabilities could be increased, at a realistic cost, to the point that NATO commanders would no longer feel the
      need to plan on early first use of nuclear weapons to repel a Warsaw Pact attack. It is postulated that these new
      capabilities could be achieved by the application of innovative operational tactics and emerging weapons
      technologies. Analyses conducted under the direction of SACEUR General Bernard Rogers and by the independent
      European Security Study (ESECS) concluded that NATO could reach this posture by maintaining roughly 4 percent
      real growth in defense spending over ten years. The ESECS study contends that acquisition of a force of 1, 000
      short-range MLRS systems to deal with first echelon forces, 5,000 stand-off cruise missiles with ‘smart’
      submunitions to attack follow-on forces, and 900 conventionally armed ballistic missiles for counter-air
      operations would provide NATO with a solid conventional defense posture at a cost of $10–30 billion over the next
      decade.19 While these studies
      have been criticized for overstating the potential contribution of technologies still under development and
      severely underestimating the costs of such a program, they have nonetheless shaped the
      direction of the debate over the types of conventional force improvements NATO should pursue.
    


    
      Coincident with this public discussion of enhancing conventional deterrence, the U.S. Army adopted a new
      corps-level warfare doctrine known as AirLand Battle. As codified in Army Field Manual 100–5 of August 1982 and
      developed in its speculative concept, AirLand Battle 2000 (now called Army-21), this doctrine marked a shift from
      the Army’s previous plans for employing fairly static operations supported by massive firepower to repulse
      attacks by attrition, towards a flexible concept of maneuver warfare. The military thinking underpinning the
      AirLand Battle concept reflects and can be traced to the work of the so-called ‘defense reform movement.’ Indeed,
      the reform movement, with its emphasis on mobility and maneuver and more effective exploitation of Warsaw Pact
      weaknesses and Western strengths, has had a major influence on several important developments in this
      area.
    


    
      The AirLand Battle concept calls for a defense which: (1) secures and retains the initiative; (2) allows
      subordinate commands considerable flexibility within an overall battle plan; and (3) utilizes the entire depth of
      the battlefield to strike an enemy and thereby prevent him from concentrating firepower or maneuvering forces to
      points of his choice.20 Two of
      the most controversial aspects of AirLand Battle are its notions of conducting ‘deep’ strikes—up to 150
      kilometers ahead of and behind the forward line of (our) own troops (FLOT) in order to delay, disrupt, or
      eliminate uncommitted forces and to isolate committed forces—and of preparing for the conduct of operations with
      chemical, nuclear, and conventional weapons, that is in a ‘fully integrated’ battlefield.21
    


    
      At the request of General Rogers, the SHAPE staff has developed a subconcept, approved by the NATO Defense
      Planning Committee in November 1984, for attack of follow-on forces (FOFA). The FOFA concept differs from AirLand
      Battle in that it applies to the entire Allied Command Europe (ACE) and proposes much deeper strikes, up to 300
      kilometers beyond the FLOT, against choke points in order to slow or stop reinforcing second-echelon Warsaw Pact
      forces. While NATO has always planned to target follow-on forces, it has lacked weapons delivery systems—other
      than manned aircraft that must penetrate dense air defenses—with sufficient range and accuracy to accomplish this
      mission.22 Indeed, considerable
      doubt remains about the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of attacking mobile forces.
    


    
      What is making ‘deep strikes,’ attack of follow-on forces, and other military missions realistic tasks for
      nonnuclear weapons can be summarized under the general heading of ‘emerging technology.’ The
      available or emerging technologies that promise to revolutionize warfare include such developments as
      miniaturized charges and precision guidance systems that vastly improve the lethality of conventional munitions,
      and new capabilities in microelectronics and sensor technology that allow for ‘real-time’ surveillance and
      acquisition of targets well beyond the FLOT. In essence, these emerging technologies would allow for rapid
      redirection of more lethal conventional firepower to the area on the battlefield where it can be most effective.
      Thus, according to a West German study, while destruction of a Soviet breakthrough group might have previously
      required 5,500 aircraft sorties with 33,000 tons of ‘dumb’ gravity bombs, the same operation could be
      accomplished by 600 sorties carrying a total of only 3,000 tons of unguided submunitions or 50–100 sorties with
      only 500 tons of terminally guided submunitions.
    


    
      Various sensors and weapons for strikes well behind the FLOT have been under development in the U.S. One
      research and development program, known as Assault Breaker, envisioned the employment of advanced stand-off
      reconnaissance aircraft, such as the TR-1, fitted with a variety of sensors to locate targets in all-weather and
      relay targeting information to command posts that would then effectuate the launch of missiles loaded with
      submunitions. As John Burgess notes in his chapter, the Air Force is developing a 550-kilometer range
      air-to-surface cruise missile and the Army is going ahead with its 70- kilometer range Army Tactical Missile
      System to strike deep. One concept that has been scrutinized envisions transforming the Pershing Ia or II from a
      nuclear-armed missile into the Conventional Attack Missile (CAM) by replacing its nuclear warhead with a package
      of 100 conventional submunitions.
    


    
      The question of emerging technologies reached a new degree of political saliency at the June 1982 meeting
      of NATO Defense Ministers. At that meeting U.S. Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberger presented a paper outlining
      several areas where new technologies could be exploited in the hopes of vastly improving the capabilities of
      NATO’s conventional ground and air forces. This proposal was referred to the NATO Committee of National Armaments
      Directors and other bodies for further study. While advanced quite cautiously, the ET initiative received a
      frosty reception from most European ministers who found it a dubious path to enhancing conventional deterrence
      that was certain to lead to a ‘one-way street’ where they would be absorbing U.S. technology.23 Because Europeans have few technologies to
      offer in this sector, real progress on the programs outlined in the Weinberger initiative
      will only be possible if some sweeteners are added to make this proposition more attractive to European gov
      ernments. As John Burgess explains elsewhere in this volume, co-production arrangements could offset part of the
      European trade imbalance and employment losses, but in the long run these will not be totally satisfying. The
      European members of NATO will not want to perpetuate their technological lag in critical areas by simply
      producing American innovations under license. These considerations could provide sufficient impetus to overcome
      existing obstacles to developing a more competitive European technological base by more pooling of resources and
      personnel in the defense and basic research sectors.
    


    
    

    More Radical Proposals


    
      A number of European analysts have proposed development of more defensive, ‘non-provocative’ military
      postures for NATO, most of which are built on concepts of territorial or area defense. Horst Afheldt, a prominent
      German critic of forward defense, advocates replacement of NATO’s tank-army orientation— which he characterizes
      as overly disposed towards attack—with a posture based on a network of ‘techno-commandos’ armed with anti-tank
      guided weapons (ATGW).24 In
      Afheldt’s conception, which has considerable support among the European left, static light infantry, composed of
      several thousand 20–30 man units are used to defend 10–15 square kilometers of territory with which they are very
      familiar. The appeal of these units is that they would be both difficult for the attacker to locate and unsuited
      for offensive operations. Afheldt argues that these units, armed with their ATGW and knowledge of the terrain and
      supported by short-range precision-guided artillery and mines, could be effective in thwarting a Warsaw Pact
      offensive at the inner-German border.
    


    
      A number of similar concepts have gained some political support in Europe. Former Bundeswehr Major General
      Jochem Löser, who is less critical than Afheldt of NATO’s forward defense strategy, has proposed a wide-area
      territorial defense.25 This
      concept envisions the use of barriers and other obstacles to channel attacking tank units towards concentrations
      of fire. Like Afheldt, Löser advocates the use of light local forces with ATGWs. However, he would also want to
      retain mobile brigades for counter-attack. The military thinking and political goals of Afheldt and Löser are
      echoed in a number of other proposals such as that of the British ‘Just Defence’ organization.26 However, most of these
      have dubious military validity and only marginal political support.
    


    
    

    Political Questions


    
      Europeans have been concerned about the AirLand Battle doctrine, the SACEUR’s follow-on-forces attack
      concept, and the Weinberger ET initiative for more than economic reasons. In the first place, many European
      officials find that with all these independent concepts for enhancing NATO’s conventional forces in the air,
      there is a need for an integrated planning mechanism to provide perspective and guidance on goals. Indeed, at
      their December 1984 meeting, NATO Defense Ministers instructed the Secretary General and the Defense Planning
      Committee to develop a conceptual military framework that would establish priorities for conventional defense
      improvements and coordinate national efforts. Moreover, these concepts raise a number of complicated political
      and military questions that have not yet been adequately considered. Indeed, there appears to be a fundamental
      discontinuity between American and European thinking on these concepts. While many American official analysts
      have decided that these concepts are the way to go, Europeans want time to explore the complicated political and
      military questions that they raise.
    


    
      Most importantly, Europeans generally have no interest in modifying NATO’s strategy of forward defense and
      flexible response. However, much of the discussion about new conventional options has implied the possibility of
      protracted conventional war. Indeed, the AirLand Battle concept with its advocacy of greater maneuver seems to
      bring into question the U.S. Army’s commitment to forward defense. Discussions of greater mobility on the
      battlefield suggest to Germans the abhorrent notion of sacrificing large segments of the FRG’s territory in order
      to buy time for reinforcements to arrive while taking offensive counterattacks into East Germany. At the same
      time, the concept of deep strikes worries Europeans, but particularly Germans, for two major reasons. First,
      there is a fear that the considerable resources devoted to deep strikes would ultimately result in a diminution
      of NATO’s capabilities for forward defense. Secondly, the conduct of extensive deep strikes has an offensive
      character that many feel is inappropriate for a defensive alliance. NATO has always planned for a limited number
      of deep strikes against fixed targets like airfields and key choke points where there is a high probability of
      success. There are no political or military objections in Europe to the general notion of complicating Warsaw Pact reinforcement. However, many West Europeans reject the concept of deep
      strikes followed by seizure of hostile territory to bring the battle to the enemy’s homeland as advocated by
      Samuel Huntington, as being destabilizing and contrary to NATO’s defensive doctrine.27 West European officials fear that actual or
      apparent acquiescence to this operational concept would complicate their relations with the East.
    


    
    

    Franco-German Defense Cooperation


    
      Enlargement of the conventional component of NATO’s deterrent posture would require a much larger and less
      ambiguous French role in allied strategy.
    


    
      Perhaps the most dramatic change in the European defense scene in the past two years has been the expanding
      cooperation between Paris and Bonn. While former Chancellor Helmut Schmidt’s 1984 proposal for the formation of
      30 Franco-German divisions received little official attention from Paris, a number of less visible but
      significant shifts in French defense policy may open the way for a much more integrated defense effort. However,
      consistent with enduring French doctrine, the 1984–85 Military Program Law gives priority to improving nuclear
      capabilities, largely at the expense of ground forces. To compensate for a reduction of nearly 30,000 troops over
      the next five years, the Mitterrand government proposes to maintain the effectiveness of the Armee de
      Terre through various organizational reforms, transferral of its responsibility for territorial defense to an
      enlarged gendarmerie, and improvement of its mobility and firepower with advanced technology. The critical
      element of this reorganization is the formation, under a single command, of a 47,000 man Force D’Action
      Rapide (FAR).28 The FAR, to
      be based in Eastern France and equipped with a variety of anti-tank weapons and transport/support helicopters,
      will be available—at a time and place chosen by the French President—for support of NATO allies and operations
      overseas. Despite these initiatives, most impartial observers agree that the French army will have a diminished
      combat capability and that replacement of outdated equipment will be slowed by budget constraints, as it was
      during the 1976–1980 program.
    


    
      Armed Forces Chief of Staff General Jeannou Lacaze revealed that his men had to cut their operations by 5
      percent in 1985 for fiscal reasons. With a fifth of the defense budget going to the force de frappe
      (especially the submarines), there are inadequate resources for other missions. This shortfall has come so soon,
      in part, as a consequence of overly optimistic economic forecasts. Lacaze is reported to
      have told Defense Minister Charles Hernu that by the end of the five-year period the armed forces would have 35
      billion francs ($3.9 billion) less than planned. Lacaze feels that would require:
      

      

    


    
      	shelving the improved M5 MIRVed SLBM warhead;


      	delaying the planned new land-based mobile missile; and


      	25 percent across-the-board cut in conventional programs.29
      

    


    
      Some analysts have noted that while a more capable French army would significantly enhance NATO’s
      conventional capabilities, the greatest contribution France could make in this regard would be to commit its
      extensive military facilities and tailor its logistical infrastructure to support of the overall allied
      reinforcement effort.30 However,
      as with the role of the FAR, there is lingering domestic resistance to any military plans that appear to
      reintegrate France into the NATO military structure. Nonetheless, there are some recent indications that France
      may be ready to make a firmer commitment to defend Germany. In 1985, each of the major parties in France, except
      the Communists, issued statements that endorse the concept of an ‘enlarged sanctuary.’ These moves appear to
      reflect a dramatic shift in French public opinion. In a mid-1985 Le Monde poll, 57 percent versus 19
      percent said France should rush to aid Germany if she were ‘seriously threatened,’ and 40 percent versus 24
      percent said such an event would constitute a threat to ‘the vital interests of France.’31
    


    
      The UDF, traditionally close to NATO and Europeanist sentiment, took the lead. Former President Valery
      Giscard d’Estaing came out first saying an invasion of West Germany would seriously threaten the ultimate
      security of France. A long UDF report called for a second European pillar, led by a Franco-German-British triad.
      The UDF also called for France to be integrated in NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group, and to consider the use of
      tactical nuclear weapons for forward deterrence.32 The RPR took a similar tack with its long defense report, speaking of ‘common vital
      interests,’ and urging further Franco-German consultation on the use of French tactical nuclear warheads.
      Finally, the Socialist Party published its own document on July 2 on ‘The Security of Europe,’ which joins the
      opposition parties in suggesting the nuclear guarantee.33
    


    
      A Mitterrand-Kohl summit on July 18, 1985, was devoted exclusively to defense issues. At that meeting, the
      two leaders agreed to set up a Bonn-Paris ‘hotline.’34 The 1987 German election and the uncertainty attendant to the
      Socialist/Right ‘cohabitation’ in the French government may slow this process somewhat. Nonetheless, a number of
      working level contacts appear to be continuing apace, and the political support for this relationship in both
      countries remains very broad. Meetings of the two countries’ defense and foreign ministries are complemented by
      monthly meetings of a joint military commission and regular meetings of chiefs of staff.35 The two countries are also planning their
      largest joint maneuvers in 1986 and 1987.
    


    
      However, at present, French strategy still assumes the possibility of ‘sanctuarization’ of its territory
      during a war in Europe, by maintaining uncertainty in any adversaries’ calculation of when and how its
      independent nuclear forces might be employed. French strategists feel that the concept of no early first use of
      nuclear weapons undermines this strategy by creating a more explicit nuclear threshold. Indeed, France is headed
      in the opposite direction. Minister Hernu has noted that with the deployment of the 350 kilometer-range Hades
      missile in 1992, as a replacement of the short-range Pluton, France will be capable of firing its ‘tactical
      nuclear warning shot,’ the penultimate step to a strategic strike in French doctrine, even before its ground
      troops are engaged.36 Also,
      extension of the French nuclear umbrella over West Germany is unlikely in the near term. The most that can be
      expected of the Franco-German defense relationship is increased weapons collaboration, a clarification of
      France’s willingness to intervene in a limited European war and consultations on any use of French nuclear
      weapons on German soil.
    


    
    

    Crisis Stability


    
      There are several other implications of these new military concepts that have yet to be considered
      adequately. For example, deep strikes with conventionally armed ballistic or cruise missiles may present
      escalation risks as great as the conduct of such operations with nuclear systems so long as NATO maintains
      dual-capable systems. Even if the claims of some analysts that Soviet commanders could discriminate between
      nuclear and conventional missile strikes by NATO were true, there are other dangers in this regard. Extensive
      conventional strikes deep into Eastern Europe could reach a point where they threaten not only Warsaw Pact
      reinforcement capabilities but also military and governmental instruments of control. Faced with such a strategic
      threat, the Soviets would probably find retaliatory or even preemptive strikes with nuclear weapons attractive.
      The governments of several European NATO states have already declared their opposition to
      deployment of long-range conventionally armed cruise missiles on their soil, citing concerns with these
      escalation risks and the serious problems proliferation of such missiles would present for nuclear arms control
      in the region.
    


    
    

    The Role of Arms Control


    
      This brings us to the potential contribution of arms control, both nuclear and conventional, to enhancing
      the conventional component of NATO’s posture. As John Borawski notes elsewhere in this volume, it is unlikely
      that an MBFR accord would greatly reduce NATO’s conventional military requirements, given the ease with which
      Soviet troops could be reintroduced into the ‘Guidelines Area.’ Nonetheless, such reductions could make the FOFA
      concept even more effective in blunting a Warsaw Pact offensive, assuming the availability of a clear warning of
      mobilization. In this regard, both MBFR and CDE could realize measures that might improve NATO’s understanding of
      Soviet operations and warning of mobilization. However, it is possible that progress on conventional arms control
      would be accompanied by some erosion in domestic support for strengthening NATO’s general purpose forces. As
      recent history has shown, maintaining support for defense programs in a period of ameliorating East-West
      relations requires careful public education about the limits of detente and careful consensus-building about
      prudent military planning.
    


    
    

    Soviet Reactions


    
      Both Soviet military and political leaders have made noises that suggest they are deeply concerned about
      the implications of NATO’s new weapons technology and tactics. It is clear from Moscow’s public reactions to the
      Rogers FOFA concept that the Soviet Union will not allow NATO to realize these new military capabilities without
      a very sustained diplomatic offensive bolstered by countervailing military responses. Indeed, as a Soviet General
      noted in a lengthy piece in Krasnaya Zvezda that reviewed the principal weapons systems required for
      second echelon targeting and enhancement of firepower, ‘The Soviet Union cannot remain on the sidelines in the
      presence of this danger.’37 The
      Soviets are developing countermeasures to cope with NATO’s emerging technologies and ‘deep-strike’ technologies
      of their own. Moreover, the Soviets are deploying a number of new missile systems (SS-21,
      -22, and -23) which, if as accurate as estimated by the West, would provide them with considerable conventional
      as well as nuclear deep-strike capabilities against NATO.38
    


    
      The central elements of Moscow’s political response are evident. Playing to the fears of many West
      Europeans, the Kremlin characterizes INF missile deployments and the FOFA concept as part of Washington’s
      strategy of confining any war that breaks out in Europe to that continent and avoiding retaliatory strikes on the
      United States. Soviet observers also argue that the sine qua non of the Rogers Plan is attainment of a
      fundamental shift in the correlation of general purpose forces that would give NATO military superiority and the
      ability to rout Warsaw Pact forces on their own territory. Moreover, the Soviet commentators allege that General
      Rogers and others who advocate enhancing conventional forces as a means of reducing NATO’s reliance on nuclear
      forces are engaged in a great deception. Soviet observers push the line that the Rogers Plan and other
      conventional force improvements are actually designed to supplement rather than replace allied nuclear
      potential.
    


    
      Along with threats of countermeasures, Soviet commentators on the NATO conventional force enhancement
      concepts have often invoked the Warsaw Pact’s 1983 Prague Political Declaration. Reflecting the classic ‘carrot
      and stick’ approach that was used throughout the INF debate, Moscow has noted its willingness to negotiate
      limitations on all types of weapons systems in Europe on the basis of ‘equality and identical security.’ This
      approach was refined in the Sophia Statement of October 24, 1985. In this document, members of the Warsaw Treaty
      Organization called on the U.S. and the USSR to agree not to develop or produce ‘new types of conventional arms
      that are comparable to weapons of mass destruction in terms of their destructive possibilities.’39
    


    
      Ominous pronouncements are certain to start emanating from the Kremlin if any significant NATO conventional
      force improvements plan gets under way. Vague warnings about the dangers of new ‘offensive’ military
      capabilities, which have been appearing ‘once again’ in West Germany, might be coupled with ‘revelations’ of
      countervailing Warsaw Pact military actions. Such a propaganda offensive could be effective in exacerbating what
      could easily become a heated debate in several NATO countries.
    


    
      More important, there are several Soviet military responses to some of the aforementioned NATO force
      improvements that would also play well in the propaganda offensive. For example, one way to reduce the threat to its reinforcement capabilities posed by NATO FOFA plans would be to move additional
      divisions into East Germany and Czechoslovakia. Moscow could readily characterize this action as a purely
      defensive precaution against ‘NATO’s new offensive strategy,’ with considerable political impact in the West. In
      addition, fairly simple countermeasures are already available and more are certain to be developed that can
      confuse the target acquisition and precision guidance systems so critical to the success of deep strikes with
      conventional munitions. Moreover, NATO capabilities for deep strikes are apt to become high priority targets for
      the Soviets. This could tempt Moscow to preempt. Indeed, the Soviets might be prone to use nuclear weapons in
      order to have high confidence of destroying these mobile NATO deep-strike weapons and other critical targets,
      such as command posts, that are well behind the front. The Achilles’ heel of all these new NATO concepts is the
      C3I facilities where targeting data is assembled, processed, and transmitted to the battlefield
      commander. Disruption of even a few critical nodes in this system could greatly reduce its effectiveness.
    


    
      Finally, the implications of just such Soviet deep strikes against reinforcing forces, as well as fixed
      targets, for the new NATO warfighting concepts need to be explored. There is no reason why the Soviets could not
      employ SS-22s and SS-23s with cluster munitions against NATO reinforcement forces racing the front. If the
      Soviets were to deploy nonnuclear weapons that could cut off allied reinforcements, the critical component of
      NATO’s defense would be its capabilities to deal with Soviet breakthrough groups in the forward area.
    


    
    

    Conclusion


    
      Given the fragile political and economic base upon which a program to shore up the conventional component
      of Western deterrence will have to be constructed, careful long-range planning and consensus-building within the
      Alliance is required. A sweeping change of NATO doctrine is not necessary to enhance crisis stability and reduce
      risks of rapid escalation on the central front in Europe.
    


    
      Increasing the nonnuclear component of Western deterrence will be a long and complicated process. There are
      no technological or political shortcuts. In the near term, NATO should be able to pursue incremental improvements
      to its capabilities for foward defense and disruption of Warsaw Pact reinforcement potential. The European allies
      will support a program of this scope if convinced that the specific measures pursued enhance crisis stability and
      do not diminish linkage to the American nuclear guarantee. NATO needs to strengthen its long-term planning
      mechanisms to give direction to various national efforts and to maximize the military output of defense
      expenditures. It might be desirable to retain and enhance certain features of the Long-Term Defense Program
      (LTDP) after its expiration in 1986. In particular, the LTDP’s mechanisms for long-term planning, identification
      of priority improvement measures within general functional areas, and independent monitoring of program
      implementation could, with the application of sufficient political will, help overcome some of the aforementioned
      problems. Washington could abet allied defense collaboration by purchasing more European military equipment. At
      the same time, European governments must realize that buying American technology is often more cost-effective
      than going it alone.
    


    
      Expanded Franco-German defense cooperation is critical to strengthening NATO’s conventional capabilities.
      However, there is little doubt that the recently reorganized French army will have diminished combat capability.
      French plans call for programmed reductions in manpower to be compensated for by an increase in mobility and
      firepower, but budgetary constraints are likely to limit replacement of outdated equipment. Moreover, it is
      unlikely that Paris will abandon its strategy of maximum flexibility and declare precisely when and how its
      conventional and nuclear forces would be used in defense of West Germany. However, only this action or much
      closer Franco-German military planning will make Bonn feel more secure.
    


    
      The Soviets are alarmed that NATO’s new high technology weaponry could disrupt their offensive operations
      and are debating how best to respond. In the near term, Moscow hopes to encourage opposition to a conventional
      defense modernization program in the West while deploying countermeasures to NATO deep-strike systems and
      developing deep-strike systems of their own.
    


    
      Before undertaking major new initiatives to strengthen conventional forces, allied leaders will have to
      narrow differences on defense policy and burden-sharing that have become polarized in recent years. Establishing
      such harmony will take time and a prudent trans-Atlantic dialogue. In the process, West European governments will
      have to decide whether reducing NATO’s reliance on nuclear weapons is worth the necessary fiscal and political
      costs. The revived West European Union, while unlikely to prove effective in promoting collaborative defense
      projects, may be useful in forging a European defense consensus on this question. In the absence of such a
      consensus, discord over the requirements of enhancing conventional deterrence could
      needlessly fracture the cohesion of the Alliance.
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      It is a paradox of East-West relations that the region where the armed forces of the two blocs most
      directly confront each other, along the border between East and West Germany, is regarded as one of the least
      likely flash points of a future conflict. In listing possible scenarios for the outbreak of a major conventional
      or nuclear war between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, most analysts correctly give a low probability for a
      massive, standing-start attack across the inner-German border. Unlike the situation from the late 1940s to the
      early 1960s, when the status of the two German states and the city of Berlin were major sources of East-West
      tension, the ‘German problem’ in the 1970s and 1980s has become one of quiescent normality, greatly overshadowed
      by the clash of superpower interests in the Third World, from Latin America to the Middle East and Southeast
      Asia.
    


    
      Beginning in the late 1960s, the confluence of superpower and European detente—which resulted in the Berlin
      Quadripartite Agreement, the FRG’s Eastern treaties with Poland and the USSR, the SALT I accords, the FRG-GDR
      Basic Treaty, and the Helsinki agreements—paved the way for expanding contacts between the two Germanies. Since
      then, the inner-German relationship (Deutschlandpolitik) has managed not only to survive, but to expand, despite
      severe fluctuations in relations between the U.S. and Soviet Union.
    


    
      In looking ahead to the year 2000, however, we see a number of interesting issues raised by this deepening
      relationship between West and East Germany. First, what are the implications for East-West relations of a growing
      bond between the two Germanies, where the policies of the FRG and the GDR could increasingly conflict with those
      of their superpower allies and European neighbors? Second, on a different level, what are the prospects for
      changes in the domestic structures of the two German states that could produce instabilities
      in either country, and by extension, instability between NATO and the Warsaw Pact? In short, how likely is it
      that the German problem could, in the next decade or two, re-emerge as a major complicating factor for European
      security and East-West relations? One way of seeking an answer to this question is to focus on the inner-German
      relationship itself, particularly in regard to security issues.
    


    
    

    The Evolution of Inner-German Relations


    
      The West German Ostpolitik initiated by Willy Brandt in the late 1960s has, as noted by Fritz Stern, ‘built
      up its own momentum. To most Germans it has ceased to be an option and has become a national necessity.’1 The reasons for this go well beyond
      the increased stability that inner-German relations have helped create in central Europe. For Germans living on
      both sides of the Elbe, improved relations between the FRG and the GDR have produced a number of tangible
      benefits.
    


    
      For the Federal Republic, the gains have been primarily humanitarian (increased resettlement of East
      Germans in the FRG and improved access by West Germans to friends and family in the GDR) and legal (a normalizing
      of the status of West Berlin). In addition, West Germany has gained economically from the increase in
      inner-German trade that followed the improvement in relations in the early 1970s. As the Mayor of Hamburg had
      foreseen as early as 1958 when he criticized the Adenauer government’s ‘outmodedly rigid foreign policy’ which
      robbed the port city ‘of half its hinterland,’2 ultimately there would have to be a resumption of normal trading patterns in central
      Europe for West Germany to realize its economic potential. Once these trading patterns were reestablished,
      inner-German trade expanded steadily, reaching a total of 15 billion Deutschmarks (DM) in the early 1980s,
      despite a slowdown in each country’s overall foreign trade.
    


    
      The economics of the Deutschlandpolitik of the 1970s have been even more important for the GDR. Along with
      the increase in trade between the two German states, East Germany has benefited from a steady flow of West German
      credits and from its participation in the duty-free structure of the European Common Market. Also, the GDR takes
      in several hundreds of millions of dollars a year in hard currency from the money exchanged by West Germans
      visiting the GDR and from cash payments made by the FRG for the release of East German political prisoners.3 The GDR has also reaped political
      benefits from the inner-German relationship in terms of a quantum improvement in the GDR’s
      international status from that which existed prior to the 1970s.
    


    
      The widespread commitment in both Germanies to a continuation of this Deutschlandpolitik is most evident in
      the changed attitudes of two groups in the FRG and the GDR that originally opposed it: the Christian
      Democratic/Christian Social party (CDU/CSU) in the FRG and the East German leadership itself. In the early 1970s,
      the CDU/CSU vilified Willy Brandt and the Social Democrats (SPD) for signing the Eastern treaties with Poland and
      the USSR, thereby accepting the territorial status quo in central Europe. The CDU/CSU claim that the treaties
      foreclosed any possibility of German reunification within the pre-1937 borders resulted in a bitter ratification
      debate over the treaties from 1970 to 1972. As late as 1980, Franz Josef Strauss of the CSU was asserting that,
      if he were elected Chancellor, one of the first steps of his government would be the renegotiation of the Eastern
      treaties in order to allow eventual German reunification.4 Yet so broad was the domestic consensus in the FRG regarding the necessity for
      continuing the Deutschlandpolitik, and so tenuous were the aspirations for actual reunification, that Strauss
      quickly dropped any further mention of reversing West German policy. When the CDU/CSU did come to power in 1982,
      the government of Helmut Kohl chose to continue the policies of his Social Democratic predecessors practically
      unchanged. And Strauss himself recognized the domestic political benefits of supporting inner-German relations
      when, during the height of the Euromissile controversy in 1983, he helped negotiate a new $400 million West
      German loan to the GDR.
    


    
      No less striking has been the reversal of the East German attitude towards inner-German relations. In
      1970–1971, the East German leader Walter Ulbricht had to be pressured by the Soviet Union into accepting Brandt’s
      ‘opening to the East.’ Ulbricht was primarily concerned that an improvement in Soviet-West German relations could
      leave the GDR politically isolated; therefore, he demanded that the FRG accord the GDR legal recognition as a
      separate sovereign state (as opposed to Brandt’s purposely ambiguous formulation of ‘two German states in one
      Nation’) before relations between the two could be improved. The Soviet Union, however, was not willing to let
      Ulbricht’s demand block progress in East-West detente (i.e., the Moscow and Warsaw treaties, the Berlin
      Quadripartite Agreement, and the SALT talks); Ulbricht’s continued instransigence led to his removal in May 1971
      and replacement by the current GDR leader, Erich Honecker. Moreover, contrary to Ulbricht’s fear that a West
      German refusal to formally recognize GDR sovereignty would perpetuate East Germany’s
      political isolation, the GDR’s international standing has greatly benefited from more than a decade of improved
      inner-German relations.
    


    
      By the 1980s, both German states had thus developed a large stake in the continuation of a broad-based
      Deutschlandpolitik. From their trading relations to environmental and transportation issues, from humanitarian
      concerns to the joint discussion of security issues, the two German states were reluctant to allow even the sharp
      downturn in superpower relations after Afghanistan, the Polish crisis, and the Euromissile debate to constrain
      their relationship.5
    


    
    

    Concepts of Ideology and Nation


    
      It goes without saying that, despite their common interest in continuing Deutschlandpolitik, the two German
      states pursue fundamentally different objectives. As has been true throughout the postwar period, these
      differences are rooted in the opposing social systems and bloc allegiances of the FRG and the GDR. Yet this
      conflict of ideology between the Germanies has softened over the years (more so for the FRG than for the GDR),
      and has recently been joined by a new competition in which each state is stressing its historical legitimacy with
      the German nation. As will be discussed below, changes in both the domestic politics and external relationships
      of the FRG and the GDR are producing a new dialectic between ideology and nation, with interesting ramifications
      for inner-German relations in the future.
    


    
      To summarize the point briefly, in the 1950s and 1960s the sociopolitical structures of the FRG and the GDR
      were largely shaped by the East-West ideological competition.6 Given that the two German states were largely the creation of their respective
      superpower allies, the FRG and the GDR were subjected for a number of years to a process of system dominance, in
      which external and internal security concerns were effective regulators of the political system.7
    


    
      To a great extent, this ‘double security complex’ remains the dominant feature of East German politics
      today, given the need of the ruling Socialist Unity Party (SED) to base its legitimacy on the socialist ideology
      of Marxism-Leninism and its fraternal ties to the Soviet Union and the other members of the Eastern bloc. The
      evolution of Deutschlandpolitik and increased contacts across the Elbe actually make it more important for the
      SED to stress the centrality of socialist ideology as an underpinning for East German society. As Hermann Axen, a
      leading member of the SED politburo, noted in the 1970s, ‘relations between the GDR and the
      FRG are not characterized by commonality, but by unbridgeable differences, by unreconcilable differences between
      socialism and capitalism.’8
    


    
      Nonetheless, East German policy in the 1980s has been characterized by a dichotomy within the GDR between
      its identity derived from a Soviet-inspired, socialist ideology and an increased emphasis on an identity that
      stresses the continuity of the GDR state with the history of the German nation. The attempt by the SED to claim
      the inheritance of all that is ‘good’ in German history will be discussed more fully below. For now, it is
      sufficient to note that the GDR regime faces the difficult task of reconciling these quite different bases of
      East German legitimacy. This dichotomy is manifested in the conduct of Deutschlandpolitik, where improved
      political and economic ties with the FRG help improve the stability of the SED regime and give it a measure of
      economic (if not political) independence from Moscow on the one hand, yet contain the danger of spreading
      ‘capitalist and bourgeois’ influences that could undermine the SED’s socialist ideology on the other.
    


    
      In the Federal Republic, the dichotomy between ideology and nation has shifted much further in the
      direction of the latter. Initially, domestic politics in the FRG were characterized by a strident anti-communism
      that the Adenauer government was able to effectively exploit, against both the opposition Social Democrats (SPD)
      and the East German regime (e.g., the Hallstein Doctrine), until well into the 1960s. In tandem with the FRG’s
      growing economic prosperity, anti-communist sentiments served as a unifying ideology in lieu of German
      nationalism that reaped political benefits both domestically, in terms of citizen identification with the Federal
      Republic, and externally, in the FRG’s integration within the Western alliance.9
    


    
      Beginning in the mid-1960s, however, the onset of superpower and European detente began to reduce the
      effectiveness of anti-communism as a domestic political tool in the FRG. By the time of Helmut Schmidt’s
      chancellorship, beginning in 1974, ideology as a basis of West German foreign policy was being overshadowed by a
      new assertiveness based on national self-interest.10 The fact that the CDU has continued the Ostpolitik of Brandt and Schmidt essentially
      unchanged underscores the de-ideologization, at least in terms of anti-communist sentiments, of West German
      domestic politics. Yet the widespread domestic support in West Germany for the gains of Deutschlandpolitik is
      only one facet of changes in West German politics that will affect inner-German relations in the future.
    


    
    

    Deutschlandpolitik and West German Domestic Politics


    
      Concomitant with the decline of anti-communism as a unifying ideology in West German politics, new
      challenges have appeared, especially from the postwar generation, to the structure of West German society. A
      growing sense of alienation from mainstream party politics among this successor generation manifested itself in
      the 1970s, first through the creation of hundreds of citizen initiative groups (Bürgerinitiativen) and then in
      the rise of the Green Party nationally, the Alternative List in West Berlin, and other ‘anti-party’ groups.11
    


    
      This challenge to the dominance of the country’s major political parties had its origins in the student
      protest movements of the 1960s (the so-called extra-parliamentary opposition, or APO). During the Brandt years,
      from 1969 to 1974, this challenge was largely coopted by the SPD’s Ostpolitik and promise of domestic political
      reform. The more centrist policies of the Schmidt government, however, and the advent of the ‘security consensus’
      between the SPD, CDU, and Free Democrats (FDP) undercut the premise of many younger political activists that they
      could effect change via ‘a long march through the institutions.’ Hence the rise of alternative political
      movements from the mid-1970s on, which emphasized grass-roots organizing, decentralized decision-making, and
      single issue politics. Although anti-party sentiments among those born after World War II were on the increase
      elsewhere in Western Europe, they were especially pronounced in the FRG, given the centrist policies of the major
      parties and the lack of a viable left-wing (communist) alternative. Unlike the situation in the 1950s, no longer
      did East Germany fulfil the role of the FRG’s ‘substitute communist party’ in the conduct of West German party
      politics.12
    


    
      By the 1980s, the centrist policies of the West German parties that helped give rise to the Greens, and
      later the peace movement, had become one of the major casualties of this development. The security consensus that
      existed between the Schmidt ‘government wing’ of the SPD and the moderates in the FDP and CDU began to dissolve
      during the Euromissile crisis as the SPD, following Schmidt’s ouster in September 1982, swung to the left and
      sought to coopt the supporters of the Greens, much as Brandt had done with the APO ten years previously. As
      demonstrated by the SPD’s extremely poor showing in the March 1983 federal election, when it received less than
      40 percent of the vote for the first time in 20 years, this attempt at cooption thus far has
      been less than successful, and has been the subject of continued debate within the party.
    


    
      The significance for Deutschlandpolitik of these two domestic political developments—the rise of the Greens
      and anti-party sentiments among the young and the breakup of the security consensus between the SPD, the FDP, and
      the CDU—is reflected in the different strains of national identity (some speak of a new patriotism, or Deutsche
      Patriotismus) that have appeared in the Federal Republic.13 As was demonstrated in 1981, when the Schmidt government’s attempt to brand those
      in the peace movement as communist sympathizers backfired with the West German public at large, anti-communism is
      no longer a unifying force in domestic politics.14 In its place are a number of competing concepts of German national identity, ranging
      from the Gaullism of Franz Josef Strauss and the conservative right to the diffuse cultural nationalism of the
      radical left. While differing concepts of how to promote West German security have existed throughout the
      post-war period, what is new is precisely a greater sense of Deutsche Patriotismus, of the need to give increased
      priority to German interests in the context of both Deutschlandpolitik specifically and West German foreign
      policy in general. What makes this development even more important is that, for the first time in the history of
      the FRG, the different foreign policy spheres of the Federal Republic (the Atlantic, the European, and the
      Eastern) are equally viable, necessitating difficult trade-offs when priorities conflict.15
    


    
      To be sure, what constitutes ‘the German interest’ is defined very differently across the West German
      political spectrum. For Strauss and the CSU, the continuation of Deutschlandpolitik remains something of a
      necessary evil, given the electoral realities of West German politics. The more important foreign policy arena
      for the CSU is Western Europe, and especially the Franco-German connection.16
    


    
      While Helmut Kohl and the CDU continue to adhere to the broader Western orientation of Adenauer and Erhard,
      Deutschlandpolitik has now become a major component of CDU foreign policy. It is a testament to the widespread
      desire of West Germans for improved inner-German relations that the Kohl government in the past few years has
      deviated from longstanding CDU policy on two important issues related to Deutschland-politik. One shift occurred
      when the Kohl government returned a number of East German citizens to the GDR after they had sought refuge in
      West German embassies, thus undermining the policy of automatically granting FRG citizenship to those East
      Germans who make it to West German soil (e.g., embassies).17 The other shift took place in June 1985 when Kohl appeared
      at the annual rally of Silesian refugees, a group that advocates the return of pre-1937 German territory, and
      gave only tepid support to their claims. While it is true that Kohl was the first chancellor in 20 years to
      appear at the Silesian rally, the Chancellor was coolly received by the group for pointing out that the West
      German public at large has little interest in seeing the territorial question reopened.18
    


    
      Also significant is the manner in which the Kohl government sought to limit the damage to inner-German
      relations from the East German spy scandal that surfaced in August 1985. The revelation that Hans Joachim Tiedge
      of the FRG’s counter-intelligence service was an East German double agent, followed over the next few weeks by
      the flight to the GDR of several other West German government employees, resulted in severe domestic criticism of
      the Kohl government. Yet there was little sentiment for curtailing inner-German relations as a result, with even
      Franz Josef Strauss noting that ‘relations with the GDR…can not be made dependent on whether they’re sending over
      spies and agents.’19 For its
      part, East Germany played down its intelligence coup and continued to demonstrate its interest in negotiating new
      accords with the FRG on transportation and cultural issues.20
    


    
      In its role as the major opposition party, the SPD certainly tried to capitalize on the Tiedge affair. As
      the originators of West Germany’s Ostpolitik, however, the Social Democrats remain deeply committed to preserving
      and expanding the gains of inner-German relations. Yet in recent years the party has been beset by internal
      divisions over how to reconcile its commitment to improved relations with the East and its support for NATO and
      the Western Alliance. Prior to the 1983 national election, the SPD advanced the concept of an East-West ‘security
      partnership,’ within which inner-German relations could play an important role between the two blocs. As
      enunciated in the writings of Egon Bahr and Horst Ehmke, this security partnership appears to proceed from
      continued West German participation in NATO.21 Yet there have been fears, especially in the U.S. and France, that the SPD is seeking a
      quasi-neutralist, third way between the two super-powers. These doubts were fueled during the 1983 election
      campaign by the party’s candidate for chancellor, Hans-Jochen Vogel, and other party leaders (Willy Brandt and
      Oskar Lafontaine), who openly criticized the NATO INF deployments, and later by an SPD party congress that
      overwhelmingly condemned the deployment of Pershing and cruise missiles.22
    


    
      Despite the choice of the moderate Johannes Rau to lead the party in the scheduled
      1987 elections, concerns that the SPD is becoming increasingly anti-U.S. and anti-NATO were fueled in September
      1985 by the appearance of a draft report on security, written by SPD security expert Andreas von Bülow, in
      advance of the 1986 party congress. The report summarizes how balanced withdrawals of U.S. and Soviet troops and
      nuclear weapons from central Europe and a greater Europeanization of defense responsibilities could lead to a
      ‘European peace order’ that would reduce the risk of war.23 In doing so, it is highly critical of emerging NATO strategies of deep-strike
      interdiction (e.g., Air-Land Battle and Follow-On Forces Attack) and advocates unilateral NATO and West German
      actions (such as reducing NATO’s offensive military potential and thinning out of active Bundeswehr forces) that
      the CDU and CSU have characterized as naive and irresponsible.24 While there are many in the SPD who go even further than the von Bülow report in
      calling for the dismantling of the opposing military blocs, it is unlikely that the SPD will stray as far left as
      the British Labour Party, for example, in calling for unilateral disarmament. The realities of West German
      electoral politics are such that continued West German support for NATO would make such positions tantamount to
      electoral suicide, as the SPD discovered in 1983. Nonetheless, the SPD will continue to explore means of
      stabilizing West German relations with the GDR, the Soviet Union, and the other East bloc countries, even at the
      expense of irritating West Germany’s Alliance partners.
    


    
      Finally, there are the nationalist strains found in the Green party and in the Eco-peace movement. The
      situation here is complex, given the different shades of cultural chauvinism, romantic idealism, and radical
      anti-establishmentism that exist on the West German left.25 As Richard Löwenthal has pointed out, the ideological diversity of the Greens
      allows the movement to win support from a broad segment of the postwar, successor generation, yet also handicaps
      it from developing and implementing a coherent political strategy.26 Because of this, the Greens most likely will be
      more successful over the near term in pushing single issue topics at the district and regional level than they
      will be in influencing party politics and issues such as security policy at the national level.
    


    
      What is less certain is the extent to which concepts of German identity being formed by members of the
      successor generation might be translated into political strategies once this generation moves into positions of
      influence in the coming decades. Ronald Inglehart maintains that the ‘post-materialist’ values of the successor
      generation in Western Europe on defense and nuclear weapons issues are not being ameliorated
      by the effects of aging and the processes of socialization. For Inglehart, polling data demonstrates that the
      commitment to nuclear disarmament and new security arrangements in Europe on the part of those born after 1945 is
      increasing.27 Emanating from the
      successor generation (and from older members of the SPD left-wing as well) are a host of alternative security
      proposals, including calls for NATO adoption of a ‘no first use’ policy, non-provocative defense postures,
      nuclear and chemical weapons-free zones, and even more radical postures such as passive resistance strategies
      (Sozialvertidigung) based on a major transformation of West German society along the lines advocated by many in
      the Green party. For the moment, most of these proposals generate little support among the West German people.
      And it is by no means certain that the ‘post-materialist’ attitudes of the successor generation will seriously
      alter the strong western orientation of the West German public or widen the maneuverability of the FRG in
      undertaking new security initiatives. It is probably only in a situation in which external influences have
      greatly changed (e.g., in which the U.S. embarked on a neo-isolationist policy and fundamentally altered its
      commitment to NATO), that these alternative security concepts could become more politically acceptable in the
      FRG, as Fen Hampson notes in his chapter in this volume. For some Europeans at least, the strategic consequences
      of the U.S. Strategic Defense Initiative are one example of this, as is noted in the chapter by Ivo Daalder and
      Lynn Whittaker.28
    


    
      Nonetheless, the important point remains that, across the West German political spectrum, there is a
      greater willingness to give priority to West German national interests on security issues. This does not in any
      way mean that the ‘German Question’ is about to be re-opened in the traditional form of German reunification.
      There is frankly little support in the FRG for returning to a nation-state along the lines of the Bismarckian
      Reich.29 Nor is there anything
      approaching a consensus on how the FRG and the GDR might one day join together in some form of loose
      confederation. What has occurred, however, is that the different strains of German identity and patriotism in the
      FRG have converged to a limited extent with their counterparts in the GDR. The East German variants of Deutsche
      Patriotismus are certainly different from those in the FRG, and are oriented towards very different political
      goals. Nonetheless, the concept of the German Nation (in the sense of a German Gemeinschaft) has emerged as an
      important symbol, alongside of the nation-state identities of the FRG and the GDR, for Germans on both sides of
      the Elbe.
    


    
    

    The GDR and German Identity


    
      To a greater degree than before in the postwar period, both German states in the 1980s have been actively
      promoting a sense of German identity, of German self-consciousness. In West Germany, this process was well under
      way in the 1970s during the chancellorship of Helmut Schmidt, when the FRG overcame the stigma of being an
      economic giant but a political dwarf. By contrast, only recently has the East German regime sought actively to
      promote a greater sense of German identity, both domestically and abroad.
    


    
      The increased attention being given to questions of German identity in the FRG and the GDR is also the
      result of the maturation of the successor generations in both countries, i.e., with the coming of age of a
      generation that did not experience firsthand, or participate in, the horrors of Nazism. Society in both West and
      East Germany, shaped as it has been since 1945 by American and Soviet influences, is no longer as inhibited in
      seeking roots in German history prior to the rise of the Third Reich. In the past few years especially, this
      process has been marked by national commemorations in both the FRG and the GDR of Prussian culture, Frederick the
      Great, and the 500th anniversary of the birth of Martin Luther.
    


    
      To find such events occurring in West Germany is certainly noteworthy, and represents an acceleration of
      the process of ‘overcoming the past.’ To witness them in East Germany, where the state for so long maintained a
      policy of ‘renunciation of the past’ (Ablehnung der Vergangenheit), is nothing short of extraordinary. Since
      1945, the ruling Socialist Unity Party (SED) has sought to base the very legitimacy of the GDR on a renunciation
      of any links with Germany’s feudal, bourgeois, and fascist past. In addition, the leadership of the GDR both
      excoriated the FRG for being the repository of those pre-fascist tendencies (e.g., Bismarck and Prussian
      Junkerism) that produced Hitler, and denied the legitimacy of German Protestantism (i.e., Luther) for a
      Marxist-Leninist society.
    


    
      The eagerness with which the GDR now promotes a sense of continuity between pre-Hitlerite Germany and East
      German society is undeniably politically motivated. As one GDR official has put it, this revisionism is a form of
      ‘ideological class warfare,’ designed in part to strengthen the legitimacy of the socialist East German
      state.30 In seeking to
      appropriate (or expropriate, as the case may be) all that is ‘good’ in pre-Nazi, German history, the SED
      leadership is also seeking to maintain a clear differentiation between East German society and that of the FRG. Nonetheless, the fact that both the FRG and the GDR, for the first time, are plowing the
      common ground of German history and culture could be potentially significant if the citizens of West and East
      Germany increasingly come to regard the German Nation—more in the sense of a common culture (Kulturnation) than a
      national entity (Staatsnation)—as a legitimate symbol of their allegiance. Whatever socio-cultural convergence
      there could be between the two societies will only emerge over several decades. Yet an increasing commonality of
      interests, founded on a shared renewed interest in German history as well as in the increased human and cultural
      contacts between the FRG and the GDR, could well develop.
    


    
      There is also the question of the extent to which a re-emergence of German consciousness in the younger
      generation in the GDR will undermine the socialist legitimacy of the East German regime over the coming decades.
      Over the past few years, there have been reports of growing alienation among East German youth toward the
      centralized nature of GDR society. In part, these sentiments are not so different from those generated by the
      transition to post-industrial structures in the FRG and elsewhere in Western Europe. Attempts by the SED
      leadership to infuse the GDR’s Marxist-Leninist ideology with a more distinctly German socio-cultural character
      could be successful in easing such feelings among the young.31 On the other hand, such a process could, in conjunction with other social and
      economic problems, weaken the legitimacy of the Soviet-inspired socialist ideology to the point where the SED’s
      rigid control of East German society is called into question.
    


    
      In both German states, then, there are domestic currents that are posing new challenges to the political
      structures that have evolved in the postwar period. If nothing else, several centuries of German history have
      demonstrated how difficult it has been to forge a stable, enduring political system for a complex people living
      in the inherently unstable center of Europe. In the case of the FRG, the domestic challenges posed by the Greens
      and a deeply divided SPD, which themselves are symptomatic of complex social issues (e.g., the trade-offs between
      continued economic growth and quality of life issues), would seem to be greater than those facing the GDR. Yet
      the now well-entrenched commitment to liberal democratic values, along with the elasticity of the FRG’s political
      system, give West Germany a much greater chance of coping with such problems than could be true for the GDR. The
      domestic challenges facing the SED regime may not be as apparent, yet over the long run they could turn out to be
      far less manageable. This would be especially true in a period in which the Soviet Union is experiencing increased domestic dissent, thus reducing Moscow’s ability to manage its East bloc
      allies, and where a greater sense of socio-cultural affinity between West and East Germans provides GDR citizens
      with an increasingly attractive alternative to the Soviet-based ideology of the SED.
    


    
    

    Bonn and East Berlin


    
      One part of the above process has been a recent convergence on the part of the two German governments to
      claim to be speaking on behalf of the German people as a whole. Increasingly as East-West relations have
      deteriorated and as fears of nuclear war have increased, both German governments have been promoting their
      policies as the best way to protect the interests of, not only their individual states, but the German nation.
      Although such claims have long been official West German policy and are even embedded in the Basic Law
      (Grundgesetz) on which the FRG was founded, they have only recently reappeared in the vocabulary of the East
      German government.
    


    
      This tendency of both German governments to claim responsibility for the well-being of all Germans is to be
      expected from the Christian Democratic government of Helmut Kohl that is heir to the Alleinvertretungsanspruch
      (claim of sole representation) tradition of Konrad Adenauer. For the East German government to assume such a
      responsibility is striking, however, as it represents a reversal of more than a decade of Abgrenzung (separation)
      policy, by which the GDR sought to distance itself from its capitalist, bourgeois neighbor. Throughout the 1970s,
      in direct opposition to Willy Brandt’s claim of ‘two German states in one Nation,’ East German officials had
      stressed the uniqueness of the ‘developing socialist nation’ in the GDR and vehemently denied the legitimacy of
      the ‘unity of the nation.’ In seeking to construct a nationalist identity based on this ‘will to socialism,’ East
      German leaders rejected the concept of the German nation and the possibilities for German re-unification. Mention
      of all things German was deleted from the country’s Constitution, and the GDR at the stroke of a pen transformed
      itself from a ‘socialist state of the German nation’ to a ‘socialist state of the workers and peasants.’32
    


    
      Yet by the time of the 10th party congress of the SED, in April 1981, the GDR was once again stressing its
      German identity. Realizing that Marxism-Leninism alone would not suffice in promoting a sense of East German
      nationhood, Honecker and the East German leadership declared that the GDR should now be thought of as a
      ‘socialist German nation’. At about the same time, Honecker also began making vague
      references to a subject that had long been taboo—German reunification. In a speech to SED party functionaries in
      February 1981, Honecker cautioned that the terms ‘unification’ and ‘reunification’ were to be avoided.
      Nonetheless, no longer was it official SED doctrine that the German national issue would automatically lapse with
      time. In even raising the issue of a ‘union of two German states,’ which for Honecker would be ‘posed in an
      entirely new form…once the working people of the Federal Republic begin the socialist transformation of the FRG,’
      the East German leadership essentially legitimized discussion of the German Question in the GDR for the first
      time since the 1960s.33 While
      East German policy will continue to concentrate on establishing a separate, albeit German, identity for the GDR,
      as opposed to actively seeking reunification, this additional attenuation of the ‘separation’ policy does
      represent a shift to the German Nation as an additional source of national legitimacy.
    


    
      This process was taken a step further when, at the height of the Euromissile crisis in the fall of 1983,
      Honecker wrote a letter to Chancellor Kohl, ‘in the name of the German people,’ calling on the FRG to forgo
      deployment of the new NATO missiles and work for a nuclear-free Europe.34 In discussing the ramifications of the
      Euromissile issue for inner-German relations, Honecker referred to a ‘community of responsibility’ between the
      FRG and the GDR for safeguarding peace and ensuring that ‘war never again starts from German soil.’35 Within a few short years, the East German
      government had gone from seeking to extinguish all references to Germany to claiming that it was working for
      peace on behalf of the entire German people. Again, it needs to be stressed that this switch has been motivated
      primarily by short-run political considerations, aimed at persuading the West German people to reject the
      stationing of new nuclear missiles in the FRG. Also, East German references to the possibility of German
      reunification are predicated on West Germany dissolving its ties to NATO, sentiments that are shared by some in
      the West German peace movement and which the GDR seeks to exploit.
    


    
      The East German leadership is also concerned, however, that Soviet countermeasures to the NATO deployment,
      consisting of increasing the Soviet nuclear arsenal in the GDR, are not particu larly popular in East Germany.
      The SED position that the party, and not the fledgling and tightly constrained East German peace movement, has
      the better policy for reducing tensions in central Europe is undercut by the deployment of the Soviet SS-21s and
      SS-22s on East German soil. Thus Honecker has made known, albeit obliquely, his displeasure
      with what he sees as a Soviet response taken at the expense of East German security and has sought to gain some
      political capital from it.
    


    
      It remains to be seen how important Honecker’s claim that the GDR is concerned with the security of the
      entire German people, and his references to a ‘community of responsibility’ between the two German states, is as
      a portent for the future relationship of the FRG and GDR.36 At a minimum, it represents an increased desire on the part of both German
      governments to insulate their relationship from the tensions between the superpowers. For months prior to the
      actual deployment of the Euromissiles, East Berlin had been threatening the Federal Republic with what Honecker
      called a ‘political ice age’ if deployment went ahead. Even while Honecker was threatening the cutting back of
      inner-German relations, however, both German states were taking significant steps to ensure the continuation of
      Ostpolitik. For his part, Honecker ordered the removal of the automatic firing devices, a particularly noxious
      symbol of the separation of Germany, along the entire inner-German border, and reaffirmed that they would be
      removed even as he was justifying Warsaw Pact countermeasures to the NATO deployment.37
    


    
      Over and above this desire of the two German states to insulate their relationship from superpower
      tensions, a new emphasis on common security concerns has appeared recently in the conduct of Deutschlandpolitik.
      A growing dialogue between the two German states on security issues reflects a growing interest in protecting the
      security of all Germans, yet also raises fears outside of Germany that the two states are compromising their bloc
      allegiances.
    


    
    

    Deutschlandpolitik and Security Issues


    
      At its inception in the early 1970s, Deutschlandpolitik focused primarily on issues of ‘low politics’
      (i.e., trade, transportation, energy, and environmental concerns). More politically sensitive issues, such as
      West German recognition of GDR sovereignty, questions of German citizenship, access by West Germans to friends
      and family in the GDR, and the ability of East Germans to emigrate to the FRG, were central as well, but these
      involved primarily indigenous German concerns. Only in the late 1970s did Deutschlandpolitik begin, slowly, to
      extend beyond the sphere of strictly German issues to include larger security and arms control issues that
      previously had been the domain of the two superpowers (nuclear arms control) or the NATO and Warsaw Pact
      alliances (conventional arms talks).
    


    
      This process was given a marked impetus by the Schmidt-Honecker summit of December
      1981, when the two heads of government agreed to try and formulate a joint initiative that would break the
      deadlock at the MBFR talks in Vienna on conventional forces.38 The fact that in early 1982 the West German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich
      Genscher was meeting with his East German counterpart, Oskar Fischer, to agree on a common position was a
      departure from the usual FRG practice of entrusting such contacts to its minister for inner-German affairs (in
      this case, Egon Franke). By the same token, the GDR had usually avoided participating in joint ventures with the
      FRG that went beyond issues of Deutschlandpolitik for fear of compromising its status as a sovereign state (given
      that the FRG still does not officially recognize the GDR as a legal, sovereign entity). But in this case, the
      opportunity to deal directly with Genscher on an issue of such importance overcame East German hesitations.39
    


    
      While no dramatic proposals ultimately emerged from the web of contacts between disarmament officials of
      the two countries,40 the process
      itself was noteworthy, not only for inner-German relations, but for foreign perceptions of those relations. As
      one West German editorial writer commented in evaluating western reaction, these inner-German talks ‘trip alarm
      bells in foreign capitals, as the world believes it can live more safely if the Germans are quarreling rather
      than agreeing.’41 While the fall
      of the Schmidt government in September 1982 and the return to power of a Christian Democratic-led government has
      reduced both the scope and visibility of these talks, they nonetheless are continuing.42
    


    
      Alongside these government-to-government discussions, the Social Democrats in March 1984 initiated a series
      of talks with SED officials on the need for a chemical weapons-free zone in central Europe.43 At the conclusion of the fifth round of talks,
      in June 1985, the SPD and SED reached agreement on a draft proposal. Seeing this as a concrete expression of the
      viability of its security partnership policy, SPD spokesmen said the proposal, which included provisions for
      on-site inspection by an international commission, could provide the basis for formal governmental
      negotiations.44 Not
      surprisingly, the East German and Czechoslovak governments followed this up in September 1985 with a proposal to
      the Kohl government that the three countries begin such negotiations. The Kohl government demurred, saying it did
      not want to complicate the ongoing Geneva disarmament negotiations on a global ban of chemical weapons. As
      expressed by government spokesman Friedhelm Ost, the CDU position was that the Geneva talks
      should not ‘be circumvented through regional partial solutions.’45
    


    
      The fact that the SPD was negotiating directly with the SED (i.e., with the East German government), an act
      that would have been an immense political liability in the 1950s, passed with little comment from the Kohl
      government. Nonetheless, the talks did raise political sensibilities within NATO, especially as the SPD was
      discussing American weapons, that the party was undermining the Alliance through independent initiatives. The
      announcement that the SPD and SED will next turn their attention to theater nuclear weapons and nuclear-free
      zones has only increased fears within the Alliance that the SPD is embarked on a unilateral course that will
      undermine NATO cohesion. Because the SPD is out of power, and could remain so until the 1990s, the significance
      of these talks is more symbolic than real. Even if the SPD should return to power in the 1987 elections, it is
      not at all certain that the party would seek to implement such accords in the face of both domestic and Alliance
      resistance. At a minimum, however, this type of SPD-SED dialogue does focus attention on common German concerns
      and, indirectly, maintains pressure on the Kohl government to safeguard German interests in the arms control
      sphere.
    


    
      The importance of security issues within the conduct of Deutschlandpolitik is also evident in the
      unilateral way both German states seek to ensure the security of Germany as a whole. In the case of West Germany,
      government spokesmen emphasize the distinct security benefits to be had in promoting stability in the GDR through
      trade, humanitarian efforts, and legal agreements. To those in the Western Alliance who criticize Ostpolitik for
      going too far, or for not distinguishing clearly enough between benefits for the East German regime and the East
      German people, many West Germans respond that it is in NATO’s interest to reduce the likelihood of domestic
      unrest in East Germany and thus reduce a potential source of East-West conflict in Europe.46
    


    
      Within NATO itself, West German officials continue to oppose major changes in the Alliance’s military
      doctrine, especially when these entail increased offensive capabilities.47 Yet the politically understandable West German
      adherence to the strategy of forward defense has also prevented NATO from fully implementing that strategy (e.g.,
      by fortifying the inner-German border with passive anti-tank barriers, as these apparently would further
      highlight the division of Germany).
    


    
      Throughout the postwar period, the FRG has also sought to influence French defense
      policy with the aim of safeguarding the security of both Germanies. Recently, the Kohl government has made known
      its desire to have a say in French nuclear weapons targeting strategy directly, particularly in regard to the new
      French Hades tactical missile that, with a range of 200 miles, could strike targets in East Germany. As one West
      German official put it, ‘We want some sort of nuclear guarantee whereby France regards German territory, East and
      West, as its [Bonn’s] own security area.’48 As Stephen Flanagan notes in his chapter in this volume, there has been a revival of
      Franco-German consultations regarding both nuclear and conventional force issues. Moreover, in a significant
      portent for French strategy, all of the major political parties in France, save the communists, have endorsed the
      concept of an ‘enlarged sanctuary,’ where the territorial integrity of the FRG (if not the GDR) is seen as vital
      to the security of France.49
    


    
      By contrast, the position of the GDR in the Warsaw Pact obviously affords it much less leeway in
      undertaking independent steps to safeguard German security. Indeed, the very wording of the 1955 Warsaw Treaty
      places greater constraints on East Germany than on the other East European members in terms of the Pact’s
      military structure and political decision-making.50 Nonetheless, Erich Honecker has been able in the past few years to use the uncertainty
      of the Soviet leadership transitional period to exercise some degree of flexibility in his dealings with the FRG.
      While Honecker did bow to Soviet pressure and cancelled his summit meeting with Kohl scheduled for September
      1984, the East German leader was able during that period to solidify his base in the SED Politburo and persuade
      Andropov to replace the overbearing Soviet Ambassador to the GDR, Pyotr Abrasimov.51 More recently, East Germany has voiced its
      support for allowing more independent policymaking within the Warsaw Pact. In March 1985, on the eve of the 30th
      anniversary meeting of the Warsaw Treaty Organization to extend the Pact, the SED organ Neues Deutschland
      reprinted an interview with Istvan Roska, the Hungarian Deputy Foreign Minister, in which Roska defended
      independent policies within the Soviet bloc.52
    


    
      There are strict limits to the GDR’s support for independent initiatives within the Pact, of course, as was
      demonstrated during the Polish crisis when East Germany was the most vocal supporter of Soviet efforts to
      neutralize the Solidarity movement. Moreover, a long-running Gorbachev regime will eliminate one aspect of the
      maneuverability that the GDR enjoyed during the transition period of the Soviet leadership in the first half of
      the 1980s. Most importantly, because of its absolute military importance for the Soviet
      Union and its need to tightly control liberalizing elements within East German society, the GDR will continue to
      be highly selective in its conduct of Deutschlandpolitik.53
    


    
    

    Conclusion


    
      Ultimately, any combination of independent steps and bilateral efforts on the part of the two Germanies to
      safeguard German security will be hesitant at best and extremely dependent on constraints imposed by both the two
      superpowers and Germany’s European neighbors. Adverse reactions to growing inner-German bonds are a peculiar
      combination of long-standing European politics (witness French and Polish criticisms of Deutschlandpolitik) as
      well as the realities of more recent superpower involvement on the continent. Nonetheless, the fact that the FRG
      and the GDR have begun to discuss common security issues is a new development in the relations of the two states.
      Given the continuing bleak prospects for U.S.-Soviet arms control efforts, as well as the MBFR talks in Vienna,
      there will remain sufficient incentive for both German states to discuss common security issues. Although the
      nuclear angst engendered by the Euromissile crisis has eased somewhat, it is also unlikely that the publics in
      the two Germanies will return to the benign neglect of nuclear weapons issues that characterized much of the
      1960s and 1970s.
    


    
      As Stanley Hoffmann has noted, the existence of nuclear weapons has meant that an ‘internalized imperative
      of survival’ must now be balanced with those external threats that heretofore have constrained the nation-state,
      yet rarely threatened its very existence.54 In the two Germanies, an increase in this ‘internalized imperative of survival,’
      coupled with groping attempts to find a new German identity, has increased the symbolic importance of the German
      Nation as a binding element between the FRG and the GDR. It remains to be seen what operational significance this
      will have on the inner-German relationship, and on East-West relations, in the years ahead. Yet it does seem
      likely that the bonds between the two Germanies will continue to grow, regardless of fluctuations in U.S.-Soviet
      relations, and perhaps even because of them.
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      Bolstering internal confidence has long been as important a function of Western security policy as
      deterring external aggression. Even in Stalin’s day, the NATO alliance and the commitment of U.S. forces to
      Europe were seen as serving less to restrain the Soviet Union from marching to the Channel than to assure the
      Western Europeans themselves that they could carry out their economic recovery without succumbing to internal
      subversion backed by external force.1 This role of the Alliance in bolstering internal confidence has remained prominent ever
      since, with doves complaining that it is harder to satisfy the Europeans of their security than it is to deter
      the Russians from attacking them, and hard-liners arguing that internal discouragement is itself a potent source
      of peril and that if the Europeans ever felt they had no credible protection against Soviet power they could
      drift into appeasement and ‘Finlandization’ without the Soviet Union having to fire a shot.2 It is therefore necessary to examine this
      domestic aspect of European security, and to see whether today’s NATO alliance can (in Michael Howard’s terms)
      ‘reassure’ its own people as well as deter its adversaries.3
    


    
      Reassurance in Europe has become increasingly difficult due to the declining credibility of the U.S.
      nuclear guarantee in an age of nuclear parity, as well as to the growth of alarm about dangers other than Soviet
      aggression. The interaction of these two problems in recent years has produced a particularly intractable
      dilemma—NATO’s deployment of new intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) on the European continent has calmed
      some fears about U.S. ‘decoupling’ from the defense of the region, but has at the same time caused widespread
      alarm about ‘warfighting’ strategies and the perils of the nuclear arms race. This alarm prompted massive street
      demonstrations in the early 1980s, and has led many Europeans, including opposition political parties in most
      NATO countries, to challenge the fundamental elements of the Alliance’s current defense
      posture.4
    


    
      Many security experts have argued that their own preferred amendments to the substance or presentation of
      NATO policy could (among other benefits) help to make Europe’s defense arrangements acceptable and reassuring to
      a larger proportion of the domestic audience. The most favored remedies have been those of transferring emphasis
      from nuclear to conventional forces, of making Europe more self-reliant in security policy, of pursuing more
      energetically arms control agreements with the East, and of trying to set defense hardware in its political
      context. These four schemes will here be subjected to a critical analysis, with the aim of deciding which of the
      four seems most likely to provide the most comfort to the most people. It will be argued that, although the
      schemes are not mutually exclusive and should all be pursued to a certain extent, it is the fourth scheme, that
      of encouraging a more political approach to the security issue, which is the most important for creating a more
      reassuring defense posture in the 1980s and beyond.
    


    
    

    The Reasons for Controversy


    
      Any analysis of what might make more Europeans feel secure must start by considering the reasons for the
      recent upsurge of controversy about the security issue. European reluctance to relinquish the fruits of detente
      in accession to the new U.S. stance of global confrontation with the Soviet Union explains much of the recent
      transatlantic bitterness, but does not account for the deep differences of opinion within Europe itself. The
      social and economic stagnation of the 1970s prompted a wide-ranging polarization of European politics between
      right and left wing solutions, but this could not have sparked a security debate without direct cause for
      disagreement about the defense issue. It is usual to search for the origins of this disagreement about defense in
      relatively recent domestic or international developments.5 It will here be argued, however, that the root cause lies much deeper, in a
      fundamental and long-standing controversy over the political purposes of military force in the nuclear
      era.
    


    
      What seems to have happened over the past decade is not so much the often lamented ‘breakdown of defense
      consensus,’ but more the revival of latent dissatisfaction with, and disagreement about, NATO posture, thanks to
      the erosion of complacency about peace. The deterioration in East-West relations, the accelerating arms programs
      of the two blocs, and the spate of international crises in the Third World have alarmed
      people, thus enabling individuals who had long been pressing for disarmament or a stronger defense effort to
      break through the barrier of apathy and to start a vigorous public debate about their respective ideas.6 In the early Cold War years,
      heightened perceptions of a Soviet threat served to unite the West and to spur the formation of the NATO
      alliance, but the recent sense of danger has acted instead to deepen domestic and inter-allied differences within
      the Western bloc because people today disagree more widely over what the threat to peace actually is.
    


    
      There seem to have been several reasons for this growing disagreement. In the first place, the Soviet
      threat has become more ambiguous than it was during the Cold War. Moscow’s military might has grown considerably,
      but its international behavior (at least in Europe) has become more restrained than in the days of the Berlin
      blockade and Khrushchev’s rocket-rattling brinkmanship. The Kremlin’s new tendency towards ‘speaking softly while
      carrying a big stick’ has encouraged wide differences of interpretation in the West, from the notion of a
      sinister Soviet attempt to lull NATO into strategic helplessness, to the notion of the Soviet Union as a
      defensive, status quo power driven to compete in a perilously accelerating arms race.7 These two images obviously have very different
      policy implications, and help to explain why the heightened sense of threat over the past decade has not united
      the Alliance behind a particular security posture. Only in France, where belated recognition of the horrors of
      the Gulag has led to profound anti-totalitarianism, has there been anything like a consensus on the dangers posed
      by Soviet power.8
    


    
      A second reason why the recent wave of alarm has divided rather than united Western opinion about security
      policy seems to be that, in the new age of mutual overkill, there is no agreed image of what East-West conflict
      might actually involve. With so little historical experience of conflict between nuclear powers, some observers
      think in terms of a polarization between peace and all-out war, while others have come to fear limited uses of
      force ranging from political intimidation and proxy conflicts to conventional wars and even limited nuclear
      exchanges.9 This difference of
      opinions naturally affects attitudes towards the acquisition and use of military power—those concerned about a
      nuclear holocaust see the suicidal character of ‘mutually assured destruction’ as making traditional notions of
      armed force obsolete, while those more preoccupied with limited conflict see numerous roles for both nuclear and
      conventional forces. Once more, it is only the French who have avoided acrimonious debate,
      at least partly because their relative military weakness forces them to reject the possibility of limited war and
      to focus both strategy and rhetoric upon deterrence, ‘non-battle,’ and a devastating nuclear response.10
    


    
      Another, and perhaps the most important, reason for the divisiveness of the recent concern about security
      is that domestic disagreement is natural in a situation of restrained competition. Limited antagonism is not such
      a new challenge for Western societies, but rarely have its contradictions been more starkly expressed than in the
      current era, when the West is simultaneously fighting proxy wars with the Soviet Union, building weapons capable
      of incinerating it, and engaging it in civilized discussions in an attempt to avoid a mutually suicidal
      confrontation. This situation is very different from the all-out drive for victory that produced consensus in
      World War II, as well as from the deceptively peaceful era of detente when East and West seemed to be
      progressively reconciling their Cold War quarrel. A better model for the current era of renewed East-West
      competition may be the American experiences in Korea and Vietnam, when domestic disagreements between hawks and
      doves played a fundamental part in setting the limits of U.S. involvement.
    


    
      If domestic controversy within individual states is a natural concomitant of situations involving limited
      antagonism, this is all the more true of arguments between allies. Anti-Americanism has played a highly visible
      part in fuelling the recent upsurge of dissent in Europe, and many commentators have argued that this factor,
      more than any other, has been the real cause of European protest.11 Gallons of ink have already been spilled about
      the divergent moods, cultures, and strategic and economic interests on either side of the Atlantic and their
      adverse impact upon Alliance relations.12 Suffice it to say here that the disarmers’ fears of being dragged into an ‘American’
      war through a superpower confrontation in the Third World or through sinister U.S. plans to fight a ‘limited’ war
      in Europe are only extreme expressions of real divergences of interest which have hamstrung transatlantic
      consensus on a relationship of limited antagonism with the USSR.
    


    
      One striking feature of the recent controversy about defense within European states has been that newcomers
      to the security debate, whether intellectuals or ordinary citizens, have tended to take a more ‘dovish’ stance
      than members of the established defense community. This is partly because only those outsiders opposed to
      existing policy have been impelled to speak out —opinion polls reveal a much wider range of attitudes within the
      general public as a whole.13
      However, the phenomenon of the peace movement does require a more substantive explanation.
      It is not enough to point to the alienation of the general public from remote decision-makers and from an
      introverted defense establishment and ‘nuclear priesthood’—the French populace acquiesce unconcernedly in the
      ‘imperial presidency’ of François Mitterrand, while anti-nuclear protest has been greatest in states like Holland
      where weak coalition governments give outsiders considerable influence over official policy.14 Some more fundamental explanation is needed of
      why the increasingly skeptical and assertive public sees the security dilemma differently than do its appointed
      experts.
    


    
      There appear to be three main reasons for this divergence of views. First, liberal democracies not faced
      with an unambiguous foreign threat have traditionally been prone to a strain of pacifist dissent which sees war
      as an independent and apolitical phenomenon to be ended by the abolition of armaments and of those who wield
      them.15 Second, this
      undercurrent of anti-militarism has recently been joined by an affluent environmentalism, hostile to the evils of
      scientific ‘progress’ and especially to the use of nuclear power for civil or military purposes. Third, the
      general public, far more than defense specialists, still sees East-West conflict almost exclusively in terms of a
      mutually suicidal Third World War. From this perspective, new nuclear weapons seem like pointless overkill or
      sinister preparations for a first strike, while even ‘defensive’ measures like fallout shelters or conventional
      force buildups appear alarmingly like indications of impending hostilities.16 The defense community’s attempts to narrow this
      perceptual gap by constructing artificial scenarios of ‘limited’ conflicts have so far done little more than to
      heighten popular suspicions of sinister warfighting designs. Real differences of perspective thus help to explain
      why the security policies devised by defense experts have so manifestly failed to reassure considerable sections
      of the public at large.
    


    
      This split between experts and public is not, however, the only division within European societies on the
      security question. Even the most simplistic analysis would have to identify at least four different
      groups—defense specialists concerned about the Soviet threat and about NATO’s vulnerability to a conventional
      blitzkrieg, dovish observers worried about the arms race and the risk of being dragged into a superpower nuclear
      war, the general public concerned about East-West tension and the danger of slipping into war of any kind, and
      European governments preoccupied with defense expenditure and the costs entailed in reducing reliance on nuclear
      weapons and American protection. Finding a policy that reconciles these four conflicting viewpoints becomes a classic devil’s dilemma, as will now be illustrated by a detailed analysis of
      the various remedies that are currently being pursued.
    


    
    

    Reassurance through Conventionalization?


    
      Europe has traditionally been more attached than the United States to the notion that nuclear deterrence is
      the best guarantee of European security; this belief continues to impel many Europeans to support new U.S.
      nuclear deployments in the region and to oppose suggestions that NATO abjure the threat to use nuclear weapons
      first against a conventional attack.17 Other individuals, however, have come to believe that nuclear weapons threaten to
      destroy Europe rather than to protect it, and they have called for the ejection of nuclear bases and the adoption
      of a strategy that does not depend upon unleashing apocalyptic destruction.18 This love-hate relationship with nuclear
      weapons creates a dilemma that does not appear to be resolvable by changes in the Alliance’s nuclear posture,
      since what some Europeans would find reassuring, others would find distinctly alarming. NATO’s reaction has
      therefore been to pursue improvements in its conventional posture, in order to raise the nuclear threshold
      without weakening deterrence of non-nuclear aggression.19 How reassuring this change will be to various domestic groups, and what form it should
      take to have the best effect, will now be discussed in detail.
    


    
      Like their American counterparts, many European defense specialists have long been calling for stronger
      conventional forces to reduce the Alliance’s increasingly incredible and potentially suicidal dependence upon
      U.S. nuclear escalation. A fairly strong consensus has thus arisen among security experts that conventional force
      enhancement would be a good thing, both increasing deterrence and helping the West resist an attack without
      escalating the war to nuclear destruction.20 Unfortunately, past experience suggests that a non-nuclear posture with which experts
      are truly satisfied can be a highly elusive goal, since equipment obsolescence, Warsaw Pact countermeasures, and
      the constant pressure to postpone nuclear escalation for an even longer interval make the quest for conventional
      ‘sufficiency’ a frustratingly open-ended process. Thus, although further conventional force enhancement would
      undoubtedly reassure European defense experts, this effect might be only limited and temporary.
    


    
      How dovish observers and peace protesters would react to a NATO non-nuclear buildup is quite another
      matter. Such a buildup would be tangential to their preoccupation with nuclear weapons,
      since it would not even permit an unambiguous declaration of ‘no first use,’ let alone resolve the controversy
      over what weapons and strategies are needed to combat the Soviet nuclear threat to Western Europe.
      Although many experts argue that conventional force enhancement would allow NATO to avoid early first use
      and to withdraw certain short-range nuclear systems, the anti-nuclear movement seems more concerned with
      eye-catching issues such as INF deployment, counterforce instability, and limited nuclear war. What little
      attention the disarmers have paid to conventional forces suggests that they favor a cheaper, purely defensive,
      and entirely non-nuclear posture, perhaps involving citizen militia.21 The more traditional conventional buildup that
      the defense community is now advocating makes many European doves even more anxious about the arms race,
      especially when seen in the light of U.S. discussions about conventional counteroffensives or deep strikes into
      the territory of the Warsaw Pact.22
    


    
      European governments continue to see money and manpower constraints as the principal obstacle to
      conventional force improvements, and one of the main risks of trying to force through a new non-nuclear buildup
      is that it could prompt recriminations within the Alliance at least as bad as those over the slippage of the 3
      percent spending commitment of 1978.23 This resource problem has encouraged defense experts to devise a variety of proposals
      for using existing resources more efficiently, but what these proposals save in terms of cost they usually make
      up in political controversy —‘emerging technology’ is dominated by American manufacturers, plans for
      counteroffensives or deep strikes into Eastern Europe challenge the fundamentally defensive character of the
      Alliance, notions of defense in depth by maneuver forces or militia seem to sacrifice forward areas, and even
      fortification of the East-West border has sour symbolic overtones for the improving relationship between the two
      German states.24 These problems
      would be overridden if war seemed imminent, but most European NATO governments see virtually no risk of Soviet
      attack, consider conventional war unacceptable because of its destructiveness and the risk of nuclear escalation
      regardless of who seems likely to win, and are unlikely to seek a seriously strengthened non-nuclear posture
      except under great political pressure.
    


    
      A NATO non-nuclear buildup per se would probably have very little impact upon the attitudes of the
      public at large— conventional forces do not attract anything like as much stigma or sensationalism as nuclear
      weapons, but neither are they regarded as much of a deterrent to war itself. What might
      alarm people is the increased talk of war and defense that a serious conventional force initiative by the
      Alliance would almost certainly involve. The non-nuclear buildup that has occurred over the past few years was
      provoked largely by a far-from-reassuring hawkish scare campaign during the later 1970s about a possible Warsaw
      Pact blitzkrieg,25 and it seems
      likely that any further strengthening of NATO’s conventional posture in the current grim economic climate would
      require similar alarmist tactics on the part of its proponents. The result might even be to provoke a repeat of
      the early 1980s outcry against the threat of a nuclear holocaust, since the European public seems no more
      convinced today than it was in the days of massive retaliation that an East-West conflict would be restricted to
      the conventional level.26
    


    
      One persuasive argument for improved conventional defense is that it would reassure the Europeans in time
      of crisis, when people might be more concerned about the military viability of NATO strategy should conflict
      occur.27 However, the history of
      East-West crises suggests that the resolution displayed by the opposing blocs depends at least as much upon the
      political context as it does upon the military balance at whatever level. The Alliance stood reasonably firm
      during the Berlin crises of 1959–61, despite the West’s conventional inferiority in the area concerned, and
      despite the fact that Europe was already vulnerable to nuclear annihilation in a major war. At least part of this
      resolve stemmed from the clarity of the Soviet challenge, and if the Kremlin were in future to return to such a
      policy of overt brinkmanship and assertiveness, then, as with the Soviet Union’s unsuccessful bullying during the
      1983 West German election, the effect might be less to make NATO fall apart than to heal some of the divisions
      that Moscow’s low profile has created in the West over the past twenty years. Crisis reassurance is a good reason
      for the Alliance to strive for a solid conventional defense, but not at the expense of unduly alarming or
      alienating its people in time of peace.
    


    
      NATO’s dilemma is that conventionalization is welcomed in theory but that the specific practical steps
      required to achieve it arouse opposition or alarm. The best policy for the Alliance would thus appear to be to
      stress the general principle of increasing reliance on non-nuclear forces, but without shocking people by
      denouncing the current situation as dangerously insecure or by championing any of the dramatic and controversial
      proposals that have recently been put forward for building a more robust conventional defense. Instead of seeking
      salvation through spectacular fixes such as deep-strike missiles or ‘technocommandos,’ NATO
      should pursue unspectacular and incremental improvements across a broad range of fields such as force levels,
      readiness and sustainability, reserves, operational planning, improved positions, and interdiction capability.
      All of this should be aimed at bolstering rather than changing existing NATO doctrine— flexible response and
      forward defense still command considerably more European support than any proposed alternatives, and challenging
      these principles risks forfeiting the only focus for strategic consensus that the Alliance has been able to
      evolve.
    


    
      There is a salutary analogy here with President Reagan’s ‘Star Wars’ plan for ballistic missile defense.
      Like the many recent proposals for strengthening NATO’s conventional posture, ‘Star Wars’ is a superficially
      attractive ‘defensive’ scheme which was prompted by widespread dissatisfaction with reliance on nuclear
      retaliation and which has been justified by legitimizing rather than challenging this dissatisfaction with
      existing policy. However, far from defusing domestic controversy and uniting people behind an ambitious
      technological quest to make nuclear weapons ‘impotent and obsolete,’ the Strategic Defense Initiative has aroused
      alarm and opposition among those who see it as a costly technical fix which would produce a dangerously
      accelerated arms race towards an unachievable (and perhaps even undesirable) goal.28 European doves have been particularly hostile
      to ‘Star Wars,’ seeing it less as a way out of the nuclear dilemma than as another step away from mutual
      deterrence towards destabilizing warfighting strategies. This hostility should act as a grim warning to any NATO
      leader thinking of making a dramatic speech about ‘escaping our perilous dependence on first nuclear use’ through
      new conventional defense schemes in Europe itself. Routine non-nuclear force improvements might slightly
      alleviate NATO’s domestic problems, but attempting to achieve greater internal consensus through more radical
      conventional initiatives could prove seriously counter-productive.
    


    
    

    Reassurance through Self-Reliance?


    
      Since 1917, the democracies of Western Europe have combated the threat of authoritarian powers to the East
      by calling for aid upon a reluctant United States, and many Europeans continue to see the American guarantee and
      the force deployments that symbolize it as the bulwark of their region’s security.29 In recent years, however, as an increasing
      number of Europeans have come to feel that their U.S. ally is more likely to drag them into
      conflict than to protect them from it, there has been growing pressure on European governments to eject American
      bases and to condemn the ‘bellicose’ policies of the Reagan Administration.30 This difference of opinion has resulted in a
      bitter tug-of-war between Atlanticists and reformers, with the policies advocated by one group seeming to the
      other to make conflict much more likely. In an attempt to reconcile these conflicting points of view, European
      governments have recently resumed their tentative progress towards the long-standing goal of a ‘twin pillar’
      Alliance, in which Europe would have a stronger and more united defense posture and a more coherent and
      distinctive voice in Alliance affairs.31 Whether this shift will restore domestic consensus on security policy will now be
      discussed in detail.
    


    
      France, which has long maintained a more independent and self-reliant defense posture than other NATO
      countries, has suffered markedly less internal controversy about security policy. This coincidence has prompted
      many observers (especially Frenchmen themselves) to argue that Western Europe as a whole could draw similar
      domestic benefits from standing more on its own feet in defense matters.32 However, there are a number of problems with
      the notion that the French consensus could be ‘exported’ to the rest of Western Europe. For one thing, the lack
      of popular protest in France on the defense issue seems to be due not only to her independent stance but also to
      many other factors, including unique political circumstances that have inhibited the articulation of what opinion
      polls suggest is a high level of latent public dissent.33 Also, France’s ‘independence’ has been based not upon the current notion of enhanced
      conventional forces to reduce reliance on U.S. nuclear escalation, but rather upon the creation of an autonomous
      nuclear force with which France herself could threaten retribution against any aggressor.34 Lastly, Gaullism is a national doctrine
      which is just as far removed from collective security in a European as in an Atlantic framework. The French
      analogy thus does not prove that European self-reliance would restore internal consensus, and it is necessary to
      make a more detailed examination of how the scheme would influence the various domestic groups concerned.
    


    
      European defense experts have long pressed for greater regional cooperation in weapons procurement and
      mission allocation, in order to reduce the wasteful dispersion of effort inherent in multiple arms industries and
      national defense forces, and hence to allow Europe to use available resources more efficiently to create a
      stronger conventional posture. The more radical aim of building a European defense system with sufficient nuclear
      and non-nuclear forces to protect the region without depending on the U.S. has found favor
      with only a handful of security specialists.35 However, many more experts have argued for a more balanced division of labor in which
      Europe provides the conventional forces and America the nuclear umbrella, and even some staunch Atlanticists have
      come to support regional defense cooperation as a way of bolstering European force levels, thereby forestalling
      U.S. troop withdrawals by easing Congressional concerns about ‘burden-sharing’ within the Alliance.36 European collaboration on the acquisition
      and deployment of conventional forces thus does seem to provide a focus for specialist consensus, although there
      remains wide disagreement on nuclear cooperation, out-of-area issues, and the political relationship between
      Europe and the United States.
    


    
      The European peace movement, with its cross-national campaign to free the region of nuclear weapons and the
      superpower bloc structure, would at first seem likely to favor a more self-reliant European defense posture.
      However, there are several reasons for skepticism about the ability of current cooperative initiatives to appease
      the peace protesters. First, it is the nuclear side of reliance on the United States that causes most
      alarm, and this seems likely to be little affected by a more united and self-reliant conventional posture.
      Second, any hint of turning Europe into a military super-power is anathema to those concerned with halting the
      arms race and making Europe into a ‘theatre of peace.’ Third, most protesters are contemptuous of Western
      Europe as a political or economic collectivity, and are concerned either with disarming their own individual
      nations or with creating a patchwork of neutral states across the East-West divide ‘from Portugal to
      Poland.’37 If Western Europe
      were to cooperate in distancing itself militarily and politically from the United States, then this might take
      some of the anti-American sting out of the protesters’ case, but it would also run directly afoul of Atlanticist
      sentiments among a different section of European opinion.
    


    
      Fear of alienating the United States has traditionally restrained European NATO governments from adopting a
      coordinated and distinctive political stance, just as the wish to protect national arms industries and
      independent defense capabilities has hindered greater regional cooperation in the military field. Despite these
      difficulties, considerable progress has been achieved in both areas over the past decade, but serious Atlanticist
      and nationalist reservations remain about more far-reaching cooperative initiatives, especially given the problem
      of which of the widely divergent states of Western Europe should be included. If America threatened to reduce its
      security commitment, the history of Europe before the era of U.S. protection offers little grounds for believing that the region would pull together any more than it does already, even in the face of
      a pressing external threat. It is true that the specter of German neutralism has recently impelled France to
      concern itself more with the security of its European neighbors, but this retreat from isolationism risks eroding
      the French defense consensus while doing little to spread that consensus to Europe as a whole.38
    


    
      There is a large reservoir of support among the European public for a more self-reliant security posture,
      but this support is focused less upon a united European initiative than upon national inde pendence in
      defense and foreign affairs. The experience of the European neutrals suggests that such a policy can have a
      profoundly ‘reassuring’ effect—states like Switzerland and Sweden enjoy a firm domestic consensus on security,
      while maintaining strong conventional forces and civil defense measures just as many NATO commentators
      recommend.39 However, Alliance
      nations could not follow the Swiss model without provoking widespread outcry against the piecemeal neutralization
      and/or Finlandization of the states of Western Europe. Self-reliance on a regional level would not solve this
      dilemma, since the problem goes beyond dependence on the United States and stems from a deep-rooted controversy
      over how far national independence should be compromised to attain the benefits of collective security.
    


    
      Given this fundamental tension facing all Alliance relationships in an age of limited antagonism,
      perhaps the best that European nations can do is to continue their present policy of pursuing greater regional
      cooperation in the relatively uncontentious area of conventional defense.40 This would not reduce the divisiveness of
      dependence on the United States for nuclear deterrence and out-of-area security, but any attempt to make Europe
      self-reliant in these fields would be so costly and would introduce such political strains between different
      European states that regional defense cooperation could become an even more controversial subject than the
      transatlantic relationship is now. Although there is truth in Stanley Hoffmann’s graphic statement that ‘Western
      Europe is a frying pan on a stove whose controls are in the hands of others,’ radical attempts to escape from
      this dependent situation without much stronger cohesiveness within Europe itself could all too easily mean
      jumping out of the frying pan into the fire.41
    


    
    

    Reassurance through Arms Control?


    
      The European defense community has traditionally been skeptical of negotiated limits on military forces in
      the European theater, and has argued that even superficially ‘balanced’ agreements would
      benefit the Warsaw Pact more than NATO because of the geographical and political asymmetries between the two
      alliance systems.42 However,
      there has long been great pressure in Europe to pursue negotiation and multilateral disarmament as a way out of
      the perilous East-West confrontation, and the lack of any substantive progress along this path has recently
      prompted many individuals to call for radical unilateral initiatives to break the log-jam and roll back the arms
      race on the European continent. In an attempt to reconcile these two conflicting points of view, NATO has stepped
      up its efforts to achieve an arms control agreement with the Soviet Union, especially in the previously neglected
      but now highly controversial area of intermediate-range nuclear forces. What effect this has had on internal
      controversy, and what arms control posture would provide the greatest domestic benefits in the future, will now
      be discussed in detail.
    


    
      The recent upsurge of anti-nuclear protest in Europe does seem to have been associated with a lack of
      ongoing arms control negotiations; demonstrations rose sharply after the demise of the SALT process, and have
      been gradually declining since the resumption of superpower arms talks in 1981–82. However, so many parallel
      influences have been at work during the period concerned that it is perilous to infer a prime causal connection
      between arms negotiations and domestic peace of mind. Controversy about defense had been developing long before
      SALT II was finally signed in 1979, and the hiatus in the Geneva talks between November 1983 and March 1985
      (albeit due to a Soviet walk-out) did not provoke a revival of European dissent. Arms control talks provide a
      compelling middle ground between advocates of unilateral armament and disarmament, but they can also become an
      extremely contentious issue in their own right. It is therefore necessary to make a more detailed examination of
      how arms control is seen by various domestic groups.
    


    
      European defense experts have little of the kneejerk hostility to arms control that is found among some
      hard-liners in the United States, but they tend also to be less sanguine about the prospects of an actual deal,
      given the manifold military and political complexities of the European situation compared to the relatively
      detached East-West competition at the strategic level. The recent hiatus in the arms control process has provoked
      its share of suggested structural fixes to the negotiating framework, but a common view among European experts is
      that the goal of future talks should be to foster strategic dialogue and mutual understanding rather than to
      achieve a more and more comprehensive series of formal agreements.43 This bleak prospect for formal arms limitation
      does not seem to cause undue concern among security specialists, since arms control is rarely seen as an end in
      itself, and since most European experts are less worried about the weapons stockpiles than about the underlying
      political situation.
    


    
      Dovish observers and peace protesters are more concerned about the armaments themselves, but they have come
      to share the specialists’ ambivalence towards the traditional arms control process. Forty years of negotiations
      seem to many to have produced little more than a codification and legitimization of the arms race, rather than
      the de-escalation and disarmament that have been trumpeted all along as the ultimate aim. President Reagan’s more
      radical proposals for ‘deep cuts’ and for the complete elimination of medium-range missiles through the ‘zero
      option’ have not defused dovish concern because of their somewhat one-sided nature and because of statements by
      some U.S. hard-liners that arms control initiatives are merely a sop to allay public anxiety about nuclear force
      improvements.44 Multilateral
      disarmament continues to command greater support in Europe than do unilateral steps, but there is a widespread
      feeling that the Reagan Administration is not really sincere in seeking an agreement, and that only if pressure
      is maintained against Western arms increases will any deal be reached.
    


    
      European governments tend to see both the costs and the benefits of arms control far less in terms of
      hardware than in terms of politics. Negotiations are supported as a means of rebuilding the East-West dialogue on
      security affairs, and are stressed domestically in order to reduce popular suspicion of NATO military programs.
      What makes European governments privately skeptical of arms control is its capacity to divide the Alliance by
      highlighting politically sensitive issues. Negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces have long been
      bogged down over the Soviet demand that the independent deterrents of Britain and France be counted in the
      balance, and the recently resumed Geneva talks have become impaled on the equally contentious issue of whether
      President Reagan’s ‘Star Wars’ scheme should be traded away for an agreement on nuclear force reductions. This
      capacity of arms control for political disruptiveness makes European governments more reserved about multilateral
      disarmament than their rhetoric often suggests. New programs such as INF or chemical munitions are seen as
      dispensable in return for Soviet abrogation of similar systems, but there is strong reluctance to consider more
      flexible trade-offs or negotiated amendments to NATO’s existing military posture through such schemes as ‘nuclear
      free zones.’ Governmental support for arms limitation in Europe is thus hedged with so many
      qualifications and taboos that the few proposals on which the Alliance can agree tend to be so rigid and
      restricted as to be virtually non-negotiable.
    


    
      Arms control undoubtedly has considerable resonance with non-specialists and the public at large. Opinion
      polls indicate markedly higher levels of support for Western military programs when they are associated with arms
      control initiatives.45 However,
      presenting weapons as ‘bargaining chips’ has the disadvantage that it encourages a detached and apolitical view
      of the military competition between East and West. Cruise missiles were originally intended to fulfil the
      political function of symbolizing America’s commitment to the defense of Western Europe, but they have since been
      publicly presented as a negotiating counterweight to the Soviet SS-20, thus strengthening the image of a
      spiralling arms race between interlocking military automata. This stress on artificial force-matching has a
      double-edged domestic effect— many people see Soviet numerical superiority in any area as a good reason to
      reestablish a ‘balance,’ but many others view such notions as primitive and dangerous in an age of thermonuclear
      overkill. The ‘bargaining chip’ argument has the merit of aiming for lower force levels on both sides, but it
      also casts doubt on the military requirement for the weapon concerned, hence undermining the case for deployment
      should negotiations fail. If successful agreements remain elusive, arms control talks could thus become a wasting
      asset in building popular support for NATO military programs.
    


    
      The central problem with arms control as a means of enhancing domestic consensus is that traditional arms
      control theory is based on a situation of restrained competition between unitary antagonists. Internal
      divisions within the Western bloc introduce a series of tensions and paradoxes which have become all too clear
      over the past decade. Successful negotiations require confidentiality and a willingness to compromise, but this
      need is undermined once positions are stated publicly for propaganda effect. Western leaders cannot freely
      threaten new weapons programs to induce Soviet concessions, but must convince their own legislatures and
      populations of the contradictory logic of ‘arming in order to disarm.’ The Soviets themselves are discouraged
      from coming to an agreement if they feel that Western unity has come to depend upon achieving an arms control
      deal. NATO is thus faced with an unenviable dilemma, in which pressing seriously for arms limitation could be
      just as divisive domestically as pursuing negotiations for purely cosmetic effect.
    


    
      Probably the best policy for the Alliance in these circumstances is to avoid
      inconsistency in its arms control posture by narrowing the gaps between rhetoric and results and between the
      strategic rationale for a given program and its justification as a bargaining chip. NATO leaders should try to
      justify Western military preparations less as a spur towards multilateral disarmament and more in terms of their
      intrinsic strategic value. Arms control proposals should flow directly out of this strategic rationale for NATO’s
      military posture, identifying which capabilities would no longer be required if certain Soviet programs were
      discontinued. If particular systems become obsolete without such a deal, they should be withdrawn unilaterally
      rather than retained for possible bargaining value (as was until recently the case with many battlefield nuclear
      weapons). This more honest approach to the problems of East-West arms control would not solve the Alliance’s
      domestic dilemmas, but it might provide greater long-term benefit than rhetorical flourishes about disarmament
      which four decades of experience have shown to be increasingly removed from reality.
    


    
    

    A More Political Approach


    
      NATO leaders have traditionally focused attention upon the military capabilities rather than upon the
      political intentions of their Warsaw Pact adversaries, and have persisted in this ‘worst-case analysis’ of
      Russia’s burgeoning military might despite the moderation of Moscow’s international behavior since the Cold War.
      However, the lack of clear political antagonism behind the recent weapons buildup has led many observers to view
      the arms race itself as an independent source of peril which must be reversed if mankind is to avoid
      annihilation. A bitter controversy about what defense posture the Alliance should adopt has thus developed
      between those who fear military imbalance and those who fear the accumulation of armaments. In an attempt to
      resolve this disagreement, NATO leaders have begun to pay more attention to the political side of the East-West
      confrontation, and to try to set their military preparations within this political con text.46 We now turn to what effect this has had on
      various domestic groups, and what form it should take to provide maximum internal benefit in the future.
    


    
      European defense experts already tend to be more preoccupied than their American counterparts with the
      political aspects of East-West competition and to pay less attention to hypothetical scenarios for future
      conflict (especially at the nuclear level). The hard-line scare campaign during the late 1970s about the threat
      of a Soviet blitzkrieg was prompted less by fears of an actual attack than by worries about
      Soviet intimidation from a position of overwhelming conventional superiority; the alarmism died down in the early
      1980s when it was seen to be causing more panic and neutralism than the supposed ‘window of vulnerability’ itself
      (ironically then at its height).47 Defense specialists have since attempted to reassure a worried public by arguing that
      the European situation is highly stable politically and that conflict is therefore unlikely regardless of
      fluctuations in the arsenals themselves.48 If a true casus belli were to arise or if NATO were to become markedly inferior
      in military forces, then security experts might once more focus upon Soviet capabilities, but at the moment a
      policy of emphasizing the political side of the East-West relationship seems to have strong support among the
      European defense community.
    


    
      Dovish observers and peace protesters have tended to benefit from the apolitical nature of traditional
      strategic debate, since their contention that there is a growing risk of war sits uneasily with their assertions
      that there are no real political differences between East and West to justify the present accumulation of
      armaments.49 If NATO gave less
      currency to artificial scenarios for Soviet blitzkrieg offensives or nuclear counterforce strikes and instead
      emphasized how politically grave an act it would be for either side to launch any direct aggression in the
      current strategic situation, this could help to discredit the peace movement’s cavalier claims about the
      imminence of nuclear war through ‘limited’ strikes or pre-emptive attack. There might even be a return to the
      situation in the 1970s, when doves challenged new military programs more by asking whether the cost was justified
      in an era of political stability than by the double-edged device of whipping up a war scare.
    


    
      European governments have drawn some benefit from the apolitical conflict scenarios on which NATO planning
      is based, since they focus attention on the technical military problem of how the Alliance should respond to
      clear-cut Soviet aggression, instead of on the more divisive question of how NATO should react to real political
      issues such as the Polish crisis, the turmoil in the Gulf, and energy imports from the USSR. However, this
      deliberate restriction of the Alliance’s function to the deterrence of direct aggression has the domestic
      disadvantage that it obscures the common values and interests of the states concerned, and makes NATO seem little
      more than a collection of troops and missiles being prepared for an apocalyptic war. As Lord Carrington put it,
      ‘The Alliance needs a soul as well as weapons; collective political brain as well as combined military
      brawn.’50 NATO cannot follow the
      French model of portraying its deterrent arsenals more as political symbols of national
      greatness than as preparations for World War III, but it can and should emphasize that what happens in East-West
      relations depends on real political decisions and problems rather than on the mere accumulation or imbalance of
      the military stockpiles themselves.
    


    
      Perhaps the best way to encourage the general public to take a more political view of the security issue is
      through the powerful though much abused technique of historical analogy. Current events are already widely
      compared with the years preceding World Wars I and II, but these analogies are unnecessarily disheartening— there
      was nothing like the present fear of mutual devastation to arrest the slide to war in 1914, while the Soviet
      Union today is nowhere near as bent on aggression as was Hitler’s Germany. It would be better if more reference
      were made to post-war experiences, when both nuclear weapons and the East-West confrontation were already in
      existence. Korea, Vietnam, and the Cuban missile crisis are just as powerful illustrations of the conflicting
      errors that can lead to war as are Munich, Pearl Harbor, and Sarajevo, and they do not have the disadvantage of
      suggesting that one single misstep would trigger Armageddon. The fact that the world survived the political and
      military instabilities of the Cold War era is reassuring, given the relatively lower perils of the current age of
      agreed boundaries and secure second-strike capabilities. Also, the Soviet Union’s invasions of Hungary,
      Czechoslovakia, and Afghanistan, and her clumsily coercive diplomacy towards the European neutrals, are more
      suitable illustrations of the Soviet threat to weaker states with incompatible ideologies than is a mere tallying
      of raw military power.
    


    
      The central problem with setting the Alliance’s defense posture in its political context is that there
      exists wide disagreement both within and between individual NATO nations about how the Soviets think and about
      what foreign policy should be adopted. Recent damaging disputes over issues such as East-West trade and the
      threat of Soviet influence in the Third World have prompted many individuals to seek an apolitical and bipartisan
      defense posture that would reassure people whatever their view of Soviet intentions. However, as this paper has
      pointed out, there is no foreseeable security policy that could satisfy simultaneously those who believe in
      unremitting Soviet malice and those who see both blocs as helpless prisoners of uncontrolled military
      bureaucracies and frozen Cold War antagonism. Attempts to depoliticize security arrangements serve rather to
      dehumanize them, thus inflaming the inevitable dispute about the Soviet threat with a series of artificial
      technical scares about ‘windows of vulnerability’ or destabilizing ‘first strike’
      missiles.
    


    
      It may therefore be better to grasp the nettle of internal controversy by shifting the focus of the current
      defense debate even further from the weapons programs themselves towards the political and strategic assumptions
      that underlie them. Issues such as how the Kremlin thinks and what form a conflict between nuclear powers might
      take are not quite so enigmatic that one guess is as good as another, and more intellectually rigorous use of
      what data is available could discredit extreme views and appreciably narrow the range of sensible debate.51 Controversy will not, of course, be
      eliminated, nor will more vigorous debate necessarily produce unqualified endorsement of the need for INF or the
      wisdom of depending on tight transatlantic coupling or first nuclear use. However, more widespread discussion of
      broader security issues could lead people to challenge such specific policies less by narrow opposition than by
      investigating alternative ways for Europe to achieve its security requirements. As argued earlier in this paper,
      it will not be easy to evolve a widely acceptable substitute for current defense arrangements, but a debate which
      recognized that real political and strategic challenges exist and that other security policies must be evolved to
      deal with them before present policies are abandoned would be a decidedly preferable alternative to the recent
      alternation of ill-informed acquiescence and sensationalist hysteria, which has led so many opposition parties in
      Europe to threaten to tear down the whole NATO structure without having evolved a credible alternative.
    


    
    

    Conclusion


    
      NATO’s domestic dilemma resists solution in part because of the inadequacy of the concepts used to frame
      it. To seek to rebuild the security consensus that has ‘broken down’ over the past decade is to pursue a
      chimera—the ‘consensus’ of the era of detente was little more than a narrow coalition which was bound to be
      over-turned when a growing sense of threat brought ‘outsiders’ back into the debate and exposed the underlying
      controversy characteristic of an age of limited antagonism. Michael Howard’s notion of ‘reassurance’ is a better
      description of what NATO’s defense posture should seek to accomplish, but has the twin drawbacks that it seems to
      emphasize peace of mind over real security and that it carries unduly patronizing overtones of a sensible defense
      elite ‘reassuring’ a worried public.52 There are no obvious alternative concepts that could do a better job of capturing the essence of the Alliance’s internal problems, but it should always be borne in mind that
      analyses of these problems are made from a subjective perspective in which the observers own views and opinions
      on the security issue are considered ‘right,’ and the problem essentially reduces to one of getting others to
      share them.
    


    
      NATO defense experts have been reluctant to tackle this problem head on by arguing their views in open
      debate, and have instead sought ways to finesse controversy by finding a security posture that attracts a minimum
      of internal dissent. European governments have traditionally pursued this aim by keeping quiet about defense,
      blanketing it in official secrecy, and avoiding high-profile initiatives like civil defense; but this reticence
      has recently backfired by prompting an upsurge of protest from ‘out-siders’ who have come to share fewer and
      fewer of the planners’ tacit strategic assumptions and who see the whole security infrastructure as a sinister
      preparation for an impending war. The focusing of popular dissent upon nuclear weapons and the American alliance
      has encouraged defense specialists skeptical of the protesters’ case to advocate indirect technical fixes such as
      arms control, conventionalization, and European self-reliance, but, as this chapter has argued, there seems
      little prospect of any of these initiatives truly defusing the disagreements involved. They tackle only the
      symptoms and not the causes of controversy about defense, and so cannot be expected to do much more than slightly
      alleviate the problem.
    


    
      European defense cooperation, arms control, and conventional force enhancement probably command sufficient
      support within the political community and security elite to be carried into effect in at least a limited way.
      However, this working political consensus is not at all the same as broad-based agreement within society at
      large. There is a salutary analogy here with NATO’s 1979 ‘twin track’ decision on INF, as well as with the
      Scowcroft commission’s 1983 recommendations about the future of American ICBMs.53 Both represented subtle and delicately balanced
      compromise solutions which combined and traded off different interests to forge a single policy program with
      enough political support to be carried through. Neither, however, succeeded in defusing the much more
      broad-ranging and fundamental controversy about defense within society as a whole. The Alliance must obviously
      continue to seek a narrow working consensus for the implementation of specific programs, but subtle compromise
      solutions such as conventionalization or the twin-track initiative are not in themselves enough to reconcile the
      very different perspectives of hawks and doves, experts and ordinary citizens, upon the defense issue.
    


    
      If NATO leaders are truly to come to terms with their domestic dilemma, they must
      transcend the managerial approach of finessing internal disagreement on the security issue, and must instead be
      more prepared to state their own case on debatable but fundamental questions such as how the Soviets think and
      what imperatives drive international conflict. Rather than trying to avoid public notice or searching for subtle
      technical fixes to restore a defense consensus, security experts should treat their populations as adults and
      should try to win support for their own policy views by stating clearly and sincerely what assumptions have
      brought them to hold those views and what trade-offs their preferred policy involves. This does not mean that
      defense discussions should be rammed down the throat of an unwilling populace, but it does mean that the current
      public interest in security should be seen as an opportunity to enhance popular understanding rather than as an
      obstacle to elite deliberations.
    


    
      NATO as an institution can do little to improve the quality of the current defense debate—the Alliance is
      incapable of agreeing on any but the most general political statements, and such a common foreign policy stand is
      less important anyway than is a deeper awareness within European societies that politics does matter more than
      hardware in the security issue. Individual defense experts and political leaders must take the initiative in
      putting this notion across, by setting forth their policy views within a broad political rather than a narrowly
      technical framework. Much progress has already been made along these lines in the last few years, which may be
      the main reason for the decline of extremist dissent since 1982: opinion polls indicate broad public support for
      such fundamental principles as nuclear deterrence and NATO membership itself, and the more that specific weapons
      systems can be set within this context, the less opposition they are likely to arouse.54 The European defense community should therefore
      get on with the difficult business of reaching out to society at large, instead of concentrating on introverted
      managerial measures such as subtle changes of defense posture, more committees and ministerial meetings, or
      cleverer academic analyses of domestic controversy on the security issue.55
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      Arms control efforts have been an integral part of NATO policy toward the East almost since the inception
      of the Alliance. Although the names of the various ‘disengagement’ proposals that began appearing in 1952 —from
      Pfleiderer to Rapacki—have lapsed into relative obscurity, their theoretical appeal endures to this day.
      Likewise, general appreciation of the potential benefits of arms control (reducing the risks of war, the damage
      should war occur, and the costs of defense procurement) remains undiluted.
    


    
      Ironically, the allure of arms control as a contributor to European security has persevered and even
      increased in recent years in the West, despite the fact that the modest achievements in arms control at the
      bilateral strategic level since 1972 have skirted European concerns and that the Mutual and Balanced Force
      Reduction (MBFR) and Intermediate-range Nuclear Force (INF) negotiations have not yet resulted in agreements.
      Satisfactory answers have eluded the root questions: do both East and West believe that negotiated, reciprocal
      restraint of forces in Europe is desirable? Are there reasons to believe that militarily significant accords
      eventually can be reached, or is it more likely than not, as Colin Gray argues, that ‘Arms control in Europe
      probably has no future, just as it has no past’?1
    


    
      This chapter addresses the state of play in the three principal fora for European arms control: the
      U.S.-Soviet INF negotiations in Geneva; the NATO-Warsaw Pact MBFR talks in Vienna; and the 35-state Stockholm
      Conference on Confidence-and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe (CDE). The prospects for
      achieving agreement in each are first examined, followed by some observations on whether negotiable results would
      improve NATO’s overall security position. The conclusion then offers some thoughts on what role arms control can
      be expected to play in securing Europe’s future.2
    


    
    

    The Negotiations on Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces


    
      The December 12, 1979 NATO ministerial ‘two-track’ decision—to deploy 572 U.S. land-based,
      intermediate-range nuclear missiles in five European countries and to pursue arms control negotiations with the
      Soviet Union at the same time —resulted in several competing political and military factors that had acquired
      increased saliency in the 1970s. Tension among these factors was reflected in the hesitancy that characterized
      implementation of the decision, and which still casts a shadow over the future of NATO’s defense posture and
      Alliance cohesion.
    


    
      Militarily, the loss of clear U.S. nuclear superiority over the USSR had called into question the validity
      of ‘extended deterrence.’ If the threat of U.S. strategic nuclear retaliation against the Soviet Union in
      response to a successful Warsaw Pact offensive against NATO Europe had ever been fully credible, it grew
      increasingly less so as the Soviets first attained strategic ‘parity’ with the United States and then achieved a
      prompt hard-target kill capability against U.S. ICBMs. These developments highlighted the need to counter the
      historical imbalance in Europe favoring the USSR in long-range INF and prompted a reassessment of NATO’s overall
      theater nuclear force posture, which was composed primarily of shorter-range, ‘self-deterring’ artillery and
      missiles whose use would largely be confined to Western European territory. NATO leaders wanted to modernize
      their nuclear deterrent with longer-range systems that would threaten targets deep inside the USSR, thereby
      breaking the momentum of a Warsaw Pact offensive, and denying the Soviets the ability to fight a war in Europe
      while Soviet territory remained out of reach of theater systems. Concurrently, conventional forces would also be
      strengthened to give NATO the option of deciding to escalate in circumstances other than sheer desperation.
      Arguments during the INF controversy that the targets assigned to the Pershing II and Tomahawk GLCM could be
      assigned to U.S. ICBMs and, therefore, that U.S. INF deployments were unnecessary—a ‘hardware solution to a
      political problem’—overlooked this strategic backdrop to the two-track decision.
    


    
      Politically, the two-track decision was intended to reassure Western Europe that U.S. central strategic
      forces were coupled to the defense of Europe, and to deter the Soviets from attempting to exercise selective
      nuclear blackmail by virtue of a near INF monopoly. Either because a Soviet attack on U.S. INF would trigger U.S.
      strategic forces, or because U.S. use of INF on Soviet territory (against what the Soviets
      would regard as ‘strategic’ targets) would trigger Soviet retaliation against the continental United States,
      ‘coupling’ would be strengthened by the U.S. deployments. Of course, neither scenario is entirely plausible: the
      former because contemporary Soviet strategy is geared to conducting preemptive conventional strikes against NATO
      nuclear targets (thereby keeping the onus on NATO to go nuclear),3 and the latter because the fact of strategic
      ‘parity’ still diminishes the likelihood of superpower exchange against each other’s homeland as an outcome of a
      European war. Nevertheless, by putting Soviet territory at risk from a conflict in Europe, the NATO deployments
      were intended to symbolize as well as to operationalize coupling.
    


    
      Political considerations also dictated the composition of the planned force. It had to be large enough to
      provide reassurance, yet not so large as to imply a separate theater nuclear ‘balance’ that could connote quite
      the opposite concerning NATO’s deployment rationale (i.e., imply a U.S. intention to confine nuclear war to
      Europe). Also, the weapons had to be politically ‘visible,’ which dictated land-based systems as opposed to other
      options such as sea-basing. Prior U.S. ‘quick fixes,’ such as increasing the number of F-111s based in England or
      the number of U.S. SLBMs assigned to SACEUR, would not suffice—the former because of Soviet air defenses and the
      inherent ambiguity of dual-capable aircraft, the latter because SLBMs were still ‘strategic’ U.S. systems, and
      both because of a desire to respond in kind to the specific land-based threat posed by the SS-20 and residual
      SS-4 and SS-5 ballistic missiles. Finally, to bolster support for U.S. deployments in the context of public
      aversion to nuclear matters (which reached dramatic proportions as the December 1983 deployment deadline drew
      near) and European concerns about damage to East-West relations, arms control would also be pursued. Although the
      NATO deployment decision did not purport to match Soviet INF weapon-for-weapon, any arms control solution would
      have to be based on equality in ceilings and in rights.
    


    
      The consequence, predictably, was that the two-track decision satisfied no one completely, least of all of
      course the Soviet Union. Initially, the Soviets refused to participate in arms control negotiations unless and
      until NATO rescinded the decision. They later agreed to begin talks in November 1981 without requiring
      rescission, but argued that U.S. deployments would destroy the basis for accord by upsetting an alleged ‘existing
      balance’ of theater nuclear forces in Europe when French and British nuclear forces were taken into
      account.
    


    
      During the 1981–83 negotiations, these opposing positions were staked out under the
      rubrics of ‘equality of rights and in limits’ (NATO) and ‘equality and equal security’ (USSR), the latter
      synonymous with no unfavorable change in the status quo. Both of the principal U.S. positions at the talks, first
      the ‘zero/zero’ option and then variations of the ‘interim’ proposal, called for equal warhead ceilings on a
      global basis in land-based U.S. and Soviet INF missiles. The Soviets, conversely, refused to countenance any U.S.
      INF deployments and, indeed, sought in their proposals to remove all U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe, offering
      only to reduce their European-based systems to the level of British and French nuclear forces. (See Table 8.1.) NATO refused to allow these third-country
      systems to be taken into account because, inter alia, the negotiations were on a strictly bilateral basis;
      because British and French forces represented minimum national deterrents; and because even if SS-20s were
      removed from the calculus, the Soviets would still retain systems more than sufficient to counter British and
      French nuclear forces. The Soviets argued that since British and French forces are targeted on the USSR, they
      must be taken into account on the U.S. side if London and Paris refused to participate in the talks. Predictably,
      the day after the first Pershing IIs arrived in West Germany, November 22, 1983, the Soviets broke off
      negotiations.
    


    
      While these were not the only issues that separated the sides, they epitomized the root INF arms control
      question: should a limitations regime ‘reflect the international alignment of its era and grant a state the right
      to a level of armaments matching those of the combination of states likely to be arrayed against it [the Soviet
      view], or should the regime instead reflect the juridical fact of a world of sovereign states and allow states of
      equal status equal quantities of weapons [the NATO position]?’4 More dramatically, the issue concerned whether NATO could sustain the political
      will to partially redress the imbalance in INF missiles either through arms control or deployments, or whether
      flexible response would be allowed to continue to erode.
    


    
      The primary political challenge the negotiations posed for NATO— whether the will could be mustered to
      implement both tracks of the 1979 decision amidst intense Soviet pressures and adverse Western European public
      opinion—was faced and won. But, it was won at the expense of domestic discord within Alliance countries, enduring
      aspirations for a negotiated panacea, expanded controversy over NATO nuclear strategy, and, according to some
      observers, irreparable loss of consensus on defense policy.
      

      

    


    
      Table 8.1: INF
      Chronology
      

      

    


    
      On January 8, 1985, after more than a year’s hiatus, the Soviets agreed to resume the INF negotiations
      under an ‘umbrella’ format by which simultaneous negotiations would be held, commencing on March 12 of that year,
      on strategic, INF, and defensive weapons. This important procedural breakthrough, however, did not speak to the
      substantive question of whether a mutually satisfactory INF agreement could be negotiated in the future. Although
      no answer is foreseeable, a few observations can be offered at this time.
    


    
      As already noted, the outstanding barriers during the 1981–83 negotiations were Soviet
      unwillingness to accept any U.S. INF deployments and third-country nuclear force accountability. If these issues
      truly rest at the heart of the Soviet position, the NATO approach would appear to rule out a solution. For
      example, U.S. INF deliberations on negotiating strategy prior to the 1985 resumption of negotiations reportedly
      were limited to variations on the same theme, whereas the Soviets, for their part, merely proposed anew, on April
      7, 1985, a mutual moratorium on all systems under discussion. Indeed, on that day, the Soviets unilaterally
      imposed a moratorium on ‘the deployment of [Soviet] intermediate-range missiles and… implementation of other
      reply measures in Europe’ through November 1985.5 As of the date of the alleged Soviet moratorium, however, the balance in U.S.-Soviet INF
      missiles stood at 134:534 (134:1362 in warheads),6 and by June 1985 the Soviet SS–20 level had risen from 414 to 423.7
    


    
      As the Geneva talks progress beyond opening gambits, it is conceivable that an accord could be reached in
      the foreseeable future (leaving aside verification difficulties). Soviet agreement to resume INF —as well as the
      ‘moratorium’ proposal itself— could be interpreted as resignation to the fact that some U.S. missiles will be
      permanently based in Europe. Indeed, the October 1985 Soviet arms control proposal would allow 100 GLCMs, but
      would ban the Pershing IIs in exchange for a ceiling of 243 SS-20 launchers in Europe and a freeze on those
      deployed in the Far East. The U.S. proposal at this time called for an equal ceiling of 140 INF missile launchers
      in Europe and 89 in Asia.
    


    
      Two developments that occurred on an informal basis during the 1981–83 negotiations point to possible areas
      of convergence. First, in November 1983, Soviet INF ambassador Yuli Kvitsinskiy indicated to his U.S.
      counterpart, Paul Nitze, that if the United States deployed no missiles in Europe, the Soviets would defer
      compensation for third-country nuclear forces to an unspecified future forum. Although this demarche (officially
      denied by the Soviets) still prohibited U.S. INF missiles, and, in effect, permitted a Soviet INF level that more
      than matched British and French forces, the reported willingness to defer third-country compensation may have
      been an important milestone (after all, the Soviets abandoned similar approaches in both SALT
      negotiations).
    


    
      Second, in July 1982 the two ambassadors developed a ‘joint exploratory’ formula that came to be known as
      the ‘walk in the woods,’ named for the situation in which the two men discussed the concept. The agreement would provide for equality in warhead ceilings, but would disallow deployment of the
      Pershing II and would require equality only in Europe, with Soviet Asian-based SS-20 launchers frozen at their
      current level. This formula was reportedly ‘seen by most Western officials as the most equitable basis for
      agreement.’8 Although, again,
      the Soviets officially deny any complicity in devising this formula, it may have reflected the bottom-line Soviet
      INF position. If a ‘grand bargain’ in Geneva is eventually struck, it is likely that the INF component will
      resemble the ‘walk in the woods’ provisions.
    


    
      The atmosphere in which the Geneva talks have resumed also has some bearing on opportunities for progress,
      although the new context does not necessarily favor either side. On the one hand, the event transpired that the
      Soviets sought so desperately to prevent — deployment of U.S. INF missiles in Europe for the first time since
      Thor and Jupiter missiles were withdrawn in the early 1960s. Pershing II deployments will be completed by
      December 1985 with GLCM final operational capability scheduled for 1988. If these deployments, and especially the
      ‘first strike’ Pershing IIs, are as troubling for the Soviets as they have consistently claimed, the USSR now has
      ample incentive to negotiate relief from its disquietude. After all, the Soviets cannot be sure whether,
      conditioned upon future events, the limited number of U.S. missiles (572) represents a floor or ceiling, whether
      the Pershing II will be MIRVed or its range extended, and whether other NATO INF initiatives may be introduced,
      perhaps with regard to SLCMs and longer-range strike aircraft. The prominence of anti-ballistic missile defense
      issues is also a relatively new development which can provide considerable impetus to all three negotiations in
      Geneva. NATO, in other words, now possesses bargaining chips that were not present during the 1981–83 INF
      negotiations.
    


    
      On the other hand, the downside is that INF has also become more complex and delicate precisely because of
      the new ‘umbrella’ format, for the Soviets most often argue that agreement on offensive weapons will not be
      possible without agreement on preventing the ‘militarization of space’ (i.e., thwarting the U.S. Strategic
      Defense Initiative), whereas the Reagan Administration is interested only in limits on offensive weapons. The
      Soviets also have some new bargaining chips in the form of modernized shorter-range INF in Eastern Europe (of
      which the SS-22 and SS-23 can cover a similar target array as the SS-20 when forward deployed),9 and impending deployment of the SS-CX-4 GLCM and
      a follow-on to the SS-20. All of these developments, including shorter-range INF systems, would fall within the
      scope of an INF treaty, but the INF balance after the new deployments will still favor the
      Soviet Union.
    


    
      Hence, although the INF negotiations have resumed in a different environment, the question remains as to
      whether a negotiable INF outcome will bring security gains for the West. The fundamental issue persists as to
      whether the Soviet Union is prepared to forfeit at least a portion of its capability for escalation dominance in
      Europe and the attendant geopolitical leverage, and whether the Soviets have real incentives to move toward
      balanced and stable levels of theater nuclear forces. However, although the NATO deployments have removed Soviet
      territory as a sanctuary from U.S. ‘Eurostrategic’ missiles, their limited numbers and range do not eliminate
      Soviet theater nuclear force sanctuaries.10 The ‘use it or lose it’ characteristics that have been attributed to the NATO
      deployments, moreover, may actually lower the nuclear threshold but without strengthening the credibility of
      extended deterrence. Moreover, even if all NATO INF missiles are deployed, the Soviet SS-20 inventory already
      allows for a better than 2:1 advantage over the projected U.S. INF deployments, and this ratio excludes new
      Soviet INF assets in development or deployment, such as shorter-range forces and new INF systems. The rate and
      scope of Soviet theater nuclear force modernization do not offer grounds for exceptional optimism; the Soviets
      appear well prepared to more than match NATO efforts to rectify the imbalance. Certainly, the limited U.S.
      missile program will not appreciably change the state of affairs whereby, as phrased by the Atlantic Council in
      1981, ‘To the extent that control of the situation through escalation to tactical or theater nuclear war exists,
      it can be said to now rest with the Warsaw Pact rather than the West.’11
    


    
      Even if the Soviets do agree to modest or better INF reductions, a deeper and more vexing question will
      linger concerning the tension between operational requirements and arms control. Although several observers have
      regarded the ‘lessons’ of INF as involving ‘Alliance management,’ the real question may be phrased: even were an
      INF treaty concluded, based on equal rights and limits, would such an agreement materially improve NATO’s
      flexible response posture and enhance stability? That is, in the context of eroding strategic ‘parity,’ Soviet
      theater nuclear force advantages apart from INF missiles, and persistent NATO conventional inferiority, would
      negotiated INF missile ‘equality’ offer a real improvement over NATO inferiority, all other things being equal,
      in enhancing the credibility of extended deterrence and flexible response? Therein rests the true INF issue that
      the NATO allies have yet jointly to articulate, let alone resolve. If the controversy surrounding the missile deployments contributes over the longer term to restoring consensus on
      security policy, however, the most valuable consequences of the entire INF episode may rest therein.12
    


    
    

    Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions


    
      Although ongoing in Vienna since 1973, the MBFR talks have failed to achieve their objective of stabilizing
      the Central European military balance through force reductions while maintaining undiminished security for all
      eleven participating NATO and Warsaw Pact states with forces in the ‘guidelines’ areas.13 From the outset, NATO took the position that
      reductions should aim at achieving parity in the form of common, collective ceilings on each side’s military
      manpower. The NATO position, given Warsaw Pact advantages on the order of over 200,000 troops, would require
      asymmetrical force cuts. The Warsaw Pact, conversely, proposed that reductions should proceed by equal
      percentages, thereby preserving Eastern superiority, albeit at slightly diminished levels. Although in 1978 the
      Warsaw Pact agreed to seek parity in ground and air force active-duty personnel, at 900,000 troops with a 700,000
      ground troop subceiling, the Pact claimed that parity already existed. NATO, however, claims that the Warsaw Pact
      continues to hold an advantage of over 20 percent. This so-called ‘data base dispute’ remained the principal
      technical obstacle to an agreement until the West’s December 5, 1985 proposal to verify only post-reduction
      U.S.-Soviet force levels by means of, inter alia, 30 challenge inspections each year, with reductions to
      900,000 ground and air troops deferred until a common data base is agreed upon.
    


    
      After so many years without tangible progress on this question, many observers have concluded that the
      talks are a waste of time. Of course, considering that the original impetus for MBFR sprang from Western desires
      to forestall U.S. Congressional pressure for U.S. troop withdrawals from Europe in the early 1970s, and as a NATO
      quid pro quo for Western participation in the Soviet-desired Conference on Security and Cooperation
      in Europe, the negotiations have proved ‘successful’ in that important but limited context. As ‘arms control,’
      however, MBFR has proved disappointing, especially since the Warsaw Pact has improved its premobilization
      advantage over NATO in conventional weaponry from 1.5:1 in 1965 to 2:1 by 1980, and has acquired the capability
      to field an offensive threat without the time previously required to reinforce and mobilize—reducing NATO’s
      warning time from weeks to days.14
      

      

    


    
      Table 8.2: MBFR Reduction
      Proposals
      

      

    


    
      Despite widespread disparagement of the MBFR talks, however, speculation has been growing in recent years
      that MBFR may actually be nearer to achieving real progress than ever before, owing to a number of important
      developments, most recently Western flexibility on the data question.
    


    
      First, in proposals tabled on June 23, 1983, and on February 14, 1985, the East at long last consented to a
      number of verification measures that approach those required by NATO, including onsite inspection (albeit
      voluntary) and monitoring of certain exit points. In addition, while NATO no longer requires that the parties
      reach agreement on the number of troops that each side currently deploys in the guidelines area and on the
      reductions to be made but only on residual force ceilings, the East has offered to specify in advance and subject
      to observations ‘the bulk’ of the units to be withdrawn. Although differences remain as to the scope and timing
      of verification measures, the areas of convergence between the sides clearly have
      expanded.15
    


    
      The NATO position on data began to change in April 1984, when it tabled a new proposal that significantly
      reduced previous demands. Instead of requiring agreement in advance on all ground and air force troops in the
      guidelines area, NATO offered, in exchange for further Eastern concessions on verification, that pre-treaty
      agreement be reached only on combat and combat-support ground force levels (60 percent of total air and ground
      force manpower and 75 percent of the ground forces), and that this data be disaggregated in more verifiable form,
      e.g., in units. Resolution of data on the service support ground forces (where it is believed most of the
      discrepancy rests) and on air forces was to be undertaken two years later. NATO was prepared, furthermore, to
      accept Pact data that fall within an acceptable range of ‘congruency’ with NATO estimates, rather than requiring
      precise agreement.
    


    
      Eastern reaction to the April 1984 NATO proposal was negative, with the Warsaw Pact states arguing that the
      data dispute is an artificial, obstructionist NATO ruse and proposing that a ‘fresh approach’ be tried in which
      reductions would proceed immediately ‘regardless of any disputes and disagreements in the assessment of the
      number of the armed forces of the two sides in the region.’16 With the new Western position on data of December 1985, the prospects for
      agreement on at least initial U.S.-Soviet reductions are technically stronger now than at any point in the last
      few years. The critical variable now is the Soviet response to the West’s concession. Moscow was clearly
      surprised by the fact that their Western partners could agree among themselves on post-reduction verification of
      data, an idea that had been circulating for some time.17 The East’s next move will be a clear signal of whether they are interested in
      rebuilding detente across a broad spectrum of issues. The immediate Warsaw Pact reaction, however, was not
      encouraging, with the head of the Soviet delegation, Valerian A.Mikhailov, accusing NATO of advancing
      ‘excessively inflated verification measures’ bearing ‘the longstanding vice’ of the NATO position.
    


    
      Moreover, political conditions would appear to favor conclusion of an MBFR treaty in the near future.
      First, all NATO European countries with forces in the guidelines area face problems in satisfying manpower quotas
      as well as maintaining real growth in defense spending. An MBFR accord could provide one way to manage these
      demographic and economic realities. Second, a Congressional constituency has been building in favor of reductions
      in the more than 300,000 U.S. forces stationed in Europe in order to compel host countries to assume a greater
      share of conventional defense responsibilities. A June 1984 amendment, for example, proposed by Senator Sam Nunn
      (D-GA) called for the withdrawal of up to 30,000 U.S. troops from Europe per year over 1987–89 unless NATO met
      certain defense goals. While the Nunn Amendment was defeated by only a 55–41 vote, it is likely to resurface in
      some form in the future, particularly as domestic pressures in the U.S. to reduce the federal budget deficit
      grow. The view of many Americans was captured in Ronald Steel’s comment: ‘The time has come
      to draw to a close a historically necessary, but now outdated and undesirable, military relationship with
      Europe…. The United States no longer has the economic surplus to do for others what for a long time they have
      been capable of doing for themselves.’18
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      Third, as U.S. military planning has come increasingly to encompass areas outside of Europe, it has long
      been apparent that a crisis outside of the immediate NATO-Warsaw Pact context could require a drawdown in the
      level of U.S. military forces committed to NATO. This problem is compounded by the fact that many of the
      U.S.-based units assigned for the reinforcement of Europe are also allocated for contingencies outside of Europe,
      e.g., to U.S. Central Command activities. This dilemma would be represented in starkest form should a conflict in
      Europe follow from confrontation in the Middle East or some other ‘out-of-area’ venue.
    


    
      Fourth, the MBFR talks are probably much closer to agreement than other arms control negotiations
      concerning force reductions. The revitalized U.S.-Soviet negotiations on strategic, theater, and defensive
      weapons are unlikely to bear fruit for some time to come, so that, at least for Western Europe, conclusion of
      MBFR would represent an important symbol of East-West accommodation. Indeed, as it became apparent that INF would
      collapse in late 1983, the West Germans began promoting an even more flexible NATO MBFR proposal than the one
      tabled in April 1984, whereby initial U.S. and Soviet reductions would proceed immediately, monitored by on-site
      inspection, with agreement on data deferred but maintained as a condition precedent to further reductions.19
    


    
      These political incentives, of course, are imperfect. A breakthrough in Geneva, for instance, could push
      MBFR further into obscurity, whereas attempts to combat Congressional pressure for withdrawals of U.S. troops
      stationed in Europe might argue for a holding pattern strategy at MBFR rather than attempting to secure a quick
      fix. However, just as balance of payments concerns in Congress and other fiscal factors in the West provided the
      impetus for the commencement of MBFR, contemporary ‘burden-sharing’ realities and other factors may provide the
      impetus for its conclusion—particularly in light of modest but encouraging negotiating progress.
    


    
      Whether analogous incentives exist for the East, however, is more difficult to assess. MBFR was part of the
      West’s price for participation in the Soviet-desired Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, which
      resulted in the 1975 Helsinki Final Act but no MBFR agreement. Moreover, the possibility of
      continued upheaval in Eastern Europe would argue against Soviet willingness to undertake more than cosmetic
      adjustments in the European order of battle. However, every Eastern European country would benefit from relaxed
      military spending, and the East, like the West, is experiencing demographic trends that have an adverse impact on
      military manpower. Furthermore, having suffered defeat in its bid to prevent U.S. INF missile deployments and
      stalemate in the current Geneva talks, flexibility at MBFR could serve the Soviets well by demonstrating to the
      Europeans that it is possible to do business multilaterally despite U.S. obstructionism.
    


    
      That, in turn, brings us to the real question of whether an MBFR accord, even assuming all technical
      problems were solved tomorrow, would indeed amount to ‘cosmetic’ arms control. Intuitively, it would seem that
      reductions in Warsaw Pact manpower on the order (according to NATO data) of over 200,000 troops (from 1.1
      million) are significant. According to Ambassador Jonathan Dean: ‘This would mean an important reduction in the
      capacity of the Soviets to mount an attack with minimum preparation. It is probable that withdrawn Soviet units
      would be placed in a low state of readiness in the Western USSR…. If the Soviet Union has to mobilize before it
      can attack, NATO will have time to do the same and to mount a more effective conventional defense at the
      outset.’20 Other analysts,
      however, have argued that geography would invariably favor the Soviet Union for purposes of reintroducing troops
      into the guidelines area, that NATO reductions would harm the requisite force-to-space ratio along the Central
      Front, and that by redirecting its focus from requiring withdrawals of Soviet tank armies with all associated
      weaponry to (beginning in 1979) reductions in manpower alone, NATO is pursuing a militarily meaningless course in
      Vienna. For example, according to Senator Sam Nunn: ‘By continuing and even increasing our focus on aggregate
      troop levels…NATO is pursuing an agreement in Vienna which is irrelevant to the realities of the military balance
      in Europe.’21 Although NATO
      could, of course, propose a more ambitious MBFR objective in a follow-on phase— reductions to parity in major
      offensive combat weapons — the negotiability of such a reorientation of negotiating objectives is obviously
      preordained.
    


    
      Some observers have placed greater faith in the package of associated measures, which are intended to
      provide verification of manpower ceilings as well as to inhibit sudden shifts in the order of battle. Jeffrey
      Record, for example, argues that the associated measures alone would significantly inhibit surprise attack and
      provide a better foundation for an agreement than troop reductions.22 Conversely, Undersecretary of Defense for
      Policy Fred C.Iklé has stated, ‘It is unfortunately not self-evident that the MBFR [associated measures]
      presently under discussion would, even if fully observed, significantly constrain a Warsaw Pact attack.’23 While Iklé’s judgment does not rule
      out the possibility of negotiating more ambitious measures in the future, such as the ‘armor-free zones’ proposed
      by former U.S. MBFR delegate Colonel John G.Keliher,24 it should be observed that associated measures speak to the incentives for using force,
      and not to the ultimate military capability that overwhelmingly favors the Warsaw Pact, and which NATO’s current
      proposals are unlikely to substantially redress. (See the next section for further discussion of the functionally
      related confidence- and security-building measures being discussed in Stockholm.)
    


    
      This is not to say that an MBFR accord, as envisaged by NATO, would prove useless. For instance, if the
      Soviets withdraw whole units along with their associated weaponry and equipment, such a move would be much more
      militarily significant than manpower reductions alone. Even if whole unit withdrawal does not occur, however, a
      combination of associated measures and manpower reductions would probably contribute at the margins to enhancing
      security in Central Europe. A number of political benefits would also flow from such an accord. It would provide
      a symbol of detente, as well as a framework for undertaking unilateral force adjustments. Furthermore, as
      Ambassador Dean argues, ‘An approach combining conventional force improvement with achievement of an arms control
      agreement on conventional forces could make a program of improvement appear more feasible and move toward
      establishing in Western Europe the new consensus on defense which the present situation calls for’25 (assuming, of course, that the opposite
      effect of an MBFR treaty, whereby incentives for defense initiatives would be diminished, could be politically
      managed). Finally, it should be noted that the MBFR process serves as a kind of European standing consultative
      commission, wherein views and concerns about trends in the military balance are routinely exchanged.
    


    
      Hence, it might be fair to conclude that although MBFR by itself cannot be expected to redress
      significantly the conventional force imbalance along the Central Front, a sustained NATO commitment to fashioning
      a more credible force posture can enhance the effect of an MBFR agreement and improve the prospects for more
      effective arms control arrangements in the years ahead, such as efforts to reduce Eastern heavy armor and
      diminish Warsaw Pact breakthrough options. Whether even a modest but useful MBFR agreement
      is ever realized, however, remains an open question.
    


    
    

    The Stockholm Conference


    
      The third arms control forum in Europe is less well known but potentially the most interesting because of
      its current approach and future potential. On January 17, 1984, the United States, Canada, and 33 European states
      convened in Stockholm to inaugurate the ‘Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures (CSBMs) and
      Disarmament in Europe,’ or CDE. The first stage, which will endure at least until November 1986, will be devoted
      to the negotiation of a series of mutually complementary CSBMs intended to reduce the risk of military
      confrontation in Europe. Subsequent stages, if agreed upon, may be devoted to issues of disarmament per
      se.
    


    
      CSBMs, like the MBFR associated measures, are somewhat of an arms control experiment. Rather than limiting
      force levels or affecting ultimate military capability, they regulate how, when, where, and why military
      activities are employed—‘functional’ or ‘operational’ arms control, as it were—so as to inhibit opportunities for
      surprise attack, political intimidation, and inadvertent confrontation arising from miscalculation, accident, or
      failure of communication. Unlike most of the MBFR associated measures, however, CSBMs are not means of
      verification: they stand alone as arms control instruments, and, indeed, require verification themselves.
      Moreover, the geographic scope of CSBMs involves ‘the whole of Europe’ from the Atlantic to the Urals, and not
      just the MBFR Central European guidelines area. And, of course, the CDE is not a bloc-to-bloc negotiation but a
      truly European forum in which the neutral and nonaligned countries (primarily Sweden, Austria, Finland, and
      Switzerland) play a critical role.
    


    
      In accomplishing these objectives, three interrelated types of CSBMs can be identified. The first concerns
      information exchange. In general, this category of measures is intended to enhance mutual understanding
      and knowledge about military matters, but it can also take quite different forms intended to accomplish different
      objectives. For example, routine exchange of information on force posture is intended to reduce military secrecy
      for its own sake as well as, in some cases, to confirm intelligence, whereas information means such as the
      U.S.-Soviet Hotline are intended for the rapid transmission of time-urgent information for the purpose of,
      inter alia, preventing miscalculation in a crisis. Another type of CSBM concerns advance notification. The
      purpose of providing notification of, say, field training exercises several weeks in advance
      along with information about their purpose, timing, location, composition, and so forth is to establish a pattern
      of routine activities so as to better detect anomalies and to inhibit sudden aggression or political
      exploitation. If a state fails to give notice, or if what is notified does not comport with national intelligence
      information, a warning of potentially hostile activity is sent, enabling defensive action to be undertaken
      earlier and in a less ambiguous environment. Advance notification can also, naturally, dispel unwarranted alarm
      by avoiding misunderstanding, particularly in times of tension. That is, if an exercise is planned long in
      advance, full details are given on its nature, and these details match national intelligence information, the
      chances of misinterpreting routine activities as preparations for an attack are reduced. More generally, the more
      that is understood about potential adversaries, within limits, the lesser the chances for confrontation arising
      out of ambiguities.
    


    
      The second type of CSBM is the observation/inspection cluster. Such measures would include
      observation by invitation to military maneuvers and on-site inspection of notified or suspect activities either
      by demand (compulsory) or ‘by challenge’ (voluntary). Independent surveillance in a perceived threatening
      situation could help defuse tension, while the presence of the other side’s military personnel could help to
      inhibit aggression. For example, not only would the physical presence of foreign observers possibly complicate
      attempts at deception as part of preparations for attack, but, provided observers are allowed the opportunity to
      converse with troops, such contacts could help observers get a better feel for what is actually happening in a
      very human way. Failure to allow observation or inspection would serve, of course, as another strong warning
      indicator.
    


    
      The third type of CSBM involves operational constraints. These measures—which aim more directly at
      ‘security’ than ‘confidence’ building—restrict military activities by prohibiting in an operational sense how,
      when, or where these activities are conducted. Examples include prohibiting the field training of troops above a
      certain personnel threshold or the forward deployment of ‘offensive’ weapons. The purpose of these measures is to
      preclude the deployment or employment of military forces in potentially threatening ways and, when possible, to
      increase warning time—or at least confirm warning—by complicating preparations for aggression.
    


    
      By focusing on inhibiting surprise attack and avoiding miscalculation, the CDE is addressing a primary
      security threat in Europe, occasioned by the enhancement over the past two decades in the
      ability of the Warsaw Pact to launch a short-warning offensive—enhancing, in turn, the risks of crisis
      instability —albeit in different ways than the MBFR or INF negotiations. Specifically, the CDE builds upon the
      1975 Helsinki Final Act, which promulgated five measures of less military significance than the types of CSBMs
      the Stockholm Conference was established to negotiate and adopt. The Final Act provided for politically mandatory
      notification 21 days in advance of major military maneuvers exceeding 25,000 ground troops, and, on a voluntary
      basis, advance notification of smaller maneuvers and of troop movements, exchange of observers at notifiable
      maneuvers, and exchange of ‘goodwill’ military delegations. However, whereas the Final Act measures are largely
      voluntary, lacking in agreed verification procedures, primarily of political value (designed more for the ‘fair
      weather’ environment), and nonapplicable to the USSR save for a 250-km wide strip of European Russia, the CDE
      mandate requires that the Stockholm Conference adopt politically binding, verifiable, and militarily significant
      CSBMs applicable to the whole of Europe as far east as the Ural mountains.
    


    
      Agreement to convene the CDE, of course, does not in itself guarantee success. The obstacles to progress
      are plentiful. First, the CDE operates under the rule of consensus, such that complete unanimity is required
      among the 35 states for decision-making. Second, the CDE is linked to the CSCE, which means that CSBMs are not
      immune from other Final Act considerations, such as human rights. Third, the record of Eastern compliance with
      the modest Final Act measures casts some doubt on Eastern willingness to abide by more stringent, ‘politically
      binding’ CSBMs.26 Finally, and
      of primary significance, sharp differences exist between the NATO and Warsaw Pact approaches toward CSBMs,
      differences reflected in the fact that the first year of the Stockholm Conference was devoted largely to
      developing procedural arrangements (agreed to on December 3, 1984) to move the conference from general plenary
      oratory to concrete negotiations at the working group level.
    


    
      For NATO, the CDE is a conference about inhibiting surprise attack and avoiding inadvertent confrontation
      through greater military ‘transparency.’ Thus, the thrust of the NATO proposal (and that of the NNA package) is
      to reduce secrecy by building upon the Final Act measures. For example, the NATO proposal vastly expands the
      scope of notification and introduces a military structure disclosure measure, mandatory observation, and
      inspection. Notification is required of a wide array of activities, not just maneuvers, that could signal
      hostilities. Notification is required 45 instead of 21 days in advance and also by annual calendar. The threshold
      for notification is lowered from 25,000 troops in the case of out-of-garrison activities—itself a new concept—to
      about 6,000 troops or the major elements of a division. The effect is to capture a larger array of the activities
      that could provide the basis for crisis and confrontation in Europe.
      

      

    


    
      Table 8.4: NATO and Soviet
      CSBM Proposals
      

      

    


    
      The Soviet proposal, conversely, represents a more mixed approach. Although the Soviets criticize the NATO
      package as comprising insignificant ‘technical’ measures that amount to legalized espionage, the thrust of the
      Soviet proposal is a ‘Treaty on the Mutual Non-Use of Military Force and the Maintenance of Peaceful Relations.’
      Its central provision is a pledge to refrain from the use of force and from the first use of nuclear weapons,
      with ‘practical measures aimed at preventing the risk of surprise attack’ relegated to a mere possibility that
      the treaty ‘could envisage.’ According to a Pravda editorial: ‘Such important pledges
      are essentially the chief component in achieving confidence, security, and broad international cooperation in the
      continent,’ whereas the NATO proposal ‘merely develops [the] notorious “transparency” concept and in no way leads
      to a reduction in the danger of military confrontation’ but rather ‘pursues the same old self-seeking aim: to
      achieve military superiority for the United States and NATO by hook or by crook, overtly or covertly.’27 The Soviet proposal also originally
      contained several references to matters that are outside the scope of the CDE mandate, e.g., nuclear weapons and
      a chemical weapons ban, although these items were abandoned by the fall of 1985.
    


    
      On the other hand, the Soviet proposal does contain a number of measures roughly congruous with the
      ‘notorious’ NATO approach in several aspects, such as improved notification and observation parameters and means
      of crisis communications and consultations. The Soviets have not agreed to on-site inspection of non-notified
      activities, but have stated that ‘other forms of verification’ beyond national technical means could be used. The
      Soviet proposal also contains a more ambitious CSBM than the NATO proposal—operational constraints on the size of
      maneuvers. Constraints are also contained in the three other CSBM proposals (advanced by the NNA, Romania, and
      Malta), and are receiving serious study within NATO—although up to the present NATO has been unable to identify a
      constraint that provides undiminished security for all CDE states. For example, the Soviet maneuver constraint
      would primarily affect NATO because of differences in training practices (between 1975 and 1983, 21 out of 27
      notified NATO major maneuvers compared to 4 out of 18 notified Warsaw Pact major maneuvers were at or over the
      Soviet-proposed threshold of 40,000 troops).28 Nevertheless, constraints do represent a significant improvement upon the Final Act
      because they help to ensure that the activity itself—notified or not—could not form the basis for surprise attack
      or mis-calculation, and they will probably receive increasing attention as the CDE goes forward, probably in a
      second stage.
    


    
      Much may develop before the third CSCE review conference, scheduled to meet in Vienna in November 1986,
      reviews the progress of the Stockholm Conference and possibly makes a decision as to the future of the CDE
      process (e.g., expanding the CDE mandate). However, at this point it might be concluded that the prospects for
      the Stockholm Conference arriving at a concluding document in the near term look fairly good. On October 14,
      1985, it was agreed to begin informal drafting toward a concluding document, and on November 15, 1985, the NNAs
      advanced a new proposal that is expected to serve as a bridge between the NATO and Warsaw Pact positions. The
      probable result—which invariably will be fashioned in some part by the NNAs— will involve an
      agreement that improves the notification and observation measures of the Final Act, recommits all states to
      observe the general international legal principle of refraining from the threat or use of force (by way of a
      chapeau to the accord), and which introduces some form of communications/consultations mechanism, and
      perhaps some limited form of on-site inspection (for example, on a voluntary basis). Figure 8.1 illustrates how a possible CSBM compliance
      mechanism might look. This means that the NATO proposal is unlikely to be adopted in full, and that, as Richard
      Darilek observes, ‘What will likely emerge under the circumstances is some marginally improved set of measures
      that look more like evolutionary improvements on the… Helsinki Final Act than the quantum leap forward toward
      more militarily significant CSBMs that was supposed to justify holding the special meeting at Stockholm…while
      holding open the possibility of greater progress at some later date.’29 However, in view of the historical Eastern
      emphasis on military secrecy and continuing efforts to achieve a sudden, offensive capability against NATO, even
      modest steps toward fashioning a concrete CSBM regime that can mitigate or even reverse the effects of the more
      destabilizing trends in the military balance must be welcomed.
    


    
      
        Figure 8.1: Hypothetical CDE CSBM Compliance Mechanism
      
[image: Image]

      
        Source: Johan Tunberger, ‘A Practical Approach to Verification of CSBMs,’ mimeo, National Defense
        Research Institute, Stockholm, Sweden, August 19, 1985.
      

    


    
    

    Prognosis


    
      Despite its disappointing past and cloudy future, arms control is likely to remain an integral feature of
      the European political landscape. As Colin Gray argues: ‘NATO-Europeans…tend to view their security more in a
      political than in a military light. The logic is very simple: there is no acceptable alternative to East -West
      detente; detente requires the presence of arms control linkage; therefore arms control is essential.’30 On both sides of the Atlantic, however,
      arms control negotiations have come to be regarded as politically necessary to support other national security
      goals, such as force modernization programs and allied cohesion. Hence, to this extent the question of whether
      ‘arms control’ has a future—at least in terms of going through the motions of talking with, and past, each
      other—is largely settled.
    


    
      The post-U.S. INF deployment period, nevertheless, offers the opportunity to address two fundamental
      issues. First, how should arms control be publicly portrayed? The INF episode offers an obvious lesson: important
      operational requirements should not be allowed to become confused in the public mind as being either
      automatically negotiable or baneful to ‘peace.’ For instance, it was primarily the inevitable but troubling emergence of strategic parity and not the debut of a more capable follow-on
      system to Soviet missiles deployed since 1956 that prompted attention to the need to redress the INF balance.
      Proposals such as the zero/zero option, thus, were at best questionable on military grounds because the
      requirement for NATO INF modernization existed regardless of the SS-20. Although Pershing II and GLCM are now
      probably inextricably associated for arms control purposes with Soviet INF, the NATO arms control cart cannot be
      allowed deliberately to come before the defense posture horse, as it were, for future weapons decisions that are
      likely to prove controversial (e.g., chemical and tactical nuclear modernization programs). Unless public
      expectations about what arms control can achieve are tempered and awareness of the threat seriously presented by
      governments, the defense of Western Europe will become mortgaged to illusory and dangerous hopes.
    


    
      The second issue concerns what should be the real objective of arms control. As Linda Brady has
      argued:
    


    
      …we have not addressed the question of how arms control in Europe should work. Should we view arms control
      merely as a way to protect U.S. defense programs while maximizing Allied contributions to Western defense
      efforts? Or should we pursue arms control ambitiously, with the aim of achieving a militarily significant
      agreement that results in drastic cuts in the level of Soviet forces in Eastern Europe?31
    


    
      As already argued, the current NATO negotiating menu is too modest to structure a substantially enhanced
      security en vironment. An INF agreement that provided for warhead equality in land-based missiles would still
      leave the USSR with substantial theater nuclear force advantages. Of course, some agreements are better than
      others. For example, ‘zero/zero,’ by not addressing the coupling issue, would have negated the purpose of the
      1979 decision, whereas an interim agreement would have addressed the coupling issue while at the same time
      reducing the level of SS-20s. Neither outcome, however, would have reduced the overall Soviet nuclear
      threat to Western Europe. Regarding MBFR, common manpower ceilings in Central Europe would be compromised by
      geographic realities, and man-power is not regarded as the most critical index of combat power.
    


    
      Finally, although a stringent CSBM regime could indeed clarify warning indicators and even increase warning
      time for NATO, thereby expediting the crucial decision to react to warning, it is up to NATO
      to develop a coherent strategy and to procure the assets required to execute direct forward defense. To assume,
      however, that ‘equal ceilings’ in these or more ambitious force categories can be achieved is another
      question. NATO officials and other analysts routinely explain that NATO is a defensive alliance that need not
      match the Warsaw Pact man-for-man, tank-for-tank, and so forth. But because, unlike the conditions that allowed
      for the SALT accords, parity does not—and may never— exist in Europe, diplomacy alone cannot be expected to
      change that fact. This is not to say that parity at every level is necessary, but only that the current military
      balance is not one ideally suited for arms control. For this reason, arms control measures that do not directly
      involve ‘bean counts’—such as CSBMs and perhaps even types of disengagement zones—are likely to fare better. At
      the same time, however, because the more negotiable forms of arms control will not reduce the ultimate risks
      inherent in the deteriorating military balance, these measures, as with any type of arms control, cannot
      substitute for sensible force planning.
    


    
      If truly significant arms reduction negotiations are ever to occur in Europe, based on parity or some other
      yardstick, what must be reversed is a situation wherein ‘NATO, to date, has provided the Soviet Union with no
      persuasive incentive to negotiate a militarily more balanced stand-off.’32 How seriously the Soviets will negotiate
      invariably will depend on their view of how the NATO European politico-military environment would evolve without
      agreements. By incentives, what is meant is not, say, hardened aircraft shelters and more sustainable ammunition
      stocks, but events that fundamentally challenge Soviet visions of how ‘European security’ will evolve, and that
      dramatically alter the ‘mismatch between Europe’s potential and real power.’33 Whether such initiatives will involve SDI, an
      aggressive pursuit of conventional capabilities, or the development of a new European security identity cannot be
      predicted. Unless and until far-reaching defense objectives are realized, however, arms control can be expected
      to fulfill no greater goal than that of tinkering at the margins of a deteriorating security equation.
    


    
      In sum, and to restate the obvious, so long as the military imbalance persists, the West will be
      negotiating uphill with an adversary presented with no compelling reasons for cooperating to shape a more stable
      military balance. This is not to say that the present situation is necessarily untenable, or that real security
      requires negotiated treaties. But if arms control is not forever to remain a chimera in Europe, the prospects for meaningful agreements and a more satisfactory security environment can only be forged
      through sustained efforts to develop a more credible NATO force posture in the decades ahead. For the foreseeable
      future, nevertheless, having no arms control is worse than arms control negotiations that can promise only
      limited results and that leave the East-West military confrontation in Europe untouched in its fundamentals.
      Whether more can be expected over the longer term remains, as it always has, a question that depends mostly upon
      NATO itself.
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    IS THERE AN ALTERNATIVE TO NATO?


    
      Fen Osler Hampson
      

      

      

    


    
      There has been a resurgence of interest in Western Europe’s political future in the past few years. This
      interest has been spurred by the belief that existing security arrangements are long overdue for an overhaul and
      that, if Europe’s future is to be guaranteed and the risks of war reduced, change will have to occur. The degree
      of dissatisfaction with the NATO Alliance varies among its critics, but there is little doubt that the chorus
      urging reform is strong.
    


    
      Proposals range from a restructuring of the Alliance, to the creation of a European defense community, to
      more radical demands for the neutralization of Germany and disarmament.1 Many proposals echo previous efforts at reform
      such as De Gaulle’s attempts to divorce France and the rest of Europe from America, or Willy Brandt’s
      Ostpolitik which sought to put the relationship between the two Germanies on a more friendly footing. But
      what is striking about the current debate is that advocates of change are found on the left, right, and even in
      the moderate ‘middle’ and on both sides of the Atlantic. Although the proposals that have been advanced are
      strikingly different in substance and concern, they raise common questions. Would they enhance European security?
      Would they lower tensions between East and West? Would they decrease the risks of conflict and war? What time
      frames are envisaged? These questions are the focus of this chapter.
    


    
    

    Roots of Discontent


    
      The interest in change has a cyclical quality. This is not the first, nor surely the last, time that the
      future of the Alliance will be the subject of such intense speculation. Some believe that the Alliance is at a
      major watershed, while others see recurrent themes in current dilemmas. There is an element of old wine in new
      bottles to the quality of current debates. But there is also much to suggest that new wine,
      too, is being mixed with the old.
    


    
      Some of the proposals for change are based on endemic concerns, others are rooted in the domestic politics
      of individual countries and the rift between political elites and their publics, while still others have their
      origins in current strains within the Alliance.2 There is no single cause to this reformist tide. A key factor, however, in the
      resurgence of interest in alternative security arrangements lies in U.S.-European differences over the nature of
      the Soviet threat, which appear to have grown in recent years.3 These differences have repeatedly surfaced on a wide range of issues from the
      political and military to the economic. For the most part, Europeans take a more benign view of the Soviet Union
      than Americans and have sought to develop a more cooperative working relationship with it. Europeans did not
      share the depth of concern Americans did about Afghanistan, for example, and participated in the Olympic boycott
      only with great reluctance. They have been skeptical about U.S. policies in Central America, opposing any form of
      overt intervention, and, for the most part, have been critical of American attempts to portray revolutionary
      developments in that region as part of a more general East-West struggle.
    


    
      There was widespread disappointment over the outcome of the intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) talks
      in Geneva and some feeling that U.S. proposals at the strategic arms reduction talks (START) were
      disingenuous.4 Europeans believe
      arms control will reduce political tensions and control the arms race, but they fear the United States will not
      enter into serious negotiations until it has achieved military superiority.
    


    
      There are, of course, important variations in European attitudes. The French, for example, have become more
      anti-Soviet in recent years, and so have the British—though neither go as far as the Americans. The Germans,
      however, remain wedded to the basic principles of Ostpolitik and, like much of the rest of Western Europe,
      would like to see the development of a more cooperative spirit in East-West relations. As Ivo Daalder and Lynn
      Whittaker argue elsewhere in this book, there are also important differences in Western European attitudes
      towards ‘Star Wars.’ Britain and West Germany see important opportunities for themselves in the development of
      new technologies and have expressed qualified support for President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative.
      However, both Britain and France are concerned about the consequences of Soviet defenses for their own nuclear
      deterrents.5
    


    
      Some of the most bitter confrontations between the United States and its European
      allies have been over economics. As Boyce Greer argues in his chapter, these are rooted in fundamentally
      different conceptions of national economic self-interest and Western Europe’s far greater dependence on
      international trade than the United States. Europeans also dislike the ‘beggar-thy-neighbor’ aspect of U.S.
      restrictions on exports of advanced technologies and the insinuation that they can not be trusted to keep secrets
      from the Soviets.6 American
      attempts to halt the construction of the Siberian gas pipeline were seen as hypocritical, especially since the
      United States was only too willing to sell its wheat to the Soviet Union. But it would be a mistake to draw the
      conclusion that neither side has learned from these experiences. Although outlooks and perceptions continue to
      differ, the Reagan Administration has shown increased sensitivity to European economic interests, and Western
      Europeans have developed a deeper appreciation of American views of the East-West conflict.
    


    
      Proposals for the ‘Europeanization of Europe’ and the development of a distinctive European identity or
      ‘pillar’ within the Alliance have their roots in these conflicting perspectives. They are based on the perception
      that Europe should disengage itself from the East-West conflict—increasingly viewed as a distinctly U.S.-Soviet
      conflict—and that it must distance itself from the superpowers if it is to avoid being dragged into wars in other
      parts of the globe or become a battlefield itself.7 There is genuine concern about American insensitivity towards Western European interest
      in detente and efforts to develop a closer relationship with Eastern Europe. Many believe that if the United
      States is not going to look after European interests, then Europe will have to look after itself. This view is
      shared by those favoring unilateral disarmament and German neutrality—ideas which have a longstanding tradition
      in domestic politics.
    


    
      Patience runs thin in some quarters of the United States, too. Most of the European allies have not lived
      up to their commitments under the Long Term Defense Plan (1978) to increase defense spending by 3 percent per
      annum.8 Although most Americans
      still support the Alliance, many wonder why they should shoulder the burden of Europe’s defense if it does not
      make a more concerted effort to look after itself. Pressure mounts in Congress to reduce the American presence in
      Europe unless the allies boost defense spending. And there are some, albeit a minority, who think the United
      States should get out of Europe altogether.
    


    
      There is truth to the saying that the Alliance is always in a state of crisis. Only
      time and historical perspective will tell whether current divisions run deeper and wider than before. But this is
      no less reason to take these problems seriously and to explore the views of those who believe the time is ripe to
      begin an examination of the fundamental goals of the Alliance and to search for alternative security
      arrangements.
    


    
    

    Proposals for Reform and Change


    
      Although there is widespread support for change, the array of proposals indicates little agreement about
      its direction. On both sides of the Atlantic some favor change within the NATO framework and others would do away
      with the Alliance altogether. How should these proposals for reform and change be evaluated? Obviously a key
      objective is to avoid war. Another is to preserve freedom and democracy in Western Europe. These are not
      necessarily complementary goals, and it is important not to sacrifice one for the other. Thus, the significant
      questions to ask about these proposals are: (1) will they decrease the risks of conflict and war? and (2) will
      they guarantee democratic freedoms and the right to national self-determination for the countries of Western
      Europe?
    


    
      Many critics have tended to dismiss proposals for change on the grounds of their infeasibility. The
      analysis here will take a different form. It will start by posing hypothetical questions: if these changes could
      be achieved, would they be desirable? and would they offer an improvement over what we have now? If so, this is
      clear reason to give them serious attention. The question of feasibility, although central to the analysis, will
      come second, and only after the relative merits of each proposal have been examined. The second part of the
      analysis will explore the following questions:
      

      

    


    
      	What would it take to reach each goal? What are the problems when social, political, and economic realities
      are taken into account? What are the downside costs and risks of trying to change current political-security
      arrangements?


      	Can these proposals be mixed or adapted in such a way that they would offer an improvement over the status
      quo?


      	What is the overall ‘net’ assessment? Is the Alliance better off with the status quo than attempts to change
      it? What partial remedies to current problems might be adopted?

    


    
    

    German Neutrality and Nonalignment


    
      Neutralism is not a new strain in German politics.9 Its origins date back to the debates in the early 1950s about German rearmament.
      Conrad Adenaeur’s Christian Democratic Union (CDU) government favored anchoring West Germany’s political and
      economic future to the West. But it faced strong opposition, particularly from the Socialist Democractic Party
      (SPD), which favored a policy of neutralism in exchange for guarantees from the Great Powers on German
      reunification. Although the Council of Europe passed a resolution in August 1950 calling for a German army in an
      integrated European force, not until 1955 did German rearmament become a reality, and even then over considerable
      opposition in Germany. Though this decision was a decisive blow against German neutralism, the SPD continued to
      advance proposals for non-alignment as a compromise between neutrality and NATO until 1960, when the party became
      more centrist.
    


    
      Neutralism and non-alignment have now found a new life in the German peace movement led by the Greens.
      These groups favor ‘nonalignment of the German states, withdrawal of all foreign troops from Western and Eastern
      Europe, [and] dissolution of the NATO and Warsaw Pact military blocs.’10 For some, withdrawal would result in a ‘detente
      zone’ and further cooperation between the two Germanies, with the ultimate goal being that of national unity.
      Others, however, favor the Federal Republic of Germany’s (FRG) immediate and unilateral withdrawal from NATO. The
      GDR would have the right to national self-determination and could remain an independent state if it wanted.
      National unification is not viewed as the ultimate goal and, if it did occur, it would be the result of a gradual
      evolutionary process.
    


    
      The views of the Greens and other proponents of neutralism and nonalignment echo those of George Kennan,
      who made a similar argument many years ago. In a series of essays and public broadcasts in 1957, Kennan advocated
      the withdrawal of Soviet and Western forces from Central Europe as the only way to achieve any sort of lasting
      peace: ‘I am inclined to feel that the German question still stands at the center of world tensions; that no
      greater contribution can be made to world peace than the removal of the present deadlock over Germany, and that
      if, in fact, it is not removed, the chances for peace are very slender indeed.’11 Kennan took the uprisings in East Germany,
      Poland, and Hungary in the early fifties as a sign of the strength of the independence movement in Eastern Europe
      and their suppression as an indication of Soviet ruthlessness. Peaceful evolution in Eastern Europe would only
      come about if the Soviet military presence were to be eliminated. And the only way to get a
      Soviet military withdrawal would be to remove the area ‘as an object of military rivalry of the Great
      Powers.’
    


    
      Kennan was convinced that the German problem stood at the heart of the East-West rivalry. His own solution
      to the German problem was a ‘mutual withdrawal of forces’ from Central Europe. He was quite open about his
      premise. He believed that the Soviet threat to Western Europe was overrated: ‘I have the impression that our
      calculations in this respect continue to rest on certain questionable assumptions and habits of thought: on an
      overrating of the likelihood of a Soviet effort to invade Western Europe, on an exaggeration of the value of
      satellite armies as possible instruments of a Soviet offensive policy, on a failure to take into account all the
      implications of the ballistic missile; and on a serious underestimation of the advantages to Western security to
      be derived from a Soviet withdrawal from Central and Eastern Europe.’12
    


    
      Although Kennan’s views about Soviet motives are debatable, the Soviets are on the public record for
      proposing the neutralization of Germany.13 In March 1952, they proposed a unified, rearmed, but neutral Germany as an alternative
      to West German membership in NATO. Soviet offers to begin negotiations were turned down by the Adenauer
      government on the grounds that this was simply a tactical ploy to prevent rearmament. In October 1957 and again
      in February 1958, Poland’s Foreign Minister proposed the creation of a ‘denuclearized zone in Central Europe,’
      comprising Poland, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, and the German Federal Republic. The proposal
      came on the heels of NATO’s decision to deploy new short-range tactical and theater nuclear weapons on German
      soil but was never seriously entertained by NATO or the German government.
    


    
      One must admit that the neutralist argument has a certain appeal. The creation of a buffer in Europe
      between the super-powers does seem, at first glance, to be the way to guarantee political stability in Europe
      once and for all. But the assumption that it would do so deserves close scrutiny. In the first place one must ask
      what form German neutrality would take. Unfortunately, the proponents of German neutrality are rather vague about
      this problem. However, the various possibilities are not difficult to imagine.
    


    
      In the first scenario, the FRG would be neutralized, but German reunification would not necessarily follow
      and would not be a precondition. Such a development would almost certainly precipitate the breakup of the Western
      Alliance since so much of its political and military capital is invested in the protection
      of Germany. But much would depend upon the French and their interest in becoming full-fledged members of NATO. It
      is fair to conclude, however, that unless the French joined and the United States greatly increased its military
      commitment to Europe (which is highly unlikely under the circumstances of a German withdrawal from NATO), the
      Alliance would be little more than a paper tiger.
    


    
      Another uncertainty is the Soviet response. Although the Soviets might initially support German neutrality,
      a neutralized FRG could find its non-aligned status difficult to protect if the Soviets subsequently decided to
      challenge it. In the absence of U.S. protection, the smaller states of Western Europe, such as Denmark, the
      Netherlands, and Belgium, would also be exposed to Soviet pressure. Whether German neutrality would lead to the
      progressive Finlandization of Western Europe is an open question. Disbanding NATO could leave Europe far more
      vulnerable than it is now, but much would depend upon whether the Soviets decided to cooperate. If they chose to
      exploit the situation, however, German neutrality would risk more than it would gain.
    


    
      The second scenario is for simultaneous neutralization of the FRG and GDR with German reunification to
      follow some time after. In this situation, the Soviets would have to give up East Germany. If they did, one would
      have a better reading of their intentions and there would be a more solid basis for the claim that the creation
      of a buffer would lead to greater stability in Central Europe. However, if East Germany remained socialist and
      West Germany remained capitalist, this situation might create its own problems, particularly if either side
      sought reunification on its own terms. The resulting conflict could well drag in other European powers. There is
      a historical precedent—the wars for German unification in the 18th and 19th centuries. The stability of the
      situation is problematic for other reasons which are spelled out below. The Soviets might well seek to create
      further ‘buffers’ in Northern and Southern Europe which also would have an adverse effect on political
      stability.
    


    
      The third possibility is that the FRG and the GDR would be neutralized but would remain separate national
      entities. This might well be the most politically acceptable solution to the governments of the two Germanies. In
      the absence of some sort of countervailing restraint, however, unification pressures in the two Germanies might
      create their own tensions and increase the likelihood of conflict. It is unlikely the ‘German Question’ would
      suddenly disappear of its own accord.
    


    
      The critical factor in any of these scenarios is whether a neutral Germany would be an
      armed Germany and whether Germany’s defense remained conventional or changed to include a nuclear component. An
      unarmed Germany would be an inviting target for political blackmail, especially given its geostrategic position
      in Central Europe, and its industrial capacity and resources would make it a tempting prize for either side. An
      armed Germany would be stronger than an unarmed one and a unified, armed Germany would be stronger than an armed
      but divided Germany by definition. But the stronger Germany became, the more of a threat it would pose to the
      rest of Europe. If Germany (divided or unified) went nuclear, it would almost certainly be viewed as a threat by
      the rest of Europe and the Soviet Union. And the Soviets would undoubtedly find the situation intolerable given
      their experience in the two World Wars and their longstanding desire to keep Germany divided and weak.
    


    
      In these scenarios, the general political context of German neutrality cannot be ignored. If NATO and the
      Warsaw Pact remained more or less intact, each would undoubtedly try to woo a ‘neutral’ Germany to tip the
      balance of power. A neutral Germany would almost certainly find itself under heavy pressure to abandon its
      neutrality during times of crisis, like Belgium in World War I and Sweden in World War II, and difficult, if not
      impossible, to maintain neutrality if war did break out because of its geostrategic position in the heart of
      Europe.14 If alliances did break
      up, the situation might well become even more unstable as it reverted to something like the shifting
      balance-of-power system of the late 19th century.
    


    
      An important related question is whether neutralism and nonalignment are preconditions for a solution to
      the ‘German Question.’ The FRG’s longstanding policy has been to promote greater integration between East and
      West (Ostpolitik), but within the framework of the Western Alliance.15 Since 1961 and the building of the Berlin wall,
      the FRG government has sought to make the division of Germany bearable by promoting more contacts between East
      and West Germans and keeping alive ‘the consciousness of common nationhood on both sides of the Wall…and thus to
      keep open the possibility that, in the unforeseeable future, the Germans might yet “achieve in free
      self-determination the unity and freedom of Germany”—as the preamble to the Federal Republic’s “Basic Law”
      declares they are called upon to do. But for the foreseeable future, this means recognizing and dealing with the
      German Democratic Republic.’16
      There are telling limits to how far the FRG would go with its Deutschlandpolitik. In the words of Chancellor Kohl: ‘Freedom has the right of way before unity.’ And as the Minister of Intra-German
      Affairs stated last year before an American audience: ‘Faced with a choice between intra-German relations and the
      security of the Federal Republic within the Western Alliance,’ the German government ‘would decide in favor of
      the latter.’17
    


    
      There are limits on the Soviet side, too. Even Ostpolitik with its ostensibly modest objectives has created
      tensions within the Eastern bloc. The Soviets are nervous about the GDR’s courtship with the FRG and have not
      hesitated to intervene when they have felt the relationship has become too friendly. Any movement towards
      reunification would require modification of existing alliance systems and certainly much greater tolerance than
      the Soviets have shown so far. But if reunification did occur it would not necessarily promote greater stability.
      A powerful Germany equipped with nuclear weapons would be a threat to the rest of Europe and the Soviet
      Union.
    


    
      There is little public support in the FRG for the neutrality/ nonalignment option. The Greens are a
      minority and as a party their political position is eroding, as is public support for neutrality.18 In 1975, 36 percent of the German people
      favored neutrality versus 48 percent for staying in NATO. In 1982, however, given a direct choice between
      neutrality and NATO, 70 percent chose NATO and only 13 percent the neutrality option.19 But a close observer of the German political
      scene reminds us that public opinion is ‘unpredictable, paradoxical, and inconsistent.’ In 1973, 49 percent in a
      German poll favored closer ties to the United States versus 38 percent favoring equal ties to both superpowers,
      but a definite shift had occurred by 1983. One poll showed that a majority (59 percent) favored equal
      relationships with both super-powers. Nevertheless, 89 percent in another 1983 poll still said NATO is necessary
      to preserve peace in Europe. But this sympathy is restricted to a defensive and peaceful Alliance that does not
      constitute a dangerous commitment.20 Were this perception to change, support for neutralism would grow—a trend that would
      bode ill for the Alliance and Western European security.
    


    
    

    Disengagement: Europe Without America


    
      There are some who believe that European security in the long run can only be assured if both
      superpowers disengage from Europe.21 They consider the problem of the two Germanies to be part of a much larger problem: as
      long as the two superpowers have military forces and political interests in Europe, the risk
      of war will be great. The only way to reduce this risk is to bring about the gradual withdrawal of both the
      United States and the Soviet Union from Europe. How should this be done? Opinions differ. The SPD believes that
      Western Europe must initiate this process by downplaying its ideological differences with the East and slowly
      distancing itself from the United States.22 Some in the party would establish a special European voice within NATO; others,
      however, favor the creation of an independent European defense community.
    


    
      In a speech to the German Bundestag on June 28, 1984, former West German Chancellor Helmut Schmidt
      suggested one way of achieving the development of a distinctive European pillar in the Alliance, although he
      himself does not favor the disbanding of NATO as a long-term goal. Schmidt proposed that France extend its
      nuclear deterrent to the FRG and that both nations raise a total of thirty divisions (eighteen German and twelve
      French) for the conventional defense of Europe.23 West Germany would help finance the French effort and the United States would be able
      to reduce substantially—if not eliminate altogether —its military presence in Europe.
    


    
      Europeans are not the only ones to discuss a progressive disengagement of the United States from Europe. In
      an important article in Foreign Affairs, former U.S. National Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski makes
      similar claims spelling out the reasons why this objective is desirable. According to Brzezinski, ‘the continued
      division of Europe breeds growing resentment not only of the direct Soviet domination over Eastern Europe but
      also of the American role in Europe, a situation which more skillful Soviet diplomacy could at some point more
      intelligently exploit.’24 The
      problem is that ‘America cannot undo the partition of Europe without in effect defeating Russia. And that the
      Russians must and will resist firmly—just as the direct expulsion of America from Western Europe would be
      resisted by America as an intolerable defeat.’25 This was the dilemma created by Yalta. How to escape it? Brzezinski believes that time
      has created new opportunities:
    


    
      Forty years later there must be a better option for both Europe and America than either a partitioned and
      prostrated Europe that perpetuates the American-Soviet collision, or a disunited Europe divorced from America
      acquiescing piecemeal to Soviet domination over Eurasia. And there is a third option: the emergence of a
      politically more vital Europe less dependent militarily on the United States, encouraged in that direction by an
      America guided by a timely historic vision, and leading eventually to a fundamentally altered relationship with
      Eastern Europe and with Russia…. [T]he balance in Europe will be changed gradually in the West’s favor only if
      Russia comes to be faced west of the Elbe rather less by America and rather more by Europe.26
    


    
      In these proposals, time is obviously a critical factor. Relations might eventually evolve along the lines
      contemplated by Brzezinski, but they might also evolve in a different direction—nobody really knows. Much depends
      upon the sources of political conflict and the extent to which the Soviets see the United States as their main
      problem. Certainly there is little doubt that the U.S. presence in Europe and its nuclear guarantee are a threat.
      But the Soviets also worry about Germany (and, for that reason, have been unwilling to sanction German
      unification) since historically the major threat to Russia has come from Europe and not the United States.
    


    
      Brzezinski and others assume that what keeps the Soviets in Eastern Europe is the fact that the United
      States is in Western Europe and that the Soviets would be inclined to withdraw from Europe if the United States
      did. However, the Soviets might want to keep Eastern Europe as a buffer anyway.27 Is there any reason to suppose they would want
      to give up their empire? They reap direct economic and political benefits from their Eastern European empire.
      Furthermore, relinquishing their claims to Eastern Europe would give encouragement to dissident nationalities
      within the Soviet Union.28 A
      loss of Eastern Europe could well presage the eventual breakup of the Soviet Union itself. This possibility alone
      would be a sufficient reason for the Soviets not to let their grip in Eastern Europe weaken. One cannot assume
      the principal justification for the Soviet military presence in Eastern Europe is the threat posed by the United
      States.
    


    
      Moreover, if Europe built up its own defenses to replace those withdrawn by the United States, would this
      act be seen as any less of a threat to the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact allies than the one posed by NATO
      now? In some circumstances, an independent European defense might well be viewed as an even greater threat. That
      would be the case if Europe tried to establish its own nuclear deterrent. French and British nuclear forces alone
      would be an insufficient deterrent and there would be obvious pressure to build a bigger force. If Germany
      acquired nuclear weapons in the process, the Soviets would find the situation extremely
      troubling and might well feel compelled to take action to prevent Germany from acquiring them.
    


    
      How would Europeans feel about their security in the event of American withdrawal from Europe? If the
      French and British extended their nuclear guarantee to Germany, would the Germans feel any more secure under this
      umbrella than they do now under the American? Wouldn’t the same dilemmas and fears about abandonment and
      entrapment arise?29 There are
      other out-standing issues. Would the umbrella be extended to the rest of Europe? If not, how would the rest of
      Europe provide for its defense in the absence of a nuclear guarantee? Wouldn’t nuclear proliferation increase as
      countries formerly protected by the United States sought to develop their own nuclear deterrent? One thing is
      certain. Europeans would have to spend a lot more for their defense than they do now and certainly more than is
      being asked of them in the way of a greater contribution by the United States.
    


    
      As Europe acquired its military independence and the world became progressively multipolar, there is no
      guarantee that it would be any more stable than the bipolar world we live in now. Europe might try to play the
      role of balancer in the superpower rivalry, but this would be a tough act to perform. It would require
      unprecedented coordination of the foreign policies of the members of the European Community, with Europe facing
      many of the same difficulties Britain did as Europe’s balancer in the 19th century.30 Competition between the United States and the
      Soviet Union might actually worsen as each tried to draw Europe (or parts of it) into its own sphere of
      influence. And the perceived advantages of having all (or even part) of Europe on one side would be a stimulus to
      the competition (as would the costs of not having allies for the other). In the absence of any sort of
      fundamental change in the nature of the East-West conflict, the situation in Europe would become less stable, not
      more.
    


    
      Europe is not necessarily the key to a resolution of the East -West conflict and a reduction in the risks
      of nuclear war.31 The greatest
      dangers of confrontation between the superpowers lie in the Middle East and other areas of the Third World where
      interests overlap and spheres of influence are only vaguely defined. Although tensions persist, clarity of vital
      interests in Europe has been a source of stability and reduced the risks of conflict. The European solution is
      not easily transferred to other settings, but actions that would have the effect of blurring interests in Europe
      might easily increase the risks of war. The status quo is not perfect, but the alternatives may be worse.
    


    
      Proposals for a ‘Europeanization of Europe’ are also insensitive to political
      realities and the question of feasibility. Implicit in them is the belief that Western Europeans will
      increasingly look after their own defense requirements, perhaps creating a genuine defense community before the
      United States completes its withdrawal. The very high levels of cooperation necessary to achieve a defense
      community, however, are unlikely to be realized. Europeans continue to be nationalistic and the defense consensus
      among themselves is a fragile one. On nuclear defense issues, for example, the Europeans only pulled through the
      INF deployment challenge by the skin of their teeth, and the degree of domestic opposition to further deployments
      runs very strong in some countries.32 The Dutch, for example, have deferred a deployment decision until November 1985. On
      ‘Star Wars,’ Europeans are divided, with some favoring and some opposing the idea of ballistic missile
      defenses.
    


    
      There is also a lack of consensus on the requirements for conventional defense.33 The Germans have always made a heavy investment
      in their conventional defenses and believe that continued improvements are necessary for deterrence. The French,
      however, have begun to downgrade conventional forces in favor of modernization of their nuclear forces. The
      British are moving in a similar direction with their Trident submarine program. There is also pressure in Belgium
      to renege on troop commitments to Germany. European defense cooperation is also frustrated by France’s continued
      refusal to join the Eurogroup, NATO’s Defense Planning Committee, or its Nuclear Planning Group.
    


    
      Divisions are also manifested in European attitudes toward out-of-area operations.34 The French were severely criticized by the
      Benelux and Scandinavian countries for their overseas operations in Chad (1977 and 1983) and Zaire (1978). The
      FRG will not accept the use of force for anything but national defense and has resisted the idea of NATO
      contingency planning for non-European operations.
    


    
      Europe’s success with co-production projects has been modest.35 There are a number of agencies to promote
      European defense cooperation. These include the Agency for Military Standardization (MAS), the European Logistics
      Coordinating Group (Eurolog), and the European Training Coordinating Group (Eurotrain). But they have not worked
      all that well. The most successful is the Independent European Program Group (IEPG) which includes France, but it
      does not have a very broad mandate. The obstacles to defense cooperation are endemic. Defense industries do not
      like outside competition and will vigorously oppose efforts by their governments to award contracts to foreign
      suppliers. They will always feel they are not getting a fair share in co-production
      arrangements. Governments will also try to prevent a further erosion of their country’s industrial base.
    


    
      A sticking point with any plan for a European defense community concerns the role of nuclear weapons. The
      Soviets are not the only ones opposed to a Germany in possession of nuclear weapons. The French are also unlikely
      to sanction it. In 1979 President Giscard d’Estaing categorically ruled out any possibility that Germany would
      get nuclear weapons—‘it does not fit the interests of France, of the Federal Republic of Germany, of Europe or of
      detente.’ As one commentator observes, the French force de frappe is not so much a force de
      dissuasion as a force de persuasion to keep the Germans in line, and there is also little support
      for extending French nuclear forces to cover Germany.36
    


    
    

    Unilateral Nuclear Disarmament and Nuclear Free Zones


    
      There are some who believe that unilateral nuclear disarmament is the key to securing Europe’s future. The
      British Labour Party has come out in favor of the dismantling of Britain’s nuclear deterrent and the removal of
      U.S. nuclear forces.37 There are
      also proposals for the creation of a nuclear free zone in the center of Europe38 and, as Jay Kosminsky discusses in his chapter
      of this book, for no-first-use.
    


    
      Unilateral nuclear disarmament would certainly not eliminate the security threat from the Soviet Union, nor
      would it eliminate the dangers of a nuclear attack on British (or any other country’s) soil, especially if
      Britain were used as a staging point for military operations in Europe as it was in World War II. The elimination
      of the threat of nuclear retaliation might even increase the incentive to use nuclear weapons if the Soviets
      felt, as Hitler did, that they could not mount a successful conventional offensive against Britain.
    


    
      Unilateral nuclear disarmament by Britain might also destabilize NATO. What sort of signal would Britain
      send to the rest of the Alliance and to the Soviets as it began to disarm its nuclear forces? Britain’s action
      would almost certainly give a boost to those urging disarmament in Western Europe and encourage the Soviets to
      exploit cleavages in NATO with adverse consequences for political stability. Nuclear disarmers also forget that
      their countries might have to spend a lot more on conventional forces to maintain a credible deterrent.
    


    
      Similar difficulties plague proposals for the creation of a nuclear free zone in
      Europe along the inner-German border. The width of the zone would have to be clearly defined. Such action would
      not prevent the introduction of nuclear weapons into the zone in a crisis. The zone could always be fired into
      from outside, and it might actually weaken deterrence along the inner-German border, especially if the Soviets
      sought to acquire a strip of land for political bargaining purposes. The Germans would also find it difficult to
      move nuclear weapons from their current positions because of public opposition to redeployments.
    


    
      For the time being, there is not much public support for unilateral nuclear disarmament in the U.K. From
      1980 to 1981 there was a significant jump in public support for unilateral disarmament (from 21 to 33 percent),
      but it declined to 27 percent in 1983.39 Although the majority of Britons are not unilateralist, divisions tend to fall along
      party lines: Labor supporters are much more unilateralist than Conservative, with Liberals and Social Democrats
      falling in between.
    


    
      Despite the disarmament, anti-nuclear strain in the politics of the Low Countries, support for NATO is
      still strong. In the Netherlands, for example, consistently about 75 percent of the population is pro-NATO. But
      the basis of this support is weak and attitudes could change. A Dutch poll in 1979 showed that only 43 percent
      called the USSR the most important threat to security, 2 percent were afraid of Soviet occupation, and only 18
      percent feared military dominance.40 A 1983 poll showed that 53 percent of the Dutch people felt their country should move
      toward neutralism in the East-West conflict. Were support for disarmament to grow, however, it would not augur
      well for Western European security.
    


    
    

    Restructuring of NATO


    
      There have been a number of recent proposals that call for a specific restructuring of defense and security
      arrangements within the NATO framework.41 Unlike the more radical alternatives, these envisage a strengthening of the Alliance
      through greater European cooperation rather than its eventual disbandment. In June 1984 the Ministerial Council
      of the Western European Union (WEU) agreed to set up a working group ‘to examine the prospects for reactivating
      Western European Union’ as the basis ‘for a more assertive European presence in the field of defense and
      security.’42 The initiative has
      support at the highest levels. Chancellor Kohl of West Germany for one has urged that ‘the European pillar of the
      transatlantic partnership must be strengthened’ and that ‘Franco-German friendship and close
      cooperation between…[the] two countries in security policy will strengthen Europe in the North Atlantic
      Alliance.’
    


    
      The idea of European defense cooperation is not new. It was originally proposed in 1952, but the idea
      foundered, and was replaced by amendments to the 1948 Brussels Treaty establishing the WEU and allowing Germany
      to join NATO.43 The United
      States itself has repeatedly urged greater European cooperation as a way of sharing the burdens of the Alliance.
      On July 4, 1962, President Kennedy asserted that ‘a united Europe’ would ‘be capable of playing a greater role in
      the common defense.’ Concrete expression later came in American proposals for a multilateral nuclear force
      jointly manned by U.S. and European personnel.44 Henry Kissinger’s ‘Year of Europe’ initiative, though less than concrete, followed in
      the spirit of this tradition.45
    


    
      The European Defense Improvement Program, begun in 1970, represented an attempt to demonstrate European
      seriousness about defense in response to Congressional demands for U.S. withdrawal from Europe. The program was
      not very successful partly because Europeans were concerned that its success might actually encourage the United
      States to withdraw from Europe.
    


    
      Henry Kissinger has more recently come up with a new set of suggestions for invigorating the
      Alliance.46 He proposes that
      NATO should have a European officer as Supreme Allied Commander (SACEUR), that Europe should negotiate directly
      with the Soviet Union on shorter-range nuclear missiles, and that there should be only a token U.S. troop
      presence in Europe. He believes that Europe’s combined economic strength is sufficient for it to assume greater
      responsibilities within the Alliance. On the European side, there is of course some support for a withdrawal of
      U.S. troops among leftist political groups, including the Greens in Germany and the Labour Party in Britain, but
      they would go much further and favor complete withdrawal and a dismantling of NATO.
    


    
      The logic of greater European defense cooperation within the Alliance framework is compelling,
      however. The Alliance is critical to European security as long as the Soviets continue to pose a threat. It
      provides the only real mechanism for dealing with that threat and ensuring the continued survival of democracy
      and freedom in Western Europe. Unless it can be demonstrated beyond reasonable doubt that a progressive
      dismantling of NATO would reduce or eliminate that threat, it makes little sense to entertain this possibility.
      None of the other proposals for European security meets this test. Their assertion that
      Soviet behavior will change rests on unproven assumptions.
    


    
      At the same time, however, some change in the way the Alliance conducts business is necessary. Europeans
      resent their second-class status and feel frustrated by the United States’ apparent unwillingness to take their
      interests seriously. A greater sense of identity and status commensurate with it would be fostered by European
      defense cooperation. Indeed, without it the Alliance is likely to falter.
    


    
      From a military standpoint, scarce resources should obviously be used efficiently. Declining birth rates
      throughout Western Europe will force troop reductions.47 There is an urgent need for more cost-effective defense expenditures, rationalization
      of procurement practices, and improvement of training and supply structures. These measures would significantly
      contribute to NATO’s defense, but the only way to achieve them is through greater levels of cooperation than has
      hitherto taken place. Cooperation at the top political levels would also encourage a clearer definition of
      European priorities and interests and a more coherent and coordinated expression of them to the United States.
      More important, a forum would be created for the representation and articulation of those interests. European
      defense cooperation would also lead to greater equity in the distribution of responsibilities and costs in the
      Alliance and reduce the possibilities for friction between the United States and its European partners.
    


    
      If these objectives were achieved, the European pillar in the Alliance would be fortified, deterrence
      bolstered, and the Alliance strengthened overall. But some problems are unlikely to disappear. For example,
      burden-sharing disputes might still occur, especially if some Europeans felt they were making a greater
      contribution to the defense of Europe than others. Nevertheless, these are fairly minor considerations relative
      to the potential gains.
    


    
      Achieving European defense cooperation may be difficult though. In the case of the Kissinger proposal,
      Europeans might find themselves unable to agree as to who should be SACEUR (one of the reasons why an American
      was chosen in the first place). Although some troop reductions might be desirable, their removal would almost
      certainly weaken extended deterrence and coupling of American security interests to Europe. American troops are
      probably just as important, if not more so, as American nuclear weapons in Europe because they serve as a
      tripwire. If Americans were killed in the early stages of a conventional war in Europe, the United States would
      be more likely to intervene. The removal of American troops would also contribute to a further weakening of conventional deterrence because declining birth rates in Western Europe are
      going to force troop reductions. The Soviets might well draw the conclusion that the United States was reducing
      its commitment to defend Europe and try to exploit the situation.
    


    
      The impetus for cooperation must come from Europe itself, but even then many of the hurdles discussed above
      in the European defense option would still remain. The requirements for greater cooperation are not nearly as
      great as those necessary for the creation of a full-fledged defense community, however. The relatively modest
      nature of the objective argues in its favor. Moreover, if the barriers to cooperation proved surmountable, they
      might create sufficient impetus for the eventual creation of an independent European defense community.
    


    
    

    Actions to Promote European Defense Cooperation


    
      With the exception of reform within the NATO framework, there are no real alternatives to securing Western
      Europe’s future. But some reform is necessary because the future of the Alliance could depend upon it. If the
      Alliance were to unravel, it would probably begin with a deliberate atttempt by the United States to reduce—if
      not eliminate—its commitments to Europe, without a corresponding effort by Europe to take up the slack. As
      budgetary cuts take their toll, these pressures are likely to grow. Europeans must realize that failing to take
      the initiative and share the burdens of the Alliance will strengthen those in the U.S. Congress and elsewhere who
      favor a troop withdrawal from Europe. But on the European side there is an equally pressing need for cooperation
      and a more rational and efficient use of resources since demographic trends do not augur well for NATO’s future
      manpower requirements. European defense cooperation is the only way to secure NATO’s future in the long run and
      reduce some of the current frictions by placing the Alliance partnership on a more equal footing. Getting there
      will not be easy, however.
    


    
      Other chapters in this volume make detailed recommendations about defense cooperation at the level of
      forces, doctrine, and strategy. They suggest that much can be done to ensure the continued health and vitality of
      the Alliance. Additionally, as Philip Sabin points out in his chapter of this book, there are ways to draw
      interested publics and the experts into a more fruitful and constructive dialogue about NATO’s future. However, a
      number of important initiatives could be taken at the institutional level which, if adopted, would give a better
      sense of direction and purpose to the Alliance and promote European defense
      cooperation.48
    


    
      Already within Europe there exist a large number of institutions whose ostensible purpose is to promote
      defense cooperation. Why haven’t t they been more effective? Part of the difficulty is that mandates are either
      too narrow or too broad. Some lack the teeth to do their jobs. Others have overlapping missions which too often
      become an excuse for inaction. The number of institutions needs to be reduced, missions clarified and redefined,
      and the process of coordinating the operations of different agencies streamlined. Although a detailed discussion
      is outside the scope of this review, the following initiatives should be considered.
    


    
    

    Conventional Defense
    

    



    
      Much of the debate in the Alliance about conventional force improvements has focused on defense spending
      and the absolute contributions of individual members. This is part of the problem since a rational and more
      efficient use of resources is likely to make a greater contribution to defense than further increases in
      spending. Procurement is one area where cooperation would have significant benefits. Although there has been some
      cooperation on a project-by-project basis, the process has been largely ad hoc and, at present, there is
      no systematic effort to integrate long-term defense procurement plans within NATO.
    


    
      If procurement is to be coordinated, the approach will have to be incremental to facilitate the process of
      structural readjustment. The multi-year approach to defense spending in Europe provides a basis for coordination,
      unlike the system of annual appropriations in the United States, which has been an impediment to U.S. -European
      cooperation. The institutional machinery to promote cooperation does not exist, however, and this goal is
      unlikely to be achieved until the European Economic Community (EEC), which has the authority to promote
      coordination at the governmental and industrial level, is brought into the process. So far, the EEC has resisted
      involvement in defense planning and production, and concerted effort will be required at the top political levels
      to overcome that reluctance.
    


    
      President Mitterrand’s ‘Eureka’ proposal calling for a combined European initiative to promote research and
      development on space technologies in response to ‘Star Wars’ may stimulate cooperation.49 Europe fears that it will get left out of the
      third industrial revolution taking place in advanced technology, and there is widespread
      support for the spirit, if not the substance, of the Mitterrand proposal.
    


    
    

    Nuclear Policy
    

    



    
      There has been virtually no formal cooperation among Western Europeans on nuclear weapons policy, partly
      because the machinery to sustain cooperation does not exist. Europeans have arrived at their positions in NATO’s
      Nuclear Planning and High Level Groups independently, although extensive bilateral discussions took place just
      before the Montebello decision to cut the size of NATO’s battlefield nuclear forces.
    


    
      The absence of consultation and the failure to develop coordinated positions is one reason why Europe has
      so often played a passive, reactive role in the Alliance on nuclear policy issues. There was no real discussion
      among Western European governments about the consequences of NATO’s dual-track decision on INF, even though
      President Mitterrand proposed such a discussion among deployment countries within the framework of the European
      Council.50 If Europeans are to
      develop ideas and initiatives of their own, they are going to have to sustain a dialogue among themselves and
      develop the institutional machinery to build up their combined expertise on nuclear matters. The WEU could serve
      as a forum for multilateral consultations because its membership comprises the major countries of Europe and it
      has the particular advantage of including France. But its main disadvantage is that it excludes a number of EEC
      members of NATO (Denmark, Norway, Greece, Spain, Portugal, and Turkey). The WEU, however, could be used now to
      initiate multilateral discussions on European nuclear policy and, at some future point, its membership could be
      expanded.
    


    
    

    Arms Control
    

    



    
      Europeans have had a longstanding input into the arms control process and have taken important initiatives
      on their own. The Conference on European Security and Cooperation was undertaken largely on the basis of European
      initiative. France played a major role in the organization of the Conference on European Disarmament in
      Stockholm.51 The Mutual and
      Balanced Force Reduction talks in Vienna have seen European input into arms control of conventional forces.52
    


    
      Europe has made its views on nuclear arms control known through the Special
      Consultative Group. During the START and INF talks, the United States kept its allies abreast of developments
      through a regular series of multilateral consultations. But there is more that could be done to strengthen
      Europe’s role and to represent its interests with greater force and vigor to the United States. The French, for
      example, need to be brought more closely into European discussions about arms control despite their longstanding
      skepticism about its value and their continued refusal to become signatories to the nuclear Non-Proliferation
      Treaty. The potential threat to France’s nuclear deterrent posed by the possible deployment of ballistic missile
      defenses by both super-powers may encourage France to reassess its position, however.
    


    
      The intergovernmental structures that have sprung up in response to the European Political Community (EPC)
      provide a ready network for regularized consultations on arms control as does the newly formed Arms Control and
      Disarmament Committee of the WEU.53 An ongoing dialogue is central to policy coordination and the development of unified
      positions. If those positions are based on an informed understanding of the issues, Europe will increase its
      influence and strengthen its credibility. Visible political commitment to the process will also reassure the
      public.54
    


    
    

    Out-of-Area Disputes
    

    



    
      European coordination in out-of-area disputes has been quite limited. Europeans have broken ranks when
      foreign policy interests have diverged. European responses to the Arab oil embargo in 1973 are a case in
      point.55 Moreover,
      decolonization has created residual loyalties and interests which have been difficult to reconcile. Nevertheless,
      there are areas of agreement. Europeans were quick to reach a consensus after the Soviets invaded Afghanistan and
      they have demonstrated similar outlooks on the Central American conflict.56 The EPC could play a more vigorous role in
      forging common European positions to conflicts and crises arising outside of Europe. The European Parliament
      might also serve as a forum for debating those positions.
    


    
      These proposals illustrate the kinds of institutional reforms that should be undertaken to foster greater
      defense cooperation in Western Europe. Unless this cooperation is achieved, however, the likelihood of the
      Alliance failing will increase. None of the arrangements for Western European security and cooperation that have
      been proposed is an attractive alternative. Some might actually threaten the peace and freedom Western Europe enjoys now. Thus, Alliance reform with a strengthened European pillar is
      critical to Western European security.
    


    
      Although the idea is certainly not new, its time has surely come. But attention must be paid to the
      institutional setting. This has been a failing of proposals for defense cooperation in the past that have sought
      to promote cooperation on a largely ad hoc basis, and in the context of this or that project, rather than
      within an overall institutional design. The institutional basis for European defense cooperation has already been
      laid, however. The challenge is to build on it. Although institutional reform is not the only answer, and even
      though it will also take a good measure of political will to foster cooperation, there is little doubt that
      Europe must build its pillar in the Alliance now.
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    Introduction1


    
      This chapter proceeds from the premise that military planning alone is insufficient to assure Europe a
      secure future. Trends in trade patterns, raw materials availability, business practices, and world-wide economic
      interdependencies require European planners to take a broader view of their nations’ security. Events of the last
      decade have dramatized how international economic relationships can disturb the well-being of European society,
      and have revealed the need for planning to make the European economy less susceptible to unforeseen political and
      economic events. Thus, this analysis attempts to define the concept of economic security, to discuss the policy
      alternatives for West European economic security planning, and to delineate the differences between the United
      States and Western Europe on economic security issues.
    


    
      The analysis begins by reviewing two episodes that clearly reveal the prominent issues for West European
      economic security planning: the 1973 Arab oil embargo, and the 1981 Urengoi trade sanctions dispute. An important
      theme common to both these episodes is the divergence between U.S. and European approaches to economic security
      issues. Not only do these episodes provide examples of the planning problems and policy alternatives that are
      present in economic security issues, but they also provide empirical observations that suggest a theoretical
      framework for this analysis of economic security.
    


    
      The similarities between the 1973 embargo and the 1981 sanctions highlight two well-known approaches to
      economic security planning, namely the reduction of either the sensitivity or the vulnerability of national
      economies to external influences. They also suggest a third approach which has received less attention than the
      other two; this third approach characterizes economic security planning as a portfolio
      problem, and offers several new insights into the divergence between the United States and Western Europe over
      economic security. This chapter defines all three approaches, but gives special attention to the portfolio
      approach. A portfolio model of West European economic security leads directly to an analysis of the production
      and trade patterns that characterize the West European and U.S. economies. Thus, the following sections also
      present export, import, and production data for the United States and Western Europe. This data reveals
      historical trends in international trade that suggest how and why the different structures of the U.S. and
      European economies promote divergent perspectives on economic security planning.
    


    
      By posing the issue as a divergence between the United States and Western Europe over economic security
      issues, this analysis makes a key simplification of the problem faced by each West European country in securing
      its economy. Despite important differences among them, this analysis views the countries of Western Europe
      collectively to bring forth the transatlantic divergence. Furthermore, each West European country is enmeshed in
      a highly integrated regional economy, thereby making any important economic security problem a regional issue.
      Thus, it is reasonable to treat Western Europe as a cohesive entity for this discussion of economic
      security.
    


    
    

    A Definition of Economic Security


    
      There are many definitions of national security, but all pertain to the protection of a society’s way of
      life. Most definitions focus on military threats to a nation’s borders or to its vital interests around the
      world, and the military means to protect these interests. A broader definition of national security, however, is
      necessary to place economic security in the same framework as analyses of military security.
    


    
      Richard Ullman offers a comprehensive definition of what constitutes a threat to national security:
    


    
      a threat to national security is an action or sequence of events that (1) threatens drastically and over a
      relatively brief span of time to degrade the quality of life for the inhabitants of a state, or (2) threatens
      significantly to narrow the range of policy choices available to the government of a state or to private,
      nongovernmental entities (persons, groups, corporations) within the state.2
    


    
      For this discussion of the economic dimensions of national security, a parallel
      concept emerges. A nation’s economic security can be defined as the degree to which the provision of goods and
      services in its economy is protected from external actions or events that are perceived to degrade or threaten
      the smooth operation of that economy. This concept leads to an operational measure of economic security. When a
      nation’s economic health, measured by growth in Gross Domestic Product (GDP), is impervious to deliberate
      disruptive attempts or unintentional, random events, then that nation’s economy is secure. Conversely, when its
      gross economic output reacts greatly to international developments without the possibility of mitigating action,
      then the nation possesses a low degree of economic security. Thus, a nation’s economic security can be measured
      by the extent to which GDP fluctuates with external changes.
    


    
    

    Arab Oil Embargo


    
      The 1973 Arab oil embargo and production cutback was perhaps the most shocking reminder to Western Europe
      in recent decades that its economy is highly vulnerable to unanticipated reductions in the availability of
      important factors of production. The events in 1973 made potential losses of oil supply and rapid price increases
      in oil from the Persian Gulf the prime threat to European economic security.
    


    
      To recall briefly the events of the oil embargo, in October 1973 the Arab oil producers cut supplies to the
      United States and the Netherlands, and reduced total production, in response to their support for and military
      assistance to Israel during the 1973 Arab -Israeli War. The structure of the international oil market in 1973
      made it impossible, however, for the Persian Gulf oil producers to specifically target the United States and the
      Netherlands. The major oil corporations controlled the allocation of approximately 90 percent of Persian Gulf oil
      exports and could therefore spread the burden of the oil shortfall among all consuming countries. But even though
      the burden was allocated equitably, the nominal price of crude oil and oil products increased on the order of 400
      percent.3 In 1973, spot market
      prices for crude oil jumped from less than $3.00 per barrel to over $15.00. In fact, one group of Japanese buyers
      in December 1973 paid a record price of $16. 50 for Iranian crude.4 Official Saudi contract prices reflected the
      jump in spot prices; the Saudis increased their official price from $5.18 in early 1973 to $11.65 per
      barrel.5
      

      

    


    
      Table 10.1:
      Effect of 1973 Oil Embargo on GNP Growth Rates of Western Europe and the United States (percent annual
      growth)
      

      

    


    
      The economic ramifications of the oil supply curtailment have been carefully analyzed, but for the purposes
      of this analysis it is enough to look at the growth figures for Gross National Product (GNP) for Western Europe
      and the United States. Table 10.1 compares the
      1973– 1974 actual GNP growth rates to the expected growth rates before the embargo. These growth reductions
      attributable to the oil shortfall and concomitant price escalation translate into an immediate GNP loss to the
      United States and Western Europe of over 30 billion dollars each at 1973 prices.6 Furthermore, the longer term costs imposed upon
      Western Europe and the United States, which resulted in large part from the increased payments for oil imports in
      the years following the crisis, totaled in the hundreds of billions of dollars.7
    


    
      Although Western Europe was able to adopt some measures that reduced its oil import dependence from 60
      percent in 1974 to the current level of just over 50 percent, achieving self-sufficiency is not possible. Thus,
      the major international policy response to the 1973 oil embargo was the formation of the International Energy
      Agency (IEA) and the International Energy Plan (IEP), which specified oil-sharing arrangements and stockpile
      requirements for Western Europe and the United States. In the event of an oil shortfall, the IEP was to mitigate
      the rush for spot purchases that cause concomitant price increases by systematically spreading the burden of the
      shortfall equitably among the member countries. The IEP is an energy security policy that not only attempts to
      reduce the vulnerability of the European economy to oil supply fluctuations, but also seeks to reduce the
      incentives for competition among the countries of Western Europe during supply crises.
    


    
      While the Arab oil embargo demonstrated to West European planners the impossibility of
      achieving autarky in energy supplies, the United States was not so easily dissuaded from seeking energy
      independence. In the aftermath of the embargo, the Nixon Administration responded with Project Independence, a
      program that initially proposed to make the United States self-sufficient in energy by the year 1980. By 1975 it
      was clear that the goal of total energy independence was unrealistic, but the program was merely scaled back and
      refocused to reduce U.S. dependence on imported oil by four million barrels per day by 1980, a 50 percent
      reduction.8 This approach to
      energy planning assumed that reducing oil imports would directly improve U.S. economic security. Although many
      analysts argue that the goal of complete energy independence is unrealistic for any country, reducing import
      dependence is a policy choice characteristic of the U.S. perspective on economic security.
    


    
    

    Urengoi Pipeline and U.S. Economic Sanctions


    
      Few incidents have raised as many questions about the strategic relationships among Western Europe, the
      United States, and the Soviet Union as the Urengoi natural gas project. The largest undertaking of its kind, the
      project will ultimately deliver annually forty billion cubic meters of Soviet natural gas to West European
      markets. The 5,000 kilometer pipeline runs from western Siberia to Czechoslovakia and required nearly 12 billion
      dollars of Western investment for pipeline equipment. Nearly every country in Western Europe will receive some
      portion of the 40 billion cubic meters (bcm) of gas that the pipeline can ultimately deliver each year. France
      initially contracted for an annual supply of 8 bcm; Germany signed for around 12 bcm; the remainder of the gas is
      to be delivered to Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Austria.9 However, the economic recession of 1981 has
      reduced the near-term needs of the West European natural gas buyers significantly.
    


    
      The Europeans’ decision to proceed with the pipeline deal and the United States’ subsequent imposition of
      economic sanctions on West European pipeline equipment manufacturers, show how differently policymakers on either
      side of the Atlantic viewed the protection of European security interests. The U.S. reaction to the pipeline
      negotiations became confrontational when the Reagan Administration took office. In December 1981 President Reagan
      announced a ban preventing U.S. companies from participating in the pipeline equipment sales. Then in June 1982
      the United States extended the ban to overseas companies supplying pipeline equipment under
      license to U.S. companies. The extension of the sanctions affected two firms in Germany, two in France, one in
      Great Britian, and one in Italy.10 The new sanctions were an unprecedented move which then caused an unprecedented furor
      throughout Europe.
    


    
      A prominent issue in the debate was Western European dependence on Soviet natural gas once the Urengoi
      export pipeline became operational. In essence, the debate was a disagreement about how Europe should diversify
      its energy imports. On the one hand, the Reagan Administration maintained that Urengoi gas imports represented an
      unacceptably high dependence of the European economy on the Soviet Union for an important economic input. The
      Urengoi export pipeline will eventually deliver annually forty billion cubic meters of gas to European markets.
      This level of Soviet supply represents about 30 percent of Western Europe’s natural gas imports, 20 percent of
      its total gas consumption, but less than 5 percent of total energy consumption. Soviet gas made up about 22
      percent of West European imports in 1983.
    


    
      On the other hand, having been sensitized by the 1973 Arab oil embargo and the 1979 Iranian Revolution and
      Persian Gulf crisis, the European governments perceive Soviet gas as a feasible and relatively reliable
      alternative to Persian Gulf oil. If Europe were to delay imports of Soviet gas, it is likely that most of the
      substitution of Soviet gas would take place in industrial and utility boiler applications, which use fuel
      oil.
    


    
      The U.S. government vigorously pressed the point that there are alternative sources for gas imports to
      Western Europe. The United States contended that Norway and Nigeria had sufficient endowments of natural gas to
      make the Urengoi export line superfluous. Indeed, the gas resources of these two countries are sizable. The
      problem with Nigerian and Norwegian gas, however, is the uncertainty about when, if ever, sizable amounts of gas
      can be exported to Europe and at what price. They will neither be available in the same time frame as Soviet gas,
      nor will they be available at the same cost. Gas from the Troll field in the North Sea is expected to be the most
      costly gas delivered to continental Europe, at around six to seven dollars per million British thermal units
      (mBtu), and the gas-gathering network and liquefaction facilities required for Nigerian gas will make it very
      expensive, probably five to six dollars per mBtu. These prices compare unfavorably to Soviet gas delivered to
      Western Europe at around four and a half to five dollars per mBtu.
    


    
      The Urengoi natural gas pipeline episode highlighted the divergence of interests
      between the United States and Western Europe in economic security issues. The divergence was so great during the
      imposition of the sanctions by the United States that European policymakers began to look at the United States as
      the main opponent in the incident. The United States wielded its economic relationship with Europe as an
      offensive weapon against Europe, and thus changed from an ally to an opponent during the course of events.
      Because the United States has a predominant position in some sectors of high technology trade, the sanctions
      posed a serious threat to European economic security.
    


    
      The trade sanctions also demonstrated the inability of the United States to judge the full benefits of a
      trade arrangement like the gas deal. Not only did the Urengoi project diversify the European energy sources, it
      also allowed European industry to diversify export markets. At the same time that Soviet gas planners wanted to
      purchase fifteen billion dollars worth of steel pipe and pipeline equipment, the Western markets for European
      steel and heavy industry were in the middle of the worst recession in more than a decade. In sum, the pipeline
      incident emphasized to European policymakers that, in addition to the economic security threats in the East and
      the South, there was an opponent in the West that could, and did, intentionally exercise its economic power to
      the detriment of the European economy.
    


    
    

    Three Approaches to Economic Security


    
      Both the Arab oil embargo and the Urengoi dispute provide several lessons for economic security planners.
      The 1973 and 1981 episodes portray three distinct approaches to economic security planning. Keohane and Nye make
      a useful distinction between two concepts, ‘sensitivity’ and ‘vulnerability,’ that delineate important approaches
      to economic security planning.11
      ‘Sensitivity’ reflects how quickly changes in one country bring about costly changes in another, and how great
      the costly effects are, before mitigating policy measures can be taken. ‘Vulnerability’ is a nation’s liability
      to suffer costs imposed by external events even after steps have been taken to diminish the costly
      effects.
    


    
      In the first case, a nation can undertake policies that attempt to reduce the sensitivity of its economy to
      external events. In the context of economic security planning, this means reducing the reliance of an economy on
      the rest of the world so that it is unaffected by worldwide recessions, commodity disruptions, etc.; this is an
      autarkic approach to economic security planning. The best examples of such an approach are
      the attempt of countries, especially the United States, to achieve energy independence. In both the 1973 and 1981
      episodes, the United States showed itself to be particularly fond of the sensitivity reduction approach to
      economic security planning. As described above, Project Independence was the operational manifestation of an
      autarkic approach to energy supply planning. Furthermore, the U.S. posture throughout the Urengoi debate was that
      the Europeans should develop indigenous resources within their own community. U.S. administration officials
      pressed strongly for the Norwegians, British, and Dutch to review their gas export policies so that Western
      Europe could forego increased dependence on Soviet gas. But as the next section argues, an autarkic approach to
      economic security planning is impossible for European policymakers, who must rely on policies designed to either
      reduce vulnerability or to manage economic uncertainties.
    


    
      In the second place, a nation can undertake policies that reduce its vulnerability to potentially damaging
      events. Good examples of this type of policy are the creation of strategic stockpiles of raw materials that are
      crucial for the operation of the economy, or the development of the International Energy Agency’s oil-sharing
      plan. The IEA was formulated after the 1973 embargo to create and execute two types of vulnerability reduction
      policies: strategic oil stocks and the IEP.12 The IEA required member states to keep oil stocks equal to 90 days of oil imports. The
      IEP was designed to complement the stockpile program by specifying formulae for the allocation of oil resources
      during a disruption, thus assuring member states that no one state would be selectively hit by a shortage. Both
      of these policies were intended to reduce the vulnerability of the Western economies to unexpected oil
      shortages.
    


    
      Keohane and Nye’s concepts, however, ignore a third thrust of economic security planning. A nation can also
      attempt to manage the uncertainties associated with a particular economic input so that the variability of the
      input is kept small. Since this third approach to economic security planning has had relatively little attention
      in the literature, the concepts behind the management of economic uncertainties deserve a more detailed
      discussion.
    


    
      The explicit attention by West European policymakers to diversification of energy supplies in the post-1973
      period indicates how countries attempt to manage the uncertainty associated with energy imports. The Urengoi
      pipeline dispute had its origins in this exact issue, and demonstrated how important this approach is to West
      European economic planning. The goal of managing economic uncertainties is to structure the
      separate, highly variable economic inputs (in this case suppliers of natural gas), so that the total input is
      more stable and predictable, thereby reducing induced variations in economic output, or GDP. The Europeans argued
      that additional Soviet gas would contribute to the stability of total gas supply and therefore promote the
      stability of GDP growth; the United States, taking the opposing view, attempted to convince the West European
      planners that total natural gas supply would be more certain without Urengoi gas.
    


    
      We can best analyze how the uncertainty of a natural gas supplier, or any other economic input, can affect
      GDP growth by looking at the economic security issue as a portfolio problem. The term ‘portfolio’ is used in much
      the same sense as in finance theory. While in finance theory a portfolio refers to a collection of stocks and
      bonds that provide the investor with an overall rate of return on assets, this discussion of economic security
      considers portfolios of economic inputs that produce an overall rate of economic growth for a country’s or a
      region’s total economy.
    


    
      The portfolio framework helps explain the complex interactions that characterize economic security. It
      clearly specifies the objective of economic security planning, namely minimizing the uncertainty of overall
      economic performance. Furthermore, the portfolio framework suggests how to characterize the risks of
      international economic interactions by measuring the statistical variance of GDP growth induced by the
      fluctuations of individual inputs.13 Finally, it reveals how economic security planning re quires Western Europe to make a
      trade-off between the risks and benefits of economic growth.
    


    
      A direct result of portfolio analysis is an analytic tool called an ‘efficient portfolio set,’ which
      explicitly depicts the risk-versus-return trade-off inherent in economic security planning. Essentially, an
      efficient portfolio set helps us estimate how much it costs and economy like that of Western Europe to reduce the
      uncertainty of economic performance through the diversification of economic inputs. For instance, the efficient
      set makes it possible to clarify the question about what constitutes the appropriate level of Soviet gas imports
      for Western Europe. Once the costs and the uncertainties of gas imports from different suppliers are specified,
      the derivation of efficient sets like that depicted in Figure 10.1 is a well-formed
      mathematical problem.14
    


    
      The curve in Figure 10.1 plots the minimum risk achievable for any given level of
      average cost for gas imports. Risk is measured by a statistic called ‘contract deviation,’ which characterizes
      the variability of total gas imports.15 The main feature of the efficient set shown in Figure 10.1 is the
      inverse relationship between minimum risk and average cost of gas imports between $4.30 and $4.50 per mBtu. In
      this range of average costs, Western Europe must pay a higher average cost to reduce the fluctuation of total gas
      imports. Although risk can be reduced by paying higher prices for gas, it cannot be totally eliminated. Any point
      above the curve is achievable, but not efficient, as are the points on the upward sloping portion of the curve.
      Thus, Western Europe wants to locate its gas import portfolio at some point on the downward sloping part of the
      curve. The precise location depends on how much Western Europe is willing to pay for risk reduction. As the slope
      of the curve gets flatter, the price of risk reduction gets higher.
    


    
      
        Figure 10.1: Efficient Portfolio Set for West European Natural Gas Imports
      
[image: Image]

      
        Source: Boyce I.Greer, ‘European Economic Security and International Natural Gas Trade: Optimal Portfolio
        of Gas Imports.’ Ph.D. dissertation. Harvard University (June 1985).
      

    


    
      Figure 10.1 also shows the risk/cost position of the actual 1983 gas import portfolio
      for Western Europe. In 1983 Western Europe received about 36 percent of its gas from the Netherlands, 28 percent
      from Norway, 13 percent from Algeria, and 23 percent from the USSR.16 This particular portfolio of gas imports is
      efficient and approaches the minimum risk combination of gas imports for Western Europe.17 The position of the 1983
      portfolio indicates that Western Europe is willing to bear large incremental costs to reduce the risk of gas
      imports, and that it is efficient for Western Europe to import substantial amounts of gas from the Soviet Union.
      This is a typical result of a portfolio analysis: it is often optimal for a portfolio to include even the
      riskiest alternatives, whether making financial investments, purchasing natural gas, or developing macroeconomic
      plans.
    


    
      An important insight provided by the portfolio framework is the need to assess a multitude of individual
      economic risks simultaneously. Contrast this situation with traditional security calculations which tend to be
      sequential, bilateral assessments of military problems or threats. For the military problem, the typical mode of
      analysis tends to focus on the development of contingencies, or scenarios, and then determine what military
      capability is needed to meet the threat. The contingencies are analyzed separately, with total military
      requirements calculated as the sum of separate contingencies.
    


    
      As shown by the portfolio model, prudent economic security planning cannot proceed in this fashion simply
      because isolated incidents are not the primary unit of analysis. Contingencies in economic security planning are
      important only to the extent that they affect the overall delivery of goods and services in the West European
      economy. The operational measure of economic security, i.e., fluctuations in GDP growth, demands that the
      analysis concentrate on the overall measure rather than individual events.
    


    
    

    Predominance of Trade in Western Economies


    
      The economies of Western Europe and the rest of the world are linked together through a myriad of trade
      relationships which provide the primary focus of West European economic security planning. Tables 10.2 and 10.3 present data that
      depict the historical importance of trade to the U.S. and European economies. The most striking feature of the
      data is the glaring disparity between the relative role of trade in GDP in the two economies. Table 10.2 demonstrates that the volume of inter national trade between Western Europe and the rest
      of the world is more than twice that of the United States, despite the roughly comparable sizes of their GDP.
      Table 10.3 lists the ratio of exports and imports
      to GDP, and thus gives a more explicit picture of the relative importance of trade to the two regions. It is
      clear from this data that Western Europe is much more dependent on interaction in the international marketplace
      than is the United States. This data suggests why the United States is more disposed to autarkic economic
      security planning than is Western Europe.
      

      

    


    
      Table 10.2:
      Value of Exports, Imports, and Gross Domestic Product for Western Europe and the United States (billion dollars
      at current prices and exchange rates)
      

      

    


    
      The geographic distribution of West European trade over the last decade is strikingly different from that
      of the United States. On one dimension, West European trade with Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union is many
      times that of U.S. trade with the East. Even so, Table
      10.3 shows that Western Europe’s trade with the East is less than one percent of West European GDP. The
      corresponding figure for the United States is minuscule, and is measured in one hundreths of a percent.
      Nevertheless, Table 10.3 indicates that the GDP
      share of Western Europe’s trade with the rest of the world is three times that of the United States. Western
      Europe is dependent on trade for fully one-quarter of its GDP, making autarky impossible. Thus, vulnerability
      reduction and risk management through portfolio diversification are the only alternatives for European economic
      security planning.
      

      

    


    
      Table 10.3:
      Export and Import Share of GDP for Western Europe and the United States (percent)
      

      

    


    
      The 1973 embargo and the 1981 trade sanctions have made European dependence on imported energy a primary
      focus of economic security planning. Yet, Europe is also primarily dependent on imports of other raw materials
      that are crucial for the efficient operation of the European economy. Metals like cobalt, platinum, and zinc are
      all imported from the Soviet Union and countries in south and west Africa. Many industrial processes, such as
      petrochemical and microcircuitry production, depend directly on these materials.
    


    
      Another import that is crucial for West European economic performance is technology. Primarily supplied by
      the United States and Japan, West European companies produce many products with technology under foreign license.
      This dependence allowed the United States to extend its sanctions to European companies that participated in the
      Urengoi natural gas project. Most of the orders for pipelayers, turbines, and compressor parts filled by European
      companies used U.S. technology licensed to European firms. Thus, the U.S. government attempted to block the
      delivery of the pipeline components, to the economic detriment of the European vendors.
    


    
      Exports are also important for economic security planning. To maintain its balance of
      payments, Western Europe exports processed products and manufactured goods worldwide. The security concern with
      exports is that foreign markets remain accessible for European exporters. Markets in Africa, the Middle East,
      Eastern Europe, Southeast Asia, and the United States have all shown degrees of riskiness and volatility. When
      these markets are restricted or closed to European exporters, for whatever reason, then the European economy
      suffers. For instance, in the aftermath of the 1973 embargo the situation that disturbed the European economy
      most was not just the huge financial flows out of the European economies into the economies of the oil-exporting
      countries, but rather the fact that these transfers were not balanced by OPEC purchases of goods and services. In
      essence, the Western economies were importing energy from countries that could offer no commensurate
      opportunities for export. The ab sence of an export market for West European goods and services is a major factor
      in producing the depressed GNP growth rates shown in Table 10.1.18
    


    
      Standard forms of trade in goods and services are not the only economic interactions that are important for
      European economic security. Western Europe is tied to the rest of the world through less visible forms of trade
      in the international capital markets. The volume of transactions that occur in world capital markets, which move
      vast assets from one continent to another faster than the speed of an ICBM, has grown steadily over time. This
      development is both a great opportunity and a grave risk for Western Europe. It is an opportunity in that the
      world’s assets are available for use by European investors, and a risk because developments anywhere in the world
      can affect Western Europe instantaneously. The most notable economic security problem posed by international
      capital markets is the relationship between the U.S. government deficit and West European commercial interest
      rates.
    


    
      The period from 1981 to 1982 is an important example of how West European economic security can be damaged
      by events occurring in the international capital market. A combination of tight monetary policy by the U.S.
      Federal Reserve and a rapidly increasing government deficit put enormous upward pressure on the cost of capital
      in the United States. Attracted by unprecedented interest rates, foreign investors began to invest their
      Eurodollars or petrodollars in short and midterm bond markets. The immediate effect of this flow of capital into
      the United States was to force European banks and bond issuers to offer comparable interest rates to European
      investors. The skyrocketing interest rates decreased domestic investment and sharply reduced
      economic growth during 1981 and 1982.
    


    
    

    Mutuality of Economic Interaction


    
      It was argued above that both imports and exports have important effects on West European economic
      security, but the same is true for any region or country. This observation has far-reaching ramifications for
      economic security planning, because it means that the incentives for stable economic interaction are mutual. The
      overall mutuality of economic interdependence provides a predominant long-term incentive for cooperation.
      Standard inter national economic theory shows how both trading partners are made better off through trade. Any
      event that disrupts trade, therefore, hurts both trading partners. This characteristic of economic interaction
      distinguishes economic security from military security. Seldom is it the case that incentives in military
      security issues actually promote cooperation.19
    


    
      With respect to East-West gas trade, Western Europe and the Soviet Union are dependent on each other for
      reliable trade behavior. While Western Europe will depend on reliable gas supply, most analysts also recognize
      the Soviet Union’s need to earn hard currency, purchase technology, and manage its trade balance. Thus,
      unreliable natural gas trade can hurt the Soviets as much as the Europeans.
    


    
      The mutuality of international trade makes it difficult to evaluate the relative risks of Urengoi gas
      vis-à-vis other prospective suppliers of natural gas. The Europeans received direct economic benefits from their
      cooperation with the Soviets because Soviet willingness to build the export line hinged largely on their ability
      to purchase large quantities of construction equipment, steel pipe, and compressor equipment. Many of these
      purchases were made from European companies. For instance, Mannesman AG and Thyssen AG of West Germany received
      from the Soviets a contract for 700,000 tons of large diameter pipe.20 Other equipment manufacturers like AEG
      Telefunken of West Germany, Alsthom-Atlantique, and Nuovo Pignone of Italy received large contracts to supply
      compressor turbines and related equipment.21 Thus, much of the money being lent to the Soviets for the pipeline project was being
      spent within Western Europe when the European economy was in the middle of the 1981–1982 recession.22
    


    
      American critics of the Urengoi project inadvertently argued quite persuasively for the mutuality of
      dependencies created by the project. Since the ruble is not convertible into Western currency, the Soviets
      must earn much needed hard currency directly through the export of raw materials and
      manufactured goods. Large-scale gas exports, therefore, give the Soviet Union a new capability to earn this hard
      currency. Furthermore, due to the inability of Soviet agriculture, high technology, and consumer industries to
      meet domestic demand for their respective products, the Soviet Union makes large purchases every year from the
      West. To the extent that hard currency earnings contribute to Soviet economic strength, the U.S. government would
      have Europe deny the Soviets any source of hard currency. Stagnant or declining oil revenues make gas exports
      doubly important as a hard currency earner, and emphasize the incentives for the Soviets to promote a stable,
      thriving East-West gas trade.
    


    
      The United States pressed the hard currency argument even further by hypothesizing the effect that
      increased hard currency earnings could have on Soviet military expansion. Since hard currency earnings strengthen
      the Soviet economy, the U.S. argued, the Soviets will be better able to maintain a high level of military
      expenditure. This line of reasoning implies that Western Europe should take all possible measures to make it
      difficult for the Soviet Union to maintain its economic strength. The Urengoi gas export project, therefore,
      should be avoided to deprive the Soviet Union of hard currency earnings. The extent to which Soviet hard currency
      earnings are related to economic activity in Soviet consumer sectors and Soviet military expenditures is an
      empirical question which has so far been addressed unsatisfactorily. However, most Sovietologists believe
      military expenditures retain a high priority regardless of developments in the Soviet consumer sector.23 This argument is particularly
      interesting for this analysis, since it depicts how closely the economic and military versions of national
      security overlap.
    


    
      This discussion about the mutual incentives for stable East -West trade patterns and the dangers inherent
      in trading with the Soviets leads naturally to the question: when do these incentives break down? Generally,
      there are two conditions that diminish mutual incentives for cooperative behavior in trade. First, there are
      instances in which trade is conducted for reasons other than mutual commercial interests, e.g., subsidized
      exports of oil or other raw materials. For instance, during the 1950s the Soviet Union exported oil to Yugoslavia
      and Israel as an enticement for political cooperation, but suspended deliveries when each country refused to
      adopt a conciliatory posture towards the Soviets. Since the incentives were asymmetric, the Soviet Union had
      nothing to lose by suspending oil deliveries.24
    


    
      The second instance that diminishes incentives for cooperative trade behavior occurs
      when the policymaking process is separate from economic interaction, thereby making it difficult for policymakers
      to adequately assess the benefits of trade. The separation of policymaking authority and business interests in
      the United States is one explanation for the U.S. government’s willingness to use economic sanctions to achieve
      political goals. Thus, the basic cooperative incentives engendered by trade can be ignored by the policy
      process.
    


    
      When the predominant tendencies for mutual cooperation begin to break down, as under the conditions
      described above, it becomes difficult to distinguish between opponents and allies in economic security issues. In
      traditional military security analysis, there is seldom a problem in determining the opponent or the threat.
      Contrast this situation with most forms of economic interaction, where trading partners are opponents and allies
      at the same time. In any trade relation there are forces that drive two countries together and others that set
      them apart. Both the 1973 embargo and the Urengoi sanctions showed how nations that are usually allies can become
      primary opponents in a situation that threatens their economic security. In the 1973 embargo one of the main
      problems was the tendency for oil-consuming nations, particularly France and Japan, to bid up the price of oil in
      the spot market to all nations’ detriment. Likewise, in the Urengoi debate Western Europe was most threatended,
      at least in the short term, by the U.S. trade sanctions, and not by problems with Soviet gas imports.
    


    
      Take, as another example of the difficulty of distinguishing opponent from ally, French gas trade with
      Algeria. Both have a mutual interest in promoting natural gas trade, but the terms of the trade, e.g., price and
      contractual terms, promote adversarial postures. Algeria wants a secure position in the French gas market so that
      it can support long-term development plans with a stable source of hard currency. Likewise, France sees Algeria
      as a primary source of natural gas for its economy. Herein lies the problem. Algeria has always been one of the
      least reliable natural gas suppliers, persistently pressing for extraordinarily high prices and delaying LNG
      deliveries to customers.25
      Conversely, the French attached several additional conditions to the contract terms that required the Algerians
      to purchase technology from the French. Thus, despite the mutual incentives for economic interaction, France and
      Algeria are mutual opponents who seek to gain from the other’s loss.
    


    
    

    Western Divergence Over Economic Security


    
      The share of international trade in total European GNP will continue to grow and make economic security
      planning more important over time. Furthermore, economic ties with the East will probably become more important
      to the West European economy. As trade grows in importance to Western Europe, East European markets will become a
      larger component of the West’s trade portfolio, and hence more important as contributors to its economic
      security.
    


    
      The economic interaction with the East is a key component to understanding the growing importance of
      economic security to European planners. The portfolio model of economic security planning emphasizes the fact
      that Western Europe must decide between the risks and benefits inherent in trading with Eastern Europe. The
      portfolio model indicates that Western Europe should evaluate economic interaction with the East in the context
      of total world trade. In terms of Europe’s macroeconomic trade portfolio, economic relationships with the East
      are especially important for diversifying economic inputs, because the planned economies of the Eastern bloc are
      less correlated with the cyclical growth patterns of the Western economies. This benefit of East-West trade was
      particularly evident with the Soviet purchases of Western pipeline supplies for the Urengoi project during the
      1981–82 recession.
    


    
      Another source of divergence between the countries of Western Europe and the United States is the
      difference between government involvement in the economic planning process. Although there is a wide variety of
      governmental participation in each European country, there is generally a relatively close relationship between
      business and economic considerations and security planning in Europe. This cooperation between governmental and
      private actors makes it more likely than in the United States that any policy decision is sensitive to the
      consequent economic costs and benefits. In short, there is a continuing recognition of the trade-off that must be
      made between economic benefits and risks.
    


    
      All trade is important to economic security, yet Western Europe’s economic interaction with Eastern Europe
      and the Soviet Union attracts particular attention in the public debate. Although relatively small, some elements
      of economic interaction with the East are continuing irritants to U.S. relations with Western Europe. Perhaps the
      main cause of the irritation is that the United States has less need to view economic security as a portfolio
      problem. Because foreign trade has a relatively low value share in the U.S. economy, the United States does not
      have to face the same risk/return trade-off that Europe must. For U.S. policymakers,
      economic benefits and diversification opportunities represented by Eastern European trade are incidental
      externalities to their predominant military security concerns, and not a necessary element for portfolio
      diversification. This is one explanation for the decision to impose sanctions on the Urengoi pipeline purchases
      at the expense, not only of European allies, but also of U.S. business interests. Finally, the trade data
      presented above indicates a basic difference in the relative risk positions of the United States and Western
      Europe; even with a minimum risk portfolio, the European position is inherently more risky.
    


    
      The United States could come to look more like an opponent than an ally with respect to Europe’s economic
      security. If the United States persists in separating economic security issues from military ones and ignoring
      the need for economic portfolio planning, its inability to recognize the need for compromise between economic
      benefits and traditional security concerns will continue to plague relations with Europe. There are sure to be
      other instances like the Soviet pipeline or oil market disruptions that will divide the Allies once again.
      Furthermore, this inability causes the United States to use economic policy in an offensive fashion that damages
      West European economic performance. This behavior only reinforces the European perception of the United States as
      an opponent in the international market that must be dealt with through economic security policy.
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    ARMED NEUTRALITY: ITS APPLICATION AND FUTURE
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      Europe is generally thought of as being divided into two political/ military blocs—the Eastern part allied
      to the Soviet Union and the Western part allied to the U.S.—so that ‘European security’ is seen to depend on the
      continuing viability of the interaction between the two. However, this classification system leaves out four
      prominent European states—Austria, Finland, Sweden, and Switzerland—which are not allied to either. Although
      these nations are militarily neutral, they are not politically neutral, and they do play a role in
      European and international affairs as well as an increasing role in U.S.-Soviet relations, especially in the
      aftermath of the Helsinki process. In order to promote an understanding of these four neutral states and their
      relevance for European security, this chapter will first define the theoretical concept of armed neutrality.
      Second, it will explain the political, economic, and military components of these states’ policies as well as
      their intentions and problems. Third, it will predict future developments for the neutral states themselves and
      explain their possible role within Europe.
    


    
    

    ‘Classical Neutrality’ Versus ‘Non-Alignment’ and ‘Finlandization’


    
      An initial problem in discussing neutral states is that the exact definition of ‘neutrality’ is often not
      well understood, and it is frequently confused with the concepts of non-alignment and Finlandization. Thus, this
      section will first define the classical concept of neutrality and then distinguish it from these two
      variations.
    


    
      The classical concept of ‘neutrality’ in international law means that a state bases its national security
      policy on the goal of abstaining from any armed conflict between other states.1 This goal does not, however, imply a policy of
      total withdrawal from international affairs. In fact, another characteristic of neutrality is that the neutral
      state is usually situated in a triangular relationship with the potential belligerents, a
      position that lends special relevance to the neutrals’ behavior from the perspective of the other parties
      involved. That position, however, has nothing in common with ideological conceptions of political neutrality or
      equidistance from the opposing sides—each of the four states discussed here, for example, clearly identifies
      itself with Western political values.
    


    
      There are two basic forms of neutrality: ad hoc or temporary neutrality, which involves abstention from one
      particular conflict; and perpetual or permanent neutrality, which involves the conduct of security policy with
      the intention of abstaining from any future conflict.
    


    
      Formal ‘obligations’ for the temporary form are four. First, the obligation of abstention forbids
      the neutral state the right to give any support to the belligerent parties. Second, the obligation of
      prevention requires the neutral’s active denial of any use of its territory by the belligerent parties.
      The failure to meet this requirement would provide legal justification to both belligerents to intervene on the
      neutral’s territory. Third, according to the obligation of impartiality, the neutral has to treat the
      belligerents equally in all non-military issues not subject to the obligation of abstention. The application of
      this clause is, however, prohibited as a means for circumventing the obligation of abstention. Fourth, the
      obligation of tolerance requires that the neutral accept certain actions by the belligerents (i.e.,
      control of neutral ships on the high seas).
    


    
      Permanent neutrality, on the other hand, requires fulfillment of these four obligations plus a fifth
      obligation, that the state not make any commitments in peacetime that would compromise its ability to maintain a
      neutral status in time of war. Most importantly, the permanent neutral must not join a defensive alliance or any
      other inter-state organization that has political or military implications, and it must prevent the use of its
      territory for military purposes by any such organization. Finally, the permanently neutral state has the
      additional obligation to maintain an ‘adequate’ armed defense capacity, determined by measuring its efforts
      against the efforts of other states comparable in size, population, and economic potential.2 However, since defense against highly
      sophisticated weapon systems (e.g., remotely piloted vehicles and cruise missiles) may easily exceed the tech
      nical and financial resources of small neutral states, the definition of what is ‘adequate’ remains extremely
      vague.
    


    
      Both permanent and ad hoc neutrality may, of course, be voluntarily abandoned by the state concerned; in
      addition, both forms of neutrality would be terminated after an action by the state that
      contradicted the law of neutrality or after an armed attack on the neutral state. The latter automatically
      exempts the neutral from the legal obligations of neutrality and restores to it all rights of international
      community (including the right to join defensive alliances).
    


    
      In contrast to the legal, military-strategic concept of armed neutrality, the mainly political concept of
      non-alignment has a strong socio-economic dimension. This concept provided developing countries after
      decolonization with a new identity in the form of an anti-colonialist (perhaps even anti-capitalist) ideology
      that supported the principles of ‘peaceful coexistence’ and the struggle for socio-economic development.3 Both neutrals and non-aligned
      countries must abstain from any bloc involvement. The greatest difference between the two is that the neutral
      state must not incur any foreign commitment (i.e., join any international organization) that would create
      military obligations, while the non-aligned state is merely forbidden to join either of the two blocs. In
      addition, the non-aligned concept is not subject to the most distinctive obligation of armed neutrality—that of
      maintaining an ‘adequate’ armed defense.
    


    
      Even more polemicized than the ‘neutral’ and ‘non-aligned’ concepts is the concept of ‘Finlandization,’ a
      term that to American ears carries the pejorative implication that a country’s behavior in foreign and domestic
      policies is ‘strongly responsive to Soviet preferences.’4 ‘Finlandization’ has been defined, for example, as ‘loss of autonomy’ and ‘a
      rising sycophancy engendered by the comforting fog of detente and above all from an ever increasing Soviet
      pressure.’5 A definition less
      colored by value judgments might describe Finlandization as ‘responsiveness in foreign policy to Soviet
      preferences, acceptance of “neutrality in peace and war,” restraint over media in one’s country to minimize
      criticism of the USSR, so as to avoid possible provocation, compensatory gestures in commercial and cultural
      contacts with the USSR.’6
      Neither Finlandization nor non-alignment has anything in common with neutrality except non-bloc membership. If
      neutrality has a predominantly military-strategic character and non-alignment a more socio-economic one, then
      Finlandization tends to be a highly polemicized catchword with heavy political and emotional overtones.
    


    
    

    The Four European Neutrals: Their Similarities and Differences


    
    

    The Different Concepts of Neutrality
    

    



    
      Ten European countries (Austria, Cyprus, Finland, Ireland, Liechtenstein, Malta, San Marino, Sweden,
      Switzerland, and Yugoslavia) have either legally instituted permanent neutrality or conduct a de facto policy of
      neutrality. The most prominent representatives of armed neutrality are Switzerland, Sweden, Austria, and Finland.
      If we keep in mind the obligations of neutrality discussed above, several points are crucial in determining
      whether and to what extent a state can maintain a neutral status: its history and traditional role in regional
      and international relations; its geostrategic location, size, and population; and its relevance to other
      countries’ perceptions and the balance of power in the region concerned.
    


    
      History is essential in understanding the development of neutrality in those four states. For the two
      ‘older’ neutrals, Switzerland and Sweden, early 19th century history is most relevant, while for the two
      ‘younger’ neutrals, Austria and Finland, the immediate post-World War II period is crucial.
    


    
      The Helvetic Confederation, the former name for Switzerland, is the model of classical neutrality with over
      400 years of tradition. At the Congress of Vienna in 1815, Switzerland requested official recognition of her
      permanent neutrality and inviolability from the then five European Powers. They agreed, and endorsed a formal
      guarantee for the Swiss status of permanent neutrality. On the same occasion, King Karl Johan XIV of Sweden
      announced his intention to follow a policy of neutrality as long as possible.7 Contrary to the Swiss demarch, though, he
      renounced any legally binding formula or guarantee. Since that time, both states have managed to abstain from any
      armed conflict due to their populations’ clear determination to defend themselves with first-rate defense
      organization and hardware.8
      Sweden’s official definition of her neutrality is ‘freedom from alliance in peace, aiming at neutrality in
      war.’9 Swedish security policy
      builds upon nationally adopted political, military, and industrial measures in order to make its neutrality
      credible in case of conflict between other nations. Sweden also insists on avoiding all legal commitments to or
      guarantees from other powers.
    


    
      Austria and Finland, on the other hand, have had a turbulent development in the last 100 years. These two
      states could establish their neutrality only in the late 1940s and early 1950s, following periods in which both
      countries suffered extensive human and material war losses. In the Austrian case, these losses were further
      enhanced by the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1919. The current independence of these two
      neutrals is marked by a unique postwar feature—a voluntary Soviet withdrawal from Austrian and Finnish soil.
      Whether because of Austria’s proximity to the traditionally neutral Switzerland or because of precaution against
      an unacceptable future outside the interpretations of the term ‘neutrality,’ the Vienna government proposed a
      reference to the ‘Swiss model’ in the State Treaty negotiations from 1945 to 1955.10 Austrian permanent neutrality has its
      international legal foundation in the unilateral declaration of permanent neutrality by the Austrian Parliament
      through the Constitutional Act (Neutrality Act) of October 26, 1955, and express or implicit recognition of this
      status by the members of the international community. Austria is thus a unique case since her neutrality was
      established upon constitutional law. Current Austrian security policy is directed by the principles of permanent
      and armed neutrality and has three main components: an active foreign policy, comprehensive national defense, and
      internal stability.
      

      

    


    
      Table 11.1: Specific 20th
      Century Historical Highlights and Description of Neutrality
      

      

    


    
      In the Finnish case, the traditional triangular inter-relationship— Helsinki-Stockholm-St. Petersburg (now
      Moscow) —continues to dominate Finland’s foreign relations. Impressed by the heroic and fierce Finnish resistance
      in World War II,11 the Soviets
      demanded a further assurance of Finno-Soviet relations in addition to those established in the Paris Peace
      Treaty. This demand led to the Finno-Soviet Treaty on Friendship, Cooperation, and Mutual Assistance (FCMA) in
      1948. The preamble of the FCMA includes the only legal reference to Finnish neutrality,12 but official Finnish interpretations emphasize
      the country’s aspiration to stay out of great power conflicts, thereby stressing its neutrality. More precisely,
      they declare ‘Finland’s policy of nonalignment in times of peace, in order to be neutral in times of war’13—a policy obviously similar to
      Sweden’s. The two Scandinavian neutrals thus have neutrality foundations different from the two Central European
      ones. Furthermore, according to Osmo Apunen, two models of Finnish neutrality exist.15 The concept of deterrence calls for a
      sufficiently strong army and economy to deter any potential aggressor, and the concept of confidence builds on
      intensive interaction with the other states of the region. Vayrynen further argues that the confidence model is
      relevant for Finnish foreign policy in times of peace and the deterrence model in times of war.16
      

      

    


    
      Table 11.2:
      Geostrategic Considerations14
      

      

    


    
    

    Geostrategic Specifications
    

    



    
      The geostrategic situations of Switzerland and Austria in Central Europe and of Sweden and Finland in
      Scandinavia lead to similarities between the two groups as in the analysis of historical elements above. Such
      similarities, however, should not lead one to leap to convenient oversimplifications since countries and
      societies rarely differ so extensively as they do between those four.
    


    
      As Table 11.2 demonstrates, each of the four
      neutrals has a common border with at least one other neutral state. This historical phenomenon (i.e., neutral
      Belgium bordered on the neutral Netherlands) is magnified in Central Europe by Liechtenstein’s policy of
      neutrality and Yugoslavia’s policy of non-alignment. Thus, a 1,000 mile-long bloc-free zone from Geneva over
      Vaduz, to Graz, down to Skopje is created.
    


    
      The geographies of Switzerland and Austria are marked by the possession of important Alpine passes; the
      climate also creates defense-supportive situations. Switzerland is an example of how special social and political
      conditions can be observed in even a small country. The 26 Swiss Cantons and Half Cantons (federal states) have
      considerable legislative and administrative independence. The social and ethnologic variety in Switzerland is
      emphasized by the four main parts of her population—Swiss Germans, Swiss Romans, Swiss Italians, and
      Retoromans.17 The last two
      groups do ,not play a major role in national security discussions, but different viewpoints exist between the
      other two. For historical, cultural, and economic reasons, Swiss Germans are the strongest supporters of the
      military aspects of armed neutrality, while the French-speaking population tends to favor the diplomatic
      components of neutrality policy.18
    


    
      Austria’s life and policy is heavily influenced by its unique geostrategic surroundings. Neighboring states
      belong to three different military strategic categories and two different political systems (see Table 11.2), placing the country in a unique situation in
      Europe. Another factor for this Alpine republic is the continuing influence of its imperial past. Its history as
      a melting-pot for German-speaking Austrians and various Slavic peoples has created the basis for economic,
      social, psychological, and cultural interactions still relevant for Austrian relations, particularly with her
      Eastern neighbors.
    


    
      The Scandinavian pair, Sweden and Finland, has to be seen in the regional context of the Nordic
      balance.19 This balance presumes
      that both superpowers have rather similar interests in this area. The three ‘Western Nordic’ states (Denmark,
      Norway, and Iceland) contribute to Western security. The Finno-Soviet FCMA serves the USSR
      by ensuring Finnish cooperation for the protection of the Soviet northwest flank. As long as Sweden remains
      ‘not-aligned’ and strong enough to make credible its refusal to allow either side access to her territory,
      neither bloc needs to be overly concerned about this area. However, any attempt by one party to disturb the
      existing balance would be met by compensating measures from the other party in order to restore the
      balance.
    


    
      Furthermore, Sweden and Finland have long coast-lines. Finnish geography is characterized by thousands of
      lakes and forests which support Finnish defense efforts by reducing areas suitable for tank operations to only 10
      percent. Still more important, Finland, which borders directly on the USSR, has the longest borderline with a
      Pact state in Europe. The important and continuing regional military buildup of the Soviet Union makes Sweden and
      Finland more important to NATO strategic planning. The harsh climatic conditions, particularly in Finland,
      contribute to the social and psychological formation of an extremely tough people—a fact the bordering Soviets
      have learned to appreciate.20
    


    
    

    Foreign Policy Dimension of Neutrality Policy
    

    



    
      All four states’ governments place a strong emphasis on foreign policy. Because of their neutral status,
      the comparative weight of their diplomatic activities is greater than non-neutral states comparable in size. This
      theory is supported by the prominence of such leading neutral politicians as Urho Kekkonen, Olof Palme, and Bruno
      Kreisky. The neutrals can act as internationally acknowledged arbiters, mediators, and protecting powers, and
      they also serve frequently as hosts for international meetings and organizations. Their foreign activities must
      also be evaluated in the broader context of their attempts to support and maintain their neutrality—a
      ‘causal-interdependence’ between needs and advantageous effects.
    


    
      Swiss, Swedish, Austrian, and Finnish efforts to host international conferences and organizations have been
      highly successful. Besides these ‘passive’ hosting activities, all four participate ‘actively’ in conferences and
      organizations, although the intensity and extent of this participation varies from neutral to neutral. The states
      are most active in the European Conference on Security and Cooperation (CSCE), the Conference on Disarmament in
      Europe (CDE), and the United Nations. The latter, however, is an important exception, for Switzerland does not
      yet have full membership in the UN. This question has become a burning national issue because of the UN
      referendum scheduled for March 1986. Swiss domestic policy is divided on the issue. On the one hand, the
      traditional Helvetic school sees a persistent threat to old Swiss permanent neutrality and fears that to become a
      UN member will challenge Swiss neutrality and have possible repercussions for Swiss liberty. The other side
      worries about possible disadvantages arising from Switzerland’s lack of formal involvement in the UN and stresses
      such full member benefits as increased contacts, cooperation, and information.
      

      

    


    
      Table 11.3: Foreign Policy
      Dimension
      

      

    


    
      Sweden may be regarded as an opposite case. Stockholm is playing a leading role in the deliberations of the
      UN Committee on Disarmament and its various working groups, and provides continuing support for such crucial
      issues as the North-South dialogue, development aid, etc. Austria, on the other hand, focuses her activities on
      issues such as refugee problems, related humanitarian affairs, the peaceful use of space, and international
      environment protection. Participation in UN peace-keeping operations offer the most prestigious activities for
      these small states to contribute directly to the peaceful resolution of conflicts.
    


    
      The CSCE and CDE have bolstered the formation of the group of ten neutral and non-aligned states, which
      tries to cooperate closely in the conferences. Austria, Switzerland, Sweden, and Finland have even established
      annual meetings of their foreign secretaries of state to discuss relevant CSCE and CDE matters, for they see in
      these forums the possibility of contributing to European peace and stability in ways not limited by their size.
      One example is enhanced participation in the area of confidence and security-building measures (CSBMs).21 Vienna and Bern have taken a
      special interest in CSBMs, presenting a number of proposals concerning military inspections and the use of
      specialized monitoring and sensor technology including satellites for verification and observation. There has
      been some discussion about a future role for the neutrals in a ‘Center for Military Cooperation’—a multinational
      neutral body located in a neutral country to explore cooperative CSBMs, their combined administration, the
      provision of neutral observers, and the clarification of other CSBM-related problems.22 The Austrian General W. Kunter has proposed
      that a European Verification Agency (EVA) be established with headquarters in Vienna in order to coordinate
      activities with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), also headquartered in Vienna. This institution
      would contribute to confidence building through information acquired by ‘national technical
      means’ and multisensor technology which then would be analyzed in the center in Vienna.23
    


    
      These highly interesting propositions, however, have yet to bear any fruit. The crucial problem is the
      necessity of ultra-high technology for any of the tasks involved in CSBMs as well as the acceptance by the powers
      concerned. There is temptation for the superpowers to use such neutral states or their personnel for their own
      purposes. Clearly, the Kremlin has adopted this strategy, but Washington so far has exhibited little interest.
      The possibilities of neutrals in arms control and verification (i.e., providing observers or a centered
      discussion basis, manning high-technology verification equipment, etc.) have yet to be recognized by
      Washington.
    


    
      In the more traditional areas of diplomacy, like the varieties of ‘good offices,’ Switzerland may serve as
      an example of what a small neutral can achieve. Next to the roles of mediator or arbitrator, the most prestigious
      but also most difficult neutral activity is acting as an international protecting power. Bern’s diplomacy became
      famous for its representation of the U.S. in the Teheran hostage crisis, and for representing London in Argentina
      during the Falklands conflict.24
      In addition, besides numerous other international organizations, Switzerland hosts the International Red Cross in
      Geneva and is a recognized center for European banking policy. These activities provide an excellent guarantee
      for Swiss permanent neutrality.
    


    
      In the case of Austrian ‘good offices,’ an additional, unique cultural component enables the citizens to
      maintain regional contacts and boosts Vienna’s East-West bridge-building diplomacy. Since World War II, the
      country has offered refuge to approximately 1.5 million refugees from the East.25 This aid may be regarded as an example of
      Austrian humanitarian activities. The government also emphasizes a good neighbor policy, promotion of
      communication, and cooperation with the surrounding Western and Eastern states. However, invitations from Austria
      to host international organizations and conferences are prompted by more than a desire to enhance national
      prestige. Such activities are of particular importance to the ‘grande sécurité’ of Austria, since having such
      international activities based in Vienna, next to her rather undefendable Eastern borders, reduces the chances of
      potential military surprises and thus has a balancing effect on both the country and the region. Similar security
      concerns were continuously used as a rationale for the extended diplomatic activities of the former federal
      chancellor, Dr. Kreisky.26
    


    
      In addition, Austria has strong relations with some Middle Eastern countries, the
      Arabic world in particular. As important and enriching as those contacts are, however, they represent a certain
      danger of involvement in crisis abroad. Although Austro-Arabic relations should not be abandoned, current and
      future governments should use the many advantages and preconditions allowing the country to reestablish— though
      within the parameters of permanent neutrality—its traditional role as a regional stabilizer and promoter of
      East-West relations in Central Europe. Current Austro-Hungarian relations can serve as a unique example of
      excellent connections between states of Eastern and Western societies.27 They are valid foundations for a possible
      future development of that region.
    


    
      The Swedish Government under Prime Minister Palme emphasized diplomatic activities regarding North-South
      relations. But besides its active role in the Third World and on issues such as international development aid,
      Sweden tries to promote international stability and security. The Stockholm International Peace Research
      Institute (SIPRI) stands for the country’s concerns. Any such undertakings should be seen within the wider
      framework of implications for the Scandinavian region caused by the international climate. In this context, the
      Palme government tries to follow its own particular path of Soviet-Swedish relations.
    


    
      The influence of overall East-West relations is perhaps most intensive on the parameters of Finnish foreign
      policy. The so-called ‘Paasikivi- Kekkonen Line’ reflects the main principles of the two post-World War II
      presidents: Paasikivi upheld friendship and a good neighbor policy with the USSR, including military and
      political cooperation in a conflict situation to maintain Finnish sovereignty, while Kekkonen continued to
      emphasize the importance of neutrality to Finland.28 Two examples stand as symptomatic of Finnish realpolitik. First was the active proposal
      of Kekkonen for a ‘North European Nuclear Free Zone’ in 1963, repeated in 1965, and finally brought to the UN
      Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. Second was Helsinki’s rejection of Moscow’s proposals for joint military
      exercises, which demonstrates Finnish awareness of the need to maintain its independence in the midst of its
      complex relations with the Soviets.29
    


    
      When President Koivisto came to power in 1982, he tried to assure the USSR that he would continue along the
      same lines, and today there are signs that the pure ‘Paasikivi line’ dominates Finnish foreign policies.30 Due to the recent leadership
      changes within the Kremlin, Helsinki is currently following a careful ‘wait and see’ tactic to evaluate new Kremlin policies for the region. Though Finland has to be sensitive and must adapt to regional
      developments, there is an ever-present danger of jeopardizing Finnish neutrality through too much adaptation.
      Helsinki must perform a delicate balancing act between the FCMA requirements to reassure the USSR that Finland
      poses no security threat, on the one hand, and the Finnish ideology that promotes a Western-style liberal
      democracy and society, on the other. As a consequence, Finnish policy entails an essentially psychological
      endeavor, aimed at establishing Soviet confidence. For this reason, Helsinki must be very cautious in its foreign
      policy activities, particularly with regard to criticism of Soviet policies. An important psychological support
      to such difficult governmental diplomacies, however, is provided by the character of the Finnish people—which is
      anything but submissive to any foreign power. Considering the Soviet experience with the heroic Finnish defense
      in four wars since 1915, the Finnish policy of neutrality becomes a necessary and successful balancing act to
      safeguard Finnish sovereignty. The term ‘Finlandization,’ hence, is an unjust oversimplification of necessary
      Finnish reactions, attitudes, and policies.
    


    
    

    Economic Dimension of Neutrality
    

    



    
      This dimension may be the most important issue currently facing all European states and in particular the
      four neutrals. Traditional analyses of the security concerns of these four deal mainly with military aspects
      —according to the dominance of military strategic issues in the classical concept of armed neutrality. Current
      developments, however, underscore the assumption that issues such as dependence on raw materials, energy, and
      especially technology are potentially dangerous to a small state. Such dependencies even tend to be multiplied by
      factors like limited financial capacities (causing reduced research and development), historic burdens, crucial
      geostrategic positions, etc. The four European neutral states represent two completely different situations:
      regarding welfare, technological development, and industrial capacity, Sweden and Switzerland, which are among
      the richest countries in the world, stand in a different position than do Austria and Finland. History (including
      war damages and reparations) in combination with traditional regional links add further complications to such
      crucial issues as dangerous one-sided dependence, East-West trade, transfer of technology, etc.
    


    
      Strong similarities among all four lie in the neutrality-oriented framework of their international economic
      behaviors. The framework derives from the principle that no permanently neutral state should
      enter into a trade agreement that could limit its political and military independence.
    


    
      As Table 11.4 demonstrates, Sweden and
      Switzerland maintain the most capable economies. Economic issues therefore play an important role in their
      neutrality policies. Their geopolitical location and their highly competitive industrial products might serve to
      explain their nearly exclusive Western-oriented trade and their strong exports. Additionally, both states try to
      maintain extensive trade relations with Third World countries.
    


    
      Regarding intra-European trade, Switzerland, Sweden, and Austria are full members of the European Free
      Trade Association (EFTA) and have a Free Trade Agreement with the European Community (EC). The special
      relationship between Finland and EFTA, called ‘FIN–EFTA,’ and the Finnish-EC Free Trade Agreement with its
      numerous Finnish reservations have to be seen in the context of Helsinki’s attempt to balance its East-West trade
      relations as much as possible. This might also serve as explanation for Finland’s granting of the ‘most favored
      nation clause’ to its eastern neighbor, the Soviet Union, as well as for Finland’s many trade-facilitating
      arrangements with the CMEA. There are, however, ongoing Helsinki-EFTA negotiations to convert FIN -EFTA into a
      full Finnish EFTA membership.
    


    
      In both the Finnish and the Austrian cases, regional history and geopolitical location create effects quite
      different from the Swiss and Swedish trade. The latter are economically oriented towards the West, whereas the
      former have had strong economic links for centuries with their Eastern neighbors—a historic fact constantly
      neglected in current strategic trade debates. In 1984 Finland was the sixth largest Western exporter to the East
      ($2,799 million in U.S. dollars), followed by Austria ($2,290 million in U.S. dollars).33 It should be recalled that those two neutrals
      lag far behind countries like France, West Germany, the United States, and Italy, which are currently
      experiencing a boom in Eastern trade, whereas Finnish and Austrian trade with the East tends to be
      declining.
    


    
      Any classical analysis of dependence and interdependence starts with energy and raw materials. All four
      neutral states, whether because of scarce natural resources, size of economy, social welfare, or limited
      financial and human resources, are dependent to a relatively high degree on foreign supplies in raw materials,
      energy, and even food. Common tactics of risk spreading and reduction of dependence on a single foreign supplier
      might be feasible but depend heavily on geographic location, transportation, and traditional trade relations. In
      one field, however, these policies do not work at all: because of relatively limited resources and limited
      R&D capacities, the countries have to obtain technological know-how in rather specialized areas. These
      technologies are essential, not only for domestic purposes, but also to keep the export industries competitive in
      the international marketplace. Any loss of access to Western technology would ultimately have repercussions for
      welfare and social stability and increase outside dependence. These are some points that should be considered
      carefully when discussing limitations on technology transfers to the four neutrals.
      

      

    


    
      Table 11.4:
      Principal Economic Data and Trade31
      

      

    


    
      Austro-American relations may serve as an example of the technology transfer issue. Since 1982, tensions
      between Vienna and Washington over this issue have increased. An enforced export law adopted by the Austrian
      federal government in spring 1985 finally calmed the situation.34 Another case in point is the peculiar character
      of many trade agreements, particularly between Austrian state-owned companies, the GDR, and the USSR, especially
      in view of the problematic relationship between export contracts and unemployment. Since the renewal of such
      long-term trade agreements affects nationwide employment, the Austrian representatives are in a weaker position
      when it comes to negotiations for renewal of these contracts. This is a problem encountered in many Austrian and
      Finnish East-West trade agreements and requires careful consideration. The important balance is provided by the
      high rate of OECD trade (see Table 11.4) of those
      two states. In the Austrian case, furthermore, the engagement of American firms with Austrian offices as a basis
      for trade with the East and the Middle East helps to match too high a dangerously one-sided dependence.
    


    
      Concerning energy dependence, all four neutrals face similar problems. Sweden, Switzerland, and Finland,
      however, try to respond with increased reliance on nuclear energy, whereas Austria focuses on the use of
      hydro-central stations.
    


    
      Because neutrality requires autarky in arms acquisition, defense industries are of great importance for the
      neutrals. All of them are strong in adapting and indigenously developing systems for the specific needs of their
      own topographies and climates. Efficient economic production of armaments can only be achieved by sufficient
      production output which, of course, ultimately leads to arms exports. Since the arms export regulations of the
      neutrals must be even stricter than those of alliance members, it might be worthwhile considering even more
      intensive cooperation in arms production. Similar topographic conditions in Austria, Sweden, and Switzerland and
      the three countries’ similar militia systems provide a common level of military hardware sophistication which
      would facilitate transnational military technology cooperation. Such cooperation would not contradict the current
      definition of armed neutrality.36
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      Given their extensive industrial, financial, and R&D capabilities, Swedish and Swiss industrial skills
      rank highest for military hardware. Sweden’s defense industry—one of the most important in Europe—is the best
      example of high autonomy (domestic supply of approximately 85 percent). The program of the JAS 39 Grippen fighter
      plane will provide the Swedish air force with Europe’s most advanced light multi-role combat plane through 1992.
      Its development, however, proves that such a high-tech program reaches the limits of even industries as advanced
      as the Swedish.37 The Grippen
      project might become easier to carry for Sweden if the other three neutrals could plan for its use according to
      the above-proposed intensified cooperation. The timing would coincide with modernization requirements in all four
      air forces. Switzerland’s arms-producing industries have equally high standards. It is, therefore, not surprising
      that several official or semi-official joint ventures have already taken place between Swedish and Swiss defense
      industries (see Table 11.6). Austrian and Finnish
      defense industries are both subject to high domestic political attention. In the Finnish case, anything linked
      with arms acquisition is treated with extreme caution. Helsinki’s very balanced foreign arms purchasing policy
      goes hand-in-hand with its support for a capable domestic defense industry. Austria, however, too often faces
      short-term domestic party polemics which not only harass defense industry planning but impede long-term national
      security.38
    


    
    

    The National Defense Dimension of Neutrality Policy


    
      In contrast to states that are free to join defensive alliances and thus obtain ‘defense by borrowed
      power,’ neutral states have only one option for their military defense—‘the defense by their own power.’39 Unlike the highly sophisticated and
      technologically advanced forces of Sweden and Switzerland, the much younger Austrian and Finnish forces are faced
      with an additional impediment: they have to act under qualitative and/or quantitative legal limitations. All four
      states also suffer from relatively small amounts of available material and human resources, but enjoy strong
      public support for national defense issues. These factors allowed the establishment of ‘total defense doctrine’
      that covers military, economic, civil, and psychological components based upon a militia system adapted to their
      respective manpower resources and enabling mobilization of reserves within a few hours. Topography and climate in
      Austria, Switzerland, Sweden, and Finland have led to the development of an area-defense doctrine. The common
      defense strategy is essentially a strategy of ‘double dissuasion.’ Since a small state cannot credibly deter by
      threat of retaliation, it must prevent war by decisiveness and defensive readiness (the ‘first dissuasion’),
      making clear to any potential adversary that an attack would be extremely costly —in other words, there would be
      a high price of entry. If that strategy were to fail, however, then the intruder has to face a ‘second
      dissuasion’: armed defense in the form of area defense and resistance, the so-called high price of stay.
      

      

    


    
      Table 11.6:
      Defense Industry Highlights36
      

      

    


    
      The question of adequate dissuasion led to discussion during the 1950s and 1960s in Sweden and Switzerland
      about the possibility of nuclear defense systems such as enhanced radiation weapons or nuclear artillery systems.
      In both countries, those ideas have since been abandoned; Sweden especially has adopted an active policy of
      disarmament.40 Before that
      policy decision, the Soviet Union reacted fiercely to the idea of Switzerland and Sweden acquiring nuclear
      weapons, arguing that a permanently neutral state cannot acquire nuclear weapons since those weapons are not
      defensive, but offensive.
    


    
      Civil defense efforts are of outstanding importance in Swiss and Swedish defense planning. Sixty percent of
      the Swedish and 85 percent of the Swiss population can be provided with shelters, and entire infrastructures as
      well as hospitals, schools, and factories may continue to function under protection.
    


    
      In Austria and Finland, civil defense is less developed. In Finland it is mainly organized in the southern
      part of the country near the population centers. In Austria, the populations of the western and central alpine
      regions have sufficient protection, but around Vienna achieving adequate civil defense is more difficult. All
      four states maintain strong programs to increase civil defense on a federal, state, local, and even individual
      level.
    


    
      The Swiss EMD (Federal Military Department) intensively pursues a policy that combines thorough training
      and education, highly developed military organization, and sophisticated hardware; all these factors are
      considered essential for Switzerland’s strategy of ‘double dissuasion.’ The purchase of Leopard II tanks
      indicates a clear economic limit for small neutrals’ defense policies—the better the acquired weapon systems, the higher the price. Unfortunately, this fact limits the acquisition of other important
      defense systems such as anti-tank missiles, combat helicopters, etc. Besides these economic problems, the
      generally defense-supportive topography in Switzerland and Austria also creates difficulties in meeting such
      important needs as air surveillance against low-flying aircraft and RPVs. The only means of diminishing those
      difficulties are highly expensive networks of mobile and stationary radar systems.
    


    
      Austrian military defense faces partly financial constraints and partly legal constraints—namely, the
      qualitative limitation on weapons procurement dictated by Article 13, paragraph c of the 1955 State Treaty, which
      denies Austria the right to any guided missiles.42 Any direct or indirect governmental attempts to update interpretations of Article
      13/1/c have so far been unacceptable, primarily to the Soviet Union. This reaction is somewhat of a mystery, not
      only because guided anti-air and anti-tank defense systems are basically defensive equipment, but also because
      the same clause was abolished from the 1948 peace treaties with Hungary, Italy, Rumania, and Bulgaria. An
      additional question is raised since Finland managed to abolish its Article 17 (with similar contents) of the 1947
      Peace Treaty after consultations with London and Moscow. The denial to Austria of guided air and tank defense
      systems creates a contradictory international legal situation, since a permanently neutral state has the clear
      obligation to ‘adequately’ protect its territory. But without such defense systems, the fulfillment of this
      obligation can never be ‘adequate.’ The drole de la situation, however, is the fact that no protest has
      been raised against unguided rockets in use by Austrian artillery and aircraft. Do they represent less of a
      threat to future plans of powers interested in the region? Or would the fait accompli method regarding
      guided defensive systems be the best way to resolve the situation? Anti-tank systems with a maximum range of 2.5
      miles can clearly not be considered offensive, if normal artillery guns with 18 miles of range are considered
      defensive. It should be recalled, also, that such limitations on effectiveness might serve as loopholes for
      future criticism about insufficient defense and the resulting necessity for outside (presumably Eastern)
      assistance.43 The only logical
      explanation for the different treatment of Austria might be that perhaps the Kremlin regards the Austrian eastern
      region as crucial for its own intentions or for future plans favoring further increase in Eastern states’
      contacts with the neutral state. Both points could explain Soviet opposition to intensive Austrian dependence on
      Western defense technology (as shown in Eastern opposition to Vienna’s intentions to buy American Northrop F-5
      fighter planes). Apart from regular so-called ‘test intrusions’ to evaluate air defense reactions, a major
      violation of Austrian airspace in a large-scale maneuver, however, is unlikely, barring a dramatic deterioration
      in East-West relations. But the quick short-cut through Austrian airspace is just as attractive for NATO as it is
      for the Warsaw Pact, since neutral Austria and Switzerland force internal transfers from AFCENT to AFSOUTH to
      make an approximately 400-mile detour around Switzerland through French territory, whereas a direct pass over the
      Tyrol would be only some 50 miles—less than 1 minute for a modern plane as was demonstrated by the USAF during
      the 1958 Lebanon incident.44
      There is little doubt that Austrian security is extremely sensitive to the balance of forces, the interests, and
      the activities of the two blocs. If either side were to violate the limits imposed by Austrian permanent
      neutrality—even with minor actions— the other side would then obtain an excuse to act, and a dangerous chain
      reaction could begin.
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      In addition to their traditional concerns the Scandinavian neutrals now appear to face a new development.
      They face a Soviet regional military buildup, namely Moscow’s stationing of more than 60 percent of its strategic
      nuclear submarines there, an action that has generated a Western strategic response. These trends are magnified
      by a currently rather stable military situation on the European Central Front, thus increasing the possibility
      that tensions will shift away from that traditional prime area of concern up to the formerly calm north.45
    


    
      In current Swedish defense policy, coastal defense looms large. Incidents like the stranded Soviet
      Whiskey-class submarine near the big, secret naval base, Karlskrona, in 1981 and the 1983 detections of signs of
      bottom-crawling mini-subs close to the secret Musko naval complex, as well as dozens of similar events since
      then, have launched an important domestic discussion on future defense efforts and policy.46 The occasion in 1984 when a Soviet Suchoi-15
      fighter followed a Swedish Airbus several minutes into Swedish airspace clarified the origin of the earlier
      ‘unidentified’ intruders.47
    


    
      Recently, Sweden has tried to increase her defense efforts. Stockholm might need to rethink the basis of
      its defense posture and development alternatives. The direction Sweden takes will depend upon the outcome of the
      1985 parliamentary elections and of future outside power projections into the region. Will the USSR continue with
      its maneuvers and military concentrations and will the West and Sweden try to respond in the area, or will the
      current situation calm down again? If the latter, then Swedish defense policies could well
      remain the same; if the former, the very sensitive Nordic balance might grow shaky. Swedish defense planning
      might begin to face enormous tasks—perhaps to such an extent that its efforts alone would no longer be
      sufficient. Sweden then might have to choose between two alternatives: a defense buildup with continuation of her
      ‘not-aligned’ policy, or a search for outside support with the pursuit of a ‘lesser “not-aligned” path
      Westwards.’ Increased defense cooperation with the Western nations might offer a helpful compromise. A last
      option is the continuation of detente with the dominant superpower in the Baltic. Under a social democratic
      government, the preference might be for the last option. But for a conservative government, Western influence
      might well engender a firmer Swedish pro-NATO, anti-Soviet commitment, which might result in increased
      collaboration, which in turn might upset the regional balance. Further incidents and violations of Swedish
      territory, however, will definitely enhance the stubbornness of the proud Swedish people to pursue a heavily
      armed neutral defense policy.
    


    
      Finnish national defense policy logically has to be based on the Finno-Soviet FCMA. Article I refers to a
      defense alliance advantageous to Moscow,48 calling for a military capability to fight any aggression directed against Soviet
      territory. For Finnish threat perception, the model of the Nordic balance must be kept in mind. As explained
      above, the balance depends on a non-aligned, heavily armed Swedish defense. Any attempt by any party to disturb
      the balance would ultimately lead to new balancing efforts from the other side. Two conclusions follow: first,
      any increase in NATO presence in Norway will ultimately lead to a compensating Soviet force buildup; and second,
      Sweden has to continue her heavily armed non-aligned policy. As long as she does, Moscow’s security concerns will
      rest easy. If Sweden alters her policy as described above, Moscow will definitely do the same. Those alterations
      will under all circumstances be disadvantageous to Helsinki. A future Swedish defense policy more heavily leaning
      on Western support—so as to respond to the Soviets’ extraordinary military buildup —could create more difficult
      times for Finland because of Soviet tightening of the grip on its western neighbor. The nature of Swedish defense
      policy, hence, is perhaps one of the most important parameters for Finnish political freedom of action. It is the
      continuation of the traditional triangular relation of Stockholm-Helsinki-Moscow that makes the Helsinki-Moscow
      relation a function of Stockholm-Moscow relations. A sword of Damocles in the form of Moscow’s trust in Finnish
      considerations of Soviet strategic interests and resulting limits hangs above all Finnish
      military efforts. Thus, the deterrent role of the military in Finnish national security policy is deliberately
      kept out of the limelight so as not to offend Moscow. This is a major difference from the defense policies of all
      the other neutral states that proudly publicize their defense efforts.
    


    
    

    Conclusions and Prospects


    
      The cases of Switzerland, Austria, Sweden, and Finland demonstrate similarities in pairs—like the
      similarity of historic context between Switzerland and Sweden, on the one hand, and Austria and Finland, on the
      other. Historical effects are of high relevance to the current military and economic situation which sees Sweden
      and Switzerland in a more powerful position than Austria and Finland with their turbulent histories during the
      20th century. The geostrategic location again suggests a similar grouping and strongly influences the peacetime
      conduct of diplomatic and trade relations.
    


    
      Any assessment of these four countries’ future has to combine their historical and geostrategic
      characteristics, their own development, and that of their regions. Therefore, some discussion of the current
      Euro-strategic situation seems useful. In the Central European theater, both military blocs display enormous
      conventional and nuclear capacities which deter any thoughts of using military means except in the gravest
      extremity. This somewhat frozen situation provides a promising proving ground for strategic use of economic
      interdependences as an attractive way to reach strategic objectives in peacetime by circumventing dangerous
      military conflicts.
    


    
      This analysis suggests three conclusions. First, all four neutrals are vulnerable to economic forces (i.e.,
      imports of technology and commodities) because of their relatively limited human and material resources. This
      situation is aggravated because they lack the alternatives available to other states of comparable size that are
      alliance members. The geostrategically exposed situation, the history, and the relatively less advanced
      industries of Finland and Austria even further aggravate their predicament. Second, the current strategic
      situation on the European continent makes it inconceivable that one of the neutrals could shift into either the
      Western or the Eastern military sphere without seriously challenging the balance of power in Europe. This is
      crucial for Finland and Sweden. Especially considering the current strategic developments in Scandinavia, both
      states have to continue their policies of neutrality. Sweden’s heavily armed non-alignment policy is an essential
      factor in the Nordic balance. Any alterations in Stockholm’s policy will be of extreme importance for that region
      and, implicitly, for Finland. Third, the current stability on the European Central Front gives rise to the
      growing strategic importance for the two superpowers of the Scandinavian region. The traditionally triangular
      relation of Helsinki-Stockholm-Moscow will continue to provide the major policy parameters for Finland. Now this
      relationship has been extended by a new interaction between NATO member Norway and the bordering USSR, affecting,
      correspondingly, the interaction between the western superpower and its eastern counterpart.
    


    
      Therefore, it seems that, due to increasing superpower interests in Scandinavia, the current center of
      strategic gravity is increasingly moving from the Central Front to northern Europe. In reference to the military
      strategic developments described above, the two Central European neutrals, Switzerland and Austria, probably face
      a less dynamic future. Embedded in the Alps and surrounded by NATO members of neutrals, Switzerland faces even
      relatively lower risks than Austria. In spite of similar domestic circumstances, Austria is already confronted
      with a more exposed East-West position and must always be aware of unforeseeable developments within her eastern
      neighbors. The current relationship with Hungary could give rise to a new ‘Austro-Hungarian model’ of East-West
      relations, depending on whether the Kremlin accepts and even permits extension of this development, or thwarts
      it.
    


    
    

    Possible Future Alterations of Neutrality
    

    



    
      The military strategic concept of ‘permanent neutrality’ (and ad hoc neutrality, to a lesser extent) seems
      to be strongly affected by economic threats. Economic interdependence draws any state, above all a small one,
      into an economic-political network that is hard to escape from without serious effects on national
      welfare.
    


    
      As an ancient legal concept, the concept of neutrality was originally designed for armed conflict
      situations, not in economic or ideological conflicts. Today the concept of ideological neutrality is strongly
      favored by Eastern political theory. But Western interpretation—and the four states in question—continue to
      regard neutrality as a dominantly military strategic concept. Current threat scenarios, furthermore, indicate
      that a small neutral state might have to face a wide range of conflict situations far exceeding the original
      assumptions. Particularly the small permanently neutral state, with its peacetime obligations, is quite vulnerable to economic force. Such force can consist of short-term or long-term means, applied
      in a direct or indirect manner, publicly announced or privately negotiated in peacetime. Public awareness of such
      developments is limited according to the discreteness and low visibility of such activities, a fact that
      increases the threat and efficiency of such means. Their successful application, in the worst instance, can
      reduce the neutral’s autonomy, hence even ‘neutralize’ its status—a consequence hardly foreseen by the classical
      concept because of an incomparable situation in technological and raw material dependence.49
    


    
      Possible future responses are twofold: neutrality can continue to be regarded as mainly a
      military-strategic concept, in which case its practicability, efficiency, and credibility in today’s realpolitik
      world will be thrown into increasing doubt in view of the other, non-military pressures it has to confront. The
      other possible response is the legal and practical adaptation of that classical concept to modern threat
      scenarios. That response refers either to a greater awareness of direct and indirect economic threats of the
      neutrals concerned or to the extension of the term ‘use of force’ to ‘use of any force’ including economic
      force and indirect political subversion. In this case, no use of force would be allowed against a neutral state.
      Consequently, any such use would represent a violation of neutrality with all consequences similar to an armed
      violation. If, however, no implicit or explicit adaptation of the classical concept of neutrality takes place,
      neutral states may have to consider the fact that their neutrality, solely oriented towards military conflicts,
      might become ‘neutralized’ beforehand by other forces and coercion.
    


    
    

    Lessons for Europe
    

    



    
      Direct applications of neutral states’ activities to other countries are rather difficult to carry out
      because of incompatibilities on many levels. The neutrals’ defense policies, however, suggest a possible model
      function of their defense organizations. In dealing with their limited human and material resources, they
      developed the militia-reserve system, allowing their defense regimes to integrate up to 20 percent of the entire
      population. Demographic problems of NATO members could be addressed by similar organizations as could be the
      public military opposition by providing security policy information services like those in Austria and
      Finland.
    


    
      A further parallel might be drawn from the impact of non-military force on the classical concept of armed
      neutrality. European economic needs and dependencies are similar insofar as they face a
      problematic position on the world market against U.S. and Japanese competition. This problem can be addressed by
      a more Europe-oriented policy—an increased ‘Europeanization’ and coordination of West European efforts in
      research and development as well as industrial productivity. Attempts of this kind, like CERN (Center of European
      Nuclear Research), ESA (European Space Agency), and Eureka (European Research Coordination Agency), might serve
      as examples. Intensive participation in such projects should be one of the foremost priorities for the four
      neutral states. Another consequence of the necessary stimulation of the West European economy might be the
      careful increase of trade with the East—an interest that seems to match the intentions of the current Kremlin
      leaders, namely to obtain Western technology and products in order to solve the serious eastern economic problems
      as well as to use West European economic needs and convert them into strategic advantage by decoupling Western
      Europe from the U.S. Current diplomatic and public relations activities from General Secretary Gorbachev strongly
      support this assumption and must be considered a warning for too much of a European emphasis on East-West
      trade.
    


    
      This leads to three further questions, often discussed and mis-interpreted. First, can Western Europe
      become neutral in the classical sense? Due to the characteristics of neutrality explained above and due to the
      current, disunited state of the area, we must conclude that Western Europe cannot become neutral in the classical
      sense.50 The ‘adequate defense
      obligation’ would create further difficulties as would international reactions to a then ‘adequately’ armed
      continent. Another question arises: how can Europe remain neutral in a superpower conflict, if the probable
      source of such a war existed in, or was connected with, the old continent? Second, could Europe then become
      Finlandized, or more accurately, ‘Sovietized,’ either by force or through a long-term process? The first case
      could only happen within a greater conflict scenario. The second depends heavily on a number of complex social,
      political, and economic developments, which are entirely unforeseeable. It appears, nevertheless, rather doubtful
      that any of the Kremlin’s leading politicians seriously believe in the possibility of a long-term transformation
      of a well-established Bavarian farmer into an obedient colchose member. That leads to the third, perhaps most
      probable, one of these hypotheses. Is there a possibility for Western Europe to have an increasingly non-aligned
      policy in peacetime in order to have a greater chance of abstaining from a future superpower conflict? Given the
      traditionally strong Atlantic relationship and burden- sharing as well as firm support for
      NATO in the vast (if silent) majority of Western Europe, extreme developments like a definite ‘withdrawal’ by
      European members from NATO seem as doubtful as seems a definite dissolution of the Atlantic Alliance, which has
      already survived many a crisis and will survive many more. However, a general revival of pan-European political
      and economical tendencies combined with a more detached stand towards super-power interests seems the most likely
      of all future developments for Western Europe. But any such predictions have to take into account possible
      effects caused by governmental changes in Britain, France, West Germany, and Italy.
    


    
      The possible role of neutral Austria, Finland, Sweden, and Switzerland in such a development might well
      increase the influence of these countries. On the one hand, due to their exposure to East-West developments and
      the lack of foreign policy alternatives available to them, the neutrals are highly sensitive to any political
      changes. In other words, the more intense a development becomes, the more important become the neutrals. On the
      other hand, neutral states can be of great value for the superpowers, whether it is in a constructive
      (disarmament, CSBMs) or destructive (espionage, gate for infiltration) manner. It is unfortunate, however, that
      the eastern superpower’s main interest seems to lie in the latter, whereas apparently the western one has not yet
      discovered all the dimensions of the former.
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      During the postwar years, NATO members have frequently discussed the implications of regional conflict for
      European security. Yet not until 1980 were considerations for operations in the Third World—in this case,
      Southwest Asia—incorporated into NATO’s planning cycle.1 Alliance concern about security in areas outside Europe peaked in 1980, after the
      revolution in Iran, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and the outbreak of the Persian Gulf war. The political
      turmoil in Southwest Asia sparked fears among NATO members of a rise in the price of oil, if not a cut-off of
      supplies to the West. Concern about a potential Soviet move into Iran created further pressure within NATO to
      address Gulf security issues.
    


    
      Despite an increasing awareness of the need to confront the West’s strategic vulnerability in Southwest
      Asia, however, the outcome of Alliance efforts to forge a coherent ‘out-of-area’ policy has not been impressive.
      Progress has been hindered by differing perceptions of how best to respond to events in the Gulf area. In
      addition, NATO members have been reluctant to place a new strain on defense resources by assuming added military
      responsibilities in the Middle East. A quieting of the political situation in Southwest Asia has also allowed the
      Alliance to push aside the out-of-area issue without reaching an adequate solution. An oil glut has depressed
      prices on the world market, and the failure of direct attacks on neutral tankers in the Gulf to disrupt supplies
      has reduced fears of an impending oil shortage. As a result of these developments, the debate over out-of-area
      policy has gradually receded from the limelight of Alliance politics.
    


    
      The problem, however, is a looming one; the next crisis in the periphery will again force NATO members to
      focus their attention upon Third World security issues. It would be far more prudent for the Alliance to consult
      and to undertake contingency planning during peacetime than to search for a coordinated response only after a
      crisis had already begun. Furthermore, the task of securing access to Persian Gulf oil is
      only one aspect, though an important one, of the out-of-area problem. Potential conflicts in Latin America or
      South Africa could well lead to political tensions within the Alliance. At stake are larger questions about the
      nature of NATO’s broader interests and the differing perceptions of the Third World that have emerged within the
      Alliance. In this context, it is important to assess the constraints upon NATO’s ability to respond to
      extra-European crises, to examine the political issues that create these constraints, and to investigate measures
      that can be undertaken to enable the Alliance to address coherently and appropriately regional threats to Western
      security.
    


    
      The first section of this chapter will examine briefly the historical background to the out-of-area debate.
      The articles of the NATO Treaty relevant to the consideration of extra-European operations will be identified,
      and the key political and strategic components of the issue as it has emerged since 1949 will be assessed. The
      second section will address NATO’s reaction to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. Following this event, the
      United States attempted to elicit from the Alliance a formal policy toward security in Southwest Asia. How the
      Europeans responded to those attempts reveals a great deal about the political constraints upon NATO’s
      out-of-area role. The third section will examine, within the context of these limitations, proposals for
      enhancing the position of the Alliance with respect to security problems in the Third World.2
    


    
    

    The Historical Background


    
      The problem that conflict in the periphery poses for the Alliance is logically very straightforward.
      Although NATO’s geographic scope is clearly defined, it is generally recognized that the ‘security’ of member
      states, both individually and collectively, can be threatened by events outside the North Atlantic area. Western
      Europe, for example, is dependent on Middle Eastern oil for over 50 percent of its petroleum needs; a stoppage of
      the flow of oil from the Persian Gulf would seriously damage the European economy. There is also the question of
      whether Western intervention in the Third World, either to implement containment (such as Vietnam) or to respond
      to local aggression (such as the Falklands or Chad), could pose a direct military threat to NATO territory
      because of the potential for horizontal escalation. In the context of the Cold War, few conflicts in the
      periphery remain outside the scope of the interests of the superpowers. Once the Soviet Union or the United States is directly involved, the potential exists for the localized conflict to spread to
      other regions and/or lead to a major East-West confrontation. In the Persian Gulf area, for example, if U.S.
      forces were unable to stop a Soviet move toward southern Iran, Washington might choose to spread the fighting to
      Turkey. Since NATO territory would be involved, a conflict that had originally been confined to Southwest Asia
      would likely be transformed into war in central Europe. The U.S. could also choose to use nuclear weapons within
      the Southwest Asian theater. Yet this escalatory step would also raise the-likelihood of a major nuclear
      confrontation between the superpowers. The relationship between NATO security and regional conflict must
      therefore be examined within the broader context of the West’s resource dependency, the political and strategic
      problems involved in projecting power to the Third World, and the potential for localized conflict to escalate
      both geographically and in intensity.
    


    
      NATO’s response to the threats posed by regional conflict is dependent upon two sets of problems. The first
      set involves determining the extent to which the Alliance as a collective unit should become involved in
      operations outside Europe. The second set assumes that collective involvement is infeasible and seeks to identify
      other means for protecting Western interests at stake in the periphery. These sets of problems have stimulated
      two corresponding debates within NATO on the out-of-area issue. One debate addresses the political acceptability
      of the joint use of Alliance forces in operations in the periphery; examples include the Suez operation in 1956
      and the Afghanistan crisis in 1980.3 The other focuses on the problem of alliance support for or assistance in the unilateral
      initiatives of individual member states in areas outside Europe. The French in Africa, the British in the Persian
      Gulf, and the Americans in Southeast Asia, to cite a few examples, have all solicited Alliance help. In each of
      these cases, the Western power involved turned to its allies for political support, if not explicit military
      aid.
    


    
      The historical record offers empirical confirmation of these more general observations. During the drafting
      of the North Atlantic Treaty, the principal dispute over geographic boundaries focused on the status of colonial
      territories. While the West European governments wanted to include their overseas possessions under the
      jurisdiction of NATO, the United States adamantly opposed such inclusion and insisted upon the Tropic of Cancer
      as a southern boundary.4
      Nevertheless, the purpose of Article Six—the portion defining the formal Treaty area—was not to preclude the
      possibility of allied actions to the south of the Tropic of Cancer, but only to ensure that an attack on colonial
      territories not be automatically construed as an attack on the Alliance as such.5 Article Four went further in delineating
      the potential global scope of the Alliance: ‘The parties will consult together whenever in the opinion of any of
      them, the territorial integrity, political independence or security of any of the parties is threatened.’ The
      drafters of the Treaty were also careful to omit any clause that might have provided one or more states the power
      to prevent other members from taking military action outside the European theater.6 Thus, although the Treaty did define a specific
      area that was to be NATO’s primary concern, it left ample flexibility for consultation on and military action in
      other regions.
    


    
      During the decade that followed the creation of NATO, the out-of-area issue was dominated by tension
      between the Europeans and the United States over the handling of colonial territories. While the European powers
      sought American support for their attempts to preserve the status of their overseas possessions, the United
      States, in an effort to improve its image in and economic ties with the developing world, wanted to dissociate
      itself from European ‘imperialism.’ Successive American administrations declined European offers both to
      undertake joint military operations and to establish a council for consultations on third area crises. In 1956,
      for example, Eisenhower argued against the use of military force to respond to Nasser’s nationalization of the
      Suez Canal, but the French and the British went ahead with the operation even without U.S. participation or
      approval. Or again, in 1958 the United States turned down De Gaulle’s proposal to establish a directoire
      with French, British, and American participation, whose primary function would have been to monitor developments
      in the Third World and oversee out-of-area missions.7
    


    
      Ironically, by the mid-1960s, the respective positions of the Allies vis-à-vis regional security issues
      began to shift. The Europeans, reacting to domestic as well as international pressures, were gradually
      withdrawing from their outposts abroad. The United States, responding to the erosion of European colonialism and
      the spread of the Cold War to the periphery, began to assume a greater global role. The U.S. intervened in Santo
      Domingo in 1965 and was rapidly increasing its military presence in Vietnam during the latter half of the decade.
      Suddenly it was the Europeans who feared association with America’s stance in the Third World. One French
      legislator made it clear that America’s involvement in Southeast Asia was a unilateral undertaking: ‘[W]hy should
      NATO become involved [in Asia] since the area covered by the treaty is limited to Europe and the North Atlantic?
      Did NATO become involved in the Korean War? And when we engaged ourselves in Indochina, NATO
      was certainly not dragged into the conflict.’8 Such statements were somewhat unnecessary; the United States sought political support
      and limited military aid from individual allies, not from NATO collectively. Nevertheless, by the 1970s it was
      clear that the out-of-area debate, though not at the top of NATO’s agenda, had become a consistent source of
      intra-Alliance tension.
    


    
      The 1973 Middle East war changed the context in which discussions on out-of-area issues took place. Before
      1973, the principal participants in disputes on regional security were the powers with global capabilities: the
      United States, France, and Great Britain. Yet the implications of the October war and the oil shock for the
      international economy, North-South relations, and the vulnerability of Europe’s industrial base meant that after
      1973 every member of NATO paid careful attention to developments in the Middle East. Because of the stakes
      involved, NATO members were forced to attempt to coordinate their policies toward the Middle East. The concept of
      an ‘Alliance approach’—not just the approach of the Allies—suddenly became relevant.
    


    
      The results of consequent attempts at coordination were not impressive. In neither the security nor the
      energy realm was the Alliance successful in forging a coherent approach toward the Middle East. On the contrary,
      the Arab-Israeli conflict and the oil crisis stimulated policy disputes within NATO throughout the 1970s. On
      security issues, rifts between the United States and the Europeans emerged on several points. Washington was
      disgruntled with the West Europeans for refusing to grant en route access and overflight rights to American
      forces that were resupplying the Israelis during the war. The Europeans feared both implication in American
      support for Israel and in the Arab reprisals that might have followed. The United States and the Europeans also
      competed over arms sales to the Middle East, each side accusing the other of selling weaponry without due
      consideration of the impact of such transfers on regional security.9 In the political realm, American and European
      perspectives on the Palestinian question diverged widely. The European Economic Community (EEC) made public
      statements on the Arab-Israeli question that consistently challenged key elements of Washington’s diplomatic
      approach.10 While the United
      States was generally supportive of Israel’s negotiating position, the EEC called for Israeli withdrawal from
      occupied territories and, eventually, for the participation of the PLO in the peace negotiations.
    


    
      On the economic front, the Allies, at least on paper, were more successful in
      orchestrating a coordinated response to the vulnerability of the Western economy that had become evident in 1973.
      The International Energy Agency (IEA) was established in 1975 to enable its members to respond in a coherent
      fashion to potential shortages in oil supplies. With the exception of the French, all West European states joined
      the organization. Tentative arrangements were made for stockpiling reserves and for sharing available supplies in
      emergencies. Yet the Europeans simultaneously undermined the efficacy of a unified approach to the energy problem
      by attempting to establish an independent ‘Euro-Arab dialogue’ to secure favorable treatment from the
      oil-producing states. That neither the IEA nor the Euro-Arab dialogue was successful in coping with oil shortages
      became clear in 1978–79 when the drop in production that resulted from the Iranian revolution led to another
      sharp rise in oil prices.
    


    
      There were clear incentives for cooperation. Much was to be gained by sharing oil stocks and coordinating
      purchases. Drastic price rises on the spot market were due not only to the demands of the producers but also to
      the competition among consumer states and oil companies for available supplies.11 Cooperation could have reduced short-term
      demand and therefore slowed, if not halted, the price spiral. But there were also clear, and balancing, reasons
      for not gaining a cooperative effort. The Europeans feared that close cooperation with the United States would
      intensify Arab estrangement and increase the likelihood of sanctions. U.S. policy toward the Arab-Israeli
      conflict was, after all, the alleged cause and target of the embargo. Related to this sentiment was an
      inclination among EEC members to establish a European approach to the Middle East problem. The Europeans
      wanted to maintain at least some independent influence over events in the region. Thus the emergence of a
      distinct EEC policy toward the Arab -Israeli conflict must be understood as much an attempt by the Europeans to
      prevent U.S. domination of their foreign policies as an attempt to cultivate better relations with the Arab
      world.
    


    
      From this brief historical review, what broad observations can be made about where the Alliance stood on
      out-of-area security considerations prior to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979? Obviously,
      debate over how to react to the Soviet move was bound to occur in a highly politicized context; after all, the
      Alliance was already in the throes of heated argument on military, political, and economic aspects of Middle East
      policy. Clearly too, regional security considerations, though certainly on NATO’s broader agenda, would not
      be crucial issues shaping Alliance policy. A precedent of sorts had been set: individual
      states undertaking operations in the periphery could expect at least some political support from their allies,
      yet collective NATO participation in such ventures went far beyond the expected norms of Alliance
      behavior.
    


    
      Did the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan challenge these norms? Was the fusion of the threat posed by an
      aggressive Soviet Union with the threat posed by the loss of Persian Gulf oil sufficient to elicit a formal
      out-of-area policy from NATO members?
    


    
    

    NATO and the Persian Gulf 1980–1982


    
      When the Soviets began their invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979, the Allies scrambled to forge a
      coherent diplomatic response to Moscow’s aggressive behavior.12 Yet, as discussed above, there was virtually no precedent for NATO to incorporate
      into its planning cycle measures to react to the strategic implications of events occurring outside Europe.
      Nevertheless, by May 1980 the Defense Planning Committee (DPC) issued a communique containing extensive
      discussion of the situation in Southwest Asia and noting that America’s efforts in the Middle East ‘could place
      additional responsibilities on all Allies for maintaining levels and standards of forces necessary for defense
      and deterrence in the NATO area.’13 During the following two years, lengthy negotiations ensued within NATO on security
      arrangements in Southwest Asia. At the Bonn Summit in June 1982, a tentative formula for responding to peripheral
      conflicts—based on consultation, facilitation, and compensation —was put forth. The Allies agreed to
      consult on all out-of-area deployments, and the Europeans agreed both to facilitate the transport
      of U.S. troops to the periphery and to compensate for the diversion of U.S. assets. The goal of this
      section is to examine both how this new position on the out-of-area question emerged and what its implications
      are for NATO’s role in regional security arrangements.
    


    
      In January 1980 President Carter announced the establishment of the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF), a new
      amalgamation of pre-existing forces charged with defending the Persian Gulf from outside intervention. The
      decision to create the RDF was taken unilaterally, without consultation in the Alliance. By April, however, the
      United States had decided to broach the question of troop deployments to Southwest Asia in NATO councils.14 Two factors influenced the
      administration’s decision to raise the issue of Persian Gulf security within NATO. First, if
      the RDF were sent to the Middle East, there would be a 20 to 33 percent shortfall in U.S. troops available to
      reinforce Europe.15 The Carter
      Administration reasoned that the Europeans had to be apprised of this possibility and encouraged to raise reserve
      levels accordingly. Second, the administration was driven by Congressional demands that the Europeans share the
      burden of defending the Gulf. Senator Gary Hart spoke for many members of Congress when he questioned whether the
      United States should be prepared to ‘intervene on behalf of European nations for their supplies of oil even if we
      don’t need them.’16 American
      strategy was based upon the supposition that the continued flow of Gulf oil was crucial to the viability of the
      Western economy. Yet because the Europeans were much more dependent upon Middle East oil than were the Americans,
      it was primarily Europe that stood to benefit from U.S. efforts to protect the Gulf. Thus, if the administration
      was to justify its Gulf policy to Congress and the American people, it had to secure European approval, if not
      participation.
    


    
      The U.S. initially pressed the Europeans on three issues: they should bolster their reserve levels,
      demonstrate a willingness to facilitate the transport of U.S. troops to Southwest Asia, and help with
      reconnaissance in both the Mediterranean/Atlantic and northern Indian Ocean. The U.S. also raised the idea of a
      NATO quick strike force, although this was more a probe than an outright proposal.17 The Europeans initially responded to these
      requests by completely stonewalling the issues. They resented America’s unilateral decision on the RDF and
      Washington’s presumption that it could dictate to the Europeans that NATO should be involved in security
      arrangements in the Persian Gulf.
    


    
      That considerations about Southwest Asia appeared in NATO communiques indicated that the Europeans
      eventually acquiesced and agreed to add the Persian Gulf to the agenda. The key question that emerges concerns
      the motivations behind this acquiescence. Did the Europeans appreciate the need to address collectively the
      security problem in the Gulf? Or were they simply attempting to appease an American administration that had
      become preoccupied with the burden-sharing problem? To frame the question in broader terms, did the
      ‘consultation-facilitation-compensation’ formula arrived at in Bonn in 1982 indicate that NATO had, in
      substantive terms, extended its scope to include planning for operations outside Europe?
    


    
      There was one unavoidable strategic problem that compelled the Europeans to respond to America’s
      initiatives on the out-of-area question. Clearly, a diversion of U.S. troops to Southwest
      Asia would substantially weaken the conventional deterrent in Europe. The Soviets could even feign an attack on
      the Persian Gulf to weaken NATO’s defenses on the central front. Given that the West Europeans were already
      strapped to meet NATO’s guideline of an annual 3 percent increase in defense spending, the prospect of a
      potential depletion of American reinforcements meant that the Europeans could not remain silent on this issue.
      With the exception of this single strategic calculation, however, the position of the Europeans on the
      out-of-area issue was dictated largely by political considerations. It was clear to all parties in the debate
      that the role that the Europeans could play in security arrangements in the Gulf was constrained by their limited
      capability to move forces into the region.18 They could add little to the West’s overall military strength in the region; it was
      largely for political reasons that the United States sought European participation in and approval of an
      increased presence in the Gulf area.
    


    
      Given the wide discrepancies in force projection capabilities, it became increasingly clear that if the
      Europeans hoped to influence U.S. policy they had to engage the U.S. in a constructive dialogue. To stonewall the
      issue was to give Washington complete freedom in formulating policy towards Southwest Asia, while to discuss the
      issue in NATO councils was to provide some means of tempering U.S. behavior. A British Parliamentary Committee
      succinctly summarized the problem: ‘if European countries are to remain full partners with the USA in the
      Alliance and be in a position to exert their influence, every effort must be made to share burdens in the defense
      and diplomatic fields.’19 Some
      extended this argument by calling for the strengthening of independent European power projection capabilities. If
      European nations maintained substantial strike forces, they could exert leverage over the United States by
      contributing their units to or withholding them from the RDF.20 Again, it was not the added capability that was at stake, but the political
      implication of European participation in joint deployments.
    


    
      The Europeans were concerned about influencing not only the content of U.S. policy but also its general
      orientation. One of the principal reasons behind NATO’s decision to deploy American intermediate range missiles
      had been to prevent the ‘decoupling’ of the United States from Europe in the event of a Soviet attack on the
      central front. In a similar sense, Europeans feared that America’s interests outside NATO’s
      boundaries—specifically in the Middle East and East Asia—might ‘decouple’ the United States from its close ties
      with Europe. If the Europeans did not show at least some support for America’s efforts
      outside the Treaty area, then the strength of America’s military commitment to Europe could well be diminished.
      The fear was not that the United States would abandon the defense of the NATO area but that its economic and
      strategic priorities might shift to other regions. A second concern, voiced in more conservative circles, was
      that Washington’s willingness to accept global responsibility could well be undermined by persistent European
      reluctance to contribute to the effort. Though many in Europe criticized the escalating nature of superpower
      competition in the Third World, they did not want to see the United States move towards an isolationist posture.
      In the words of one British parliamentarian, might the United States ‘drift…if not into some form of isolationism
      then into a Western hemisphere continentalism?’21
    


    
      Finally, the shift in the European position must also be attributed to the fact that Europeans failed to
      reach a consensus view on the issues early in 1980. It would be unrealistic to portray the United States and the
      Europeans as monolithic opponents in the debate. The British were initially supportive of the proposal to
      coordinate a more formal approach to regional security within the Alliance.22 The French were, from the outset, adamantly
      opposed to the concept.23 The
      views of the other European members of the Alliance usually ranged between these two extremes. These divisions
      weakened the strength of Europe’s voice in the debate and ensured that the United States was eventually able to
      draw its allies into a substantive discussion of the issues.
    


    
      The division among the European states had a second, somewhat paradoxical, effect upon the out-of-area
      debate. Throughout the 1980s, there has been discussion within Western Europe about forging a more distinct
      European defense identity. This interest has been reflected in recent attempts to revive the ailing Western
      European Union (WEU) and to strengthen the European voice within NATO. In what was an extension of this dynamic,
      the Europeans were loath to see their influence in areas outside Europe diminished by American dominance. This
      was especially true in the Middle East, where the French and British had for so long been the preeminent powers.
      Thus the fragmentation of the European position on Southwest Asia allowed the Europeans to be drawn into the
      debate yet also sharpened their interest in having at least some influence over U.S. policy toward the
      region.
    


    
      Given this brief review of the key considerations that shaped the out-of-area debate, what can we conclude
      about the outcome of NATO’s attempt to address regional security problems in the aftermath of the Soviet invasion
      of Afghanistan? If political acceptability is the measure of success within the Alliance,
      then the Western Allies succeeded in forging a solution to the out-of-area question. If strategic issues are
      taken into consideration, however, the outcome was clearly suboptimal. Despite significant compromise on behalf
      of individual member states, few substantive issues were resolved. The problem of troop depletion still existed;
      there was no sign that the Europeans were taking the steps necessary to be able to compensate for a diversion of
      U.S. assets. As far as consultation was concerned, it remained to be seen whether member states would be willing
      to inform NATO before undertaking operations in the periphery. While the United States had hoped to secure
      iron-clad guarantees on access and overflight rights, the Europeans were willing to facilitate U.S. troop
      movements to areas outside Europe only on an ad hoc basis.
    


    
      The Europeans used the Alliance network to temper U.S. policy, not to propose alternative security
      arrangements. From the start, the debate was highly politicized; it became a test of gamesmanship for both the
      United States and the Europeans. While the U.S. was attempting to assert its leadership within the Alliance, the
      approach of the Europeans can best be described as one of damage limitation: what was the minimum extent to which
      they could acquiesce before eliciting a punitive response from the Americans or engendering a drift in
      Washington’s strategic priorities? The debate was really about politics, not about strategy. Thus, it is not
      surprising that this situation produced a less than optimal outcome.
    


    
      It is also important to note that institutional constraints played an important role in shaping the
      out-of-area debate. Essential to understanding the relationship between initial bargaining positions and policy
      outcomes was the role that communique drafting played in the decision-making process. As the principal source of
      NATO policy open to the public, the Defense Planning Committee (DPC) and North Atlantic Council (NAC) communiques
      serve as vital political tools for the individual delegations. Shifts in policy that are intended to meet
      domestic political demands must be reflected in these documents. In a debate as highly politicized as that over
      out-of-area strategy, communique language played an especially vital role. As far as the American delegation was
      concerned, the communiques needed to convey to Congress that the Europeans were willing to assume at least some
      portion of the increased military burden. European capitals, in turn, were satisfied only with arrangements that
      were noncommital in nature and vague in terms of explicit measures to be taken. Extended discussions on the
      wording of the passages concerning Southwest Asia came to take the place of substantive
      dialogue about strategy. This phenomenon detracted from the extent to which the NATO bureaucracy or the
      individual delegations viewed the out-of-area issue as one of crucial importance to the formulation of NATO
      policy. There was widespread recognition that the outcome of the debate would have limited implications for
      Alliance strategy.
    


    
      NATO’s lengthy planning cycle also contributed to the somewhat deflated context in which the debate took
      place. Even if the political will had existed to respond to the crisis in the Persian Gulf with certain shifts in
      force procurement or deployment, such changes would have occurred at a very slow pace. The DPC drafts the
      ‘Ministerial Guidance’ every two years. Approximately one year later, ‘Force Goals’ are set for the following six
      years. These two documents serve as the basis for the annual updating of NATO’s ‘Force Plans.’ It is then the
      responsibility of the individual member states to incorporate these directives into their national defense
      policies and procurement programs. If this entire process ran smoothly, it would take a minimum of five years to
      see any significant shift in NATO strategy reflected in national planning. Given that bureaucratic inertia or
      resistance could considerably lengthen this time lag, there was pervasive skepticism among NATO’s permanent staff
      and within delegations that the out-of-area debate would ever play a significant role in shaping international or
      national defense planning. From the outset, there appeared to be widespread recognition that little could be done
      to alter NATO’s rigid Eurocentrism.
    


    
      Can the somewhat gloomy prognosis that has emerged from this single case study be extended to apply more
      generally to NATO’s ability to cope with regional security problems? It appears so. The combination of the fall
      of the Shah and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan provide a very good test case. With the exception of a Soviet
      move into Iran, it is hard to envisage another scenario in which Western interests would be more clearly defined
      and threats to those interests more transparent. The flow of Persian Gulf oil was potentially at stake. The
      region was of significant historical as well as economic and strategic importance to the British, French, and
      Americans. The Soviets, though not on the brink of invading Iran, had demonstrated for the first time in the
      postwar period a willingness to move en masse outside the Soviet bloc. And political and religious divisions
      within the Middle East itself—the Gulf War and the conflict in Lebanon were two overt manifestations —made
      evident the numerous regional threats to Western interests.
    


    
      If NATO was unable to develop a more coherent approach to the crisis in Southwest Asia
      in 1980, it is safe to assume that the Alliance has reached its limit in terms of formulating a formal
      out-of-area strategy in peacetime. And in wartime, given the cumbersome structure of the Alliance, the Western
      powers are most likely to cooperate through bilateral and multilateral channels outside the NATO framework. Were
      the Soviets to invade Iran, for example, it is clear that the U.S. would take immediate countermeasures.
      Individual European states could well participate, yet the urgency of the situation at hand would make it highly
      unlikely that any party would attempt to involve NATO collectively. Given these constraints, we now examine what
      types of bilateral and multilateral cooperation can be pursued to enhance the position of the Alliance with
      respect to third area conflict.
    


    
    

    NATO and Regional Security—The Agenda


    
      This analysis of NATO’s attempts to address Persian Gulf security has shown that the out-of-area question
      will remain a divisive and sensitive problem for the Alliance. While the need for further discussion and
      increased cooperation is generally recognized, further progress in addressing the problems of regional security
      has been hindered by wide disparities in force projection capability, European fears of U.S. dominance of both
      NATO and third area security policies, and differing perceptions of what the threats in the Third World are and
      how to cope with them. There was unanimous agreement within the Alliance that access to Persian Gulf oil
      constituted a vital interest of the West. American and European opinions diverged, however, as to the relative
      importance of external and internal threats to Western interests in the Gulf. While the United States was
      preoccupied with the Soviet threat, the Europeans concentrated on intra-regional factors. Washington was eager to
      take military steps, but European capitals favored political and economic measures. Thus beneath the struggle
      over military cooperation and compensation issues lay more deep-rooted differences in global and regional
      perspectives.
    


    
      To prevent these same political tensions that hindered cooperation between 1980 and 1982 from reemerging,
      it is important to establish regular consultations among the Allies on out-of-area issues. The Allies should
      explicitly address some of the broader issues—such as threat perception, means of response, regionalism versus
      globalism—that emerged during the debate over Southwest Asia. Such consultations would also increase European
      input into regional security arrangements and encourage forward-looking measures on behalf
      of the Alliance as a whole.
    


    
      The most promising avenues for progress on regional security issues, however, lie not in NATO councils but
      in multilateral cooperation taking place in a broader Alliance framework. The French remain opposed to a formal
      out-of-area role for NATO. Yet they are nevertheless very concerned about security outside the European theater.
      There are some 26,000 French soldiers in Africa; Paris also maintains a patrol fleet in the Indian Ocean.24 Within the new Force
      d’Action Rapide, the 31st Brigade, the 9th Marine Infantry, and the 11th Parachute Division—47,000
      soldiers in total—have been earmarked as units for rapid intervention outside Europe.25 The British likewise maintain a small but
      important presence in the Persian Gulf. Since 1980 they have also taken steps to bolster their force projection
      capabilities.26 The Thatcher
      government is in the process of purchasing six tri-star strategic tankers, stretching some of Britain’s Hercules
      transport aircraft, and expanding the size of the paratroop battalion. The Germans, Italians, and Dutch have sent
      vessels on ‘training missions’ outside European waters, indicating at least a willingness to extend the scope of
      their military responsibilities. France, Italy, and Spain are expanding their aircraft carrier programs. These
      carriers could be used for projecting force in the periphery as well as in European waters. In the Pacific, the
      Japanese have recently shown an interest in expanding their security role in East Asia, and the Australians
      continue to maintain an important naval presence in the South Pacific/Southeast Asia region.
    


    
      The key point is that among those states that have common interests in the Third World, both the will and
      the capability exist to share the burdens associated with regional security. The more powerful states in NATO and
      their allies in the Pacific should coordinate regional spheres of responsibility. This will allow the United
      States to devote more attention to particularly vulnerable areas in the periphery, such as the Persian Gulf. It
      is important to note that after the outbreak of the Gulf war in 1980 a joint flotilla of America, British,
      French, and Australian vessels gathered in the Gulf of Oman. The flotilla was coordinated at an operational, not
      a governmental, level. Nevertheless, this incident demonstrated the role that ad hoc cooperation can play
      in coping with specific crises. If it is politically infeasible to orchestrate such cooperation through NATO’s
      offices—as it appears to be —then it should indeed be pursued through other bilateral and multilateral
      channels.
    


    
      Within NATO itself, three joint forces have been formed to operate on the flanks and
      in the more vulnerable maritime areas: the Allied Command Europe Mobile Force, the Standing Naval Force Atlantic,
      and the Standing Naval Force Channel. These sub-commands, composed of units from several member countries, have
      demonstrated the usefulness and feasibility of joint forces within the European theater. The problem of extending
      such cooperation to the periphery is largely a political one. And as European force projection capabilities
      grow—as the current trend indicates—the Europeans can rely less on the claim of limited resources to avoid
      assuming responsibilities in the periphery.
    


    
      Joint allied operations are by no means the desirable response in all cases of conflict in the periphery.
      The Suez crisis demonstrated that attempts at multilateral cooperation can be fruitless, if not
      counterproductive. The Eisenhower Administration argued against military intervention precisely because its
      perception of events in Egypt differed from that of the British and the French. While officials in London and
      Paris viewed Nasser’s move as an unacceptable challenge to their policies in the region, Eisenhower preferred to
      exercise restraint as long as Nasser did not threaten the free passage of vessels through the canal. European
      resentment over Eisenhower’s reluctance as well as America’s harsh reaction to the failed operation illustrated
      the extent to which divergent perceptions and unsanctioned actions can damage Alliance cohesion.
    


    
      One of the key lessons to be drawn from the Suez crisis is not that attempts at cooperation should be
      avoided, but that extensive consultation is a necessary precursor to substantive cooperation. The Allies must
      seek a political context in which a more constructive and cohesive dialogue on out-of-area cooperation can be
      fostered. An important step in this direction would be the establishment of a standing consultative group within
      NATO to address regional security issues. By creating a forum separate from the principal councils and other
      committees, officials would be able to address out-of-area problems in a less politically charged atmosphere. It
      is important that this council be under NATO auspices, however, simply to maintain the credibility of its
      recommendations. The Europeans might also discuss regional security issues in a separate forum—say, the West
      European Union (WEU)— allowing them to take a stronger and more unified position in NATO.
    


    
      While the scope and specificity of discussions in a special NATO out-of-area council would indeed be
      limited by political constraints, more detailed arrangements could be made on a multilateral basis. The NATO
      council would be useful for the discussion of developments in the periphery, for individual
      members to give notice of intended operations, and for setting force levels and reinforcement requirements.
      Particularly significant in this respect are European efforts to increase their reserve levels, thereby assuming
      more responsibility for their own defense needs and releasing American forces for peripheral missions. The
      Europeans should be prepared to compensate for the 20–33 percent shortfall in U.S. reinforcements. They should
      make special efforts to increase the number of logistical support units, because an American deployment to
      Southwest Asia would draw heavily on service personnel. Compensation measures should take into account
      demographic trends in Germany which indicate a steady decline in the number of men available for military
      service. Arrangements should also be made for the use of European civilian aircraft to ferry U.S. forces to the
      continent. While the growth of European amphibious and air transportable forces should not be neglected, more
      emphasis should be placed on strengthening force levels and munitions stockpiles in Europe.
    


    
      On a multilateral basis, individual Allies should pursue a wide range of measures that include: contingency
      planning for specific operations; steps to improve the interoperability of projection forces; arrangements for
      members to assume responsibility for surveillance and naval patrol in designated regions; and agreements on the
      sharing of intelligence. Countries not members of the Alliance —such as Japan and Australia— should be included
      in such consultations. The sharing of intelligence and surveillance responsibility would play an important
      preventive role by improving the ability of the Allies to address regional problems before the outbreak of
      hostilities. Should one or more parties decide to intervene, these measures would also facilitate cooperation on
      an operational level.
    


    
      The most viable options for enhancing cooperation on an operational level involve strengthening a European
      role in the periphery. On a rotating basis, those states with sufficient capability (namely Britain, France,
      Germany, Italy, and Holland) could deploy naval assets beyond NATO waters. These vessels could provide
      surveillance in areas of conflict and would serve as a deterrent to potential regional aggressors. Furthermore,
      the independent intervention capability of both the British and the French should by no means be neglected.
      Britain’s expedition to the Falklands demonstrated her ability to project power over long distances. British
      notification of their intent to withdraw assets from Europe also allowed NATO to take compensatory measures. In
      some instances, a unilateral operation by a European state operation would be politically
      preferable to an American move, simply because the former would have fewer implications for East-West
      relations.
    


    
      As far as guidelines for military procurement are concerned, special emphasis should be placed on
      increasing sea- and air-lift capabilities. For economic, political, and bureaucratic reasons, military
      establishments in both Europe and the United States have neglected this crucial component of force projection. An
      essential determinant of any Western operation in distant regions will be the speed with which sufficient troops
      and supplies can be transported to the area concerned. The Allies should also make efforts to increase the number
      of troops specially trained to deal with the unconventional contingencies that Western forces are likely to face
      in third areas.
    


    
      One final issue warrants mention. This chapter has been concerned exclusively with the military components
      of regional security. This focus is by no means meant to minimize the importance of economic and political
      initiatives in the Third World. Indeed, measures to preserve stability in the periphery will do far more to
      protect the West’s global security interests than will the growth of Western force projection capabilities.
      Military options serve as a response to the symptoms, not the sources, of regional conflict. Yet contributing to
      political stability and economic growth in the Third World has been one of the most elusive challenges facing the
      West. And the Allies have made few efforts to cooperate on issues of foreign aid and development in the
      periphery.
    


    
      Part of the problem is that there is no institution readily available to address these broader issues;
      member states have traditionally resisted discussing economic matters in NATO. The EEC, the OECD, and the UN
      remain as potential forums through which aid policy could be coordinated. Too often myopic political interests
      have concentrated aid on specific states to the exclusion of others. This has only exacerbated regional tensions
      and intensified ideological splits in the Third World. The Allies should realize that it is in the realm of aid
      and development that they have a clear advantage over the Soviets in the periphery. Moscow can project power
      around the globe, but simply can not afford to match the economic benefits that would accompany a coordinated
      Western aid policy. Such aid would not only contribute to stability in the Third World, but would also improve
      relations between the Allies and developing states.
    


    
      An equally important step in the non-military realm concerns the reduction of Western dependency on raw
      materials in the Third World. Particularly with respect to oil, the Allies should take steps
      to reduce consumption, develop alternative energy sources, and decrease their reliance on Middle East oil by
      seeking arrangements with producing states in other regions. Preparations for emergencies—building strategic
      reserves, planning for sharing stockpiles, and reducing consumption— must also be pursued. Such steps would
      reduce the potential for a future oil shock and allow the Allies to stand aloof from conflicts in the Persian
      Gulf area that could threaten the flow of oil.
    


    
      ***
    


    
      The principal conclusion of this chapter is as follows: conflict in the Third World remains an essential
      yet neglected dimension of European security. Conventional wisdom assumes that while the likelihood of war in
      Europe is slim, the chances are high that future conflicts, possibly involving the major Western powers, will
      break out in the periphery. Recent interventions by the British in the Falklands and the French in Chad were
      clear indications that Europeans have by no means abandoned a willingness to use force in the Third World. There
      will no doubt be tensions within the Alliance over the policies of member states toward specific regions, such as
      South Africa and Central America. Because Western interests in these regions are of a lower priority than those
      in the Middle East, developments in Africa or Latin America will not likely involve NATO to the same extent that
      events in Southwest Asia did. Nevertheless, American military intervention in Central America would indeed have
      wide political reverberations in the Alliance. It is also clear that the Europeans will remain vitally dependent
      upon Persian Gulf oil for at least the near future. Tensions over national policies toward the region are
      therefore likely to rise and fall in step with shifts in oil prices. Should the Gulf war spread or a regional
      state attempt to close the Straits of Hormuz, the question of joint allied action in Southwest Asia will again
      appear at the top of NATO’s agenda.
    


    
      These factors suggest that the Western Allies must devote increasing attention to regional security issues.
      The need to apply limited resources to a wide range of potential missions in the periphery underscores the
      importance of cooperation on these matters. Cooperation and joint participation is neither easily attainable nor
      desirable in all circumstances. An attempt to involve NATO in a small operation in the periphery could be
      counterproductive and dangerous; it could add an unnecessary East-West component to an otherwise geographically
      and politically isolated conflict.
    


    
      Yet in the longterm, consultation and cooperation on out-of-area problems offer clear benefits. In the
      operational realm, the Europeans, as they have in the past, can rely on American capability
      and transport. The Americans, in turn, can expect individual European states to share the burden of patrol and
      surveillance in the periphery, participate in specific operations, and undertake efforts to address the troop
      depletion and reinforcement problem in the European theater. In the political realm, consultation will preserve
      cohesion within the Alliance and facilitate coordination in the non-military areas discussed above. A cooperative
      stance on such diverse issues as oil consumption and foreign aid requires a purposeful attempt to bring European
      and American perspectives and policies into closer alignment. The consequent cohesion and effectiveness of policy
      could well reduce resource dependency while contributing to stability in the Third World, and therefore decrease
      the instances in which NATO members would feel the need to resort to the use of force in the periphery.
    


    
      This chapter has shown that NATO as presently structured is quite limited in its ability to address the
      strategic and political problems associated with regional security. Yet if the broad agenda can be set within
      NATO, individual states can proceed in a more orderly fashion both to reassess their own approaches to regional
      security and to make every effort to coordinate their policies and strategies with those of other members of the
      Alliance.
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    CONCLUSION: MANAGING THE TRANS-ATLANTIC PARTNERSHIP


    
      Fen Osler Hampson and Stephen J.Flanagan
      

      

      

    


    
      NATO has successfully weathered 35 years. Nothing is permanent, but in the turbulent world of international
      politics the Alliance remains a symbol of stability and a reminder that not all is subject to change. Midway
      through its fourth decade, it is clear that the trans-Atlantic partnership will endure because of geopolitical
      imperatives and abiding cultural and political ties. To be sure, such an assessment reaffirms much of the
      conventional wisdom about NATO. This survey of European security and the state of the Alliance reveals that most
      emerging and enduring political differences within the Alliance can be managed by careful consultation and
      consensus-building among and within member states. Nonetheless, European and American differences on several
      critical issues are quite pronounced. Finding a common ground on these issues will be the major challenge to
      Alliance solidarity in the coming decade.
    


    
      Like all partnerships, however, NATO has had its ups and downs. Right now the relationship is on an even
      keel, perhaps even strengthened as a result of having successfully met the challenges attendant to the deployment
      of intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF) following the breakdown of arms control talks between the United
      States and the Soviet Union in 1983. What does the future hold in store? The essays in this volume predict a
      mixed course. The likelihood of a domestic revolt against the Alliance in any one or more of its members is slim.
      If anything, support for various peace groups is on the wane. As Philip Sabin points out in his chapter, the
      level of public support for the Alliance throughout Western Europe remains high.
    


    
      There are, however, a number of developments that could erode the strategic underpinnings of the Alliance
      and the foundations of extended deterrence. These include the Reagan Administration’s Strategic Defense
      Initiative; the continued buildup of conventional and nuclear forces of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact;
      Western technological cooperation; and the growing divergence of opinion between Western
      Europeans and Americans about how to deal with the East-West conflict. None of these factors by itself
      constitutes a direct threat to the Alliance. Much depends on the course of events and how the Alliance chooses to
      respond to each problem. But failure to manage this array of problems effectively would threaten the coherence of
      the Alliance. The chapters in this volume not only discuss these problems in depth, but also suggest ways to
      manage the difficulties the Alliance is likely to encounter over the next decade and beyond.
    


    
    

    Flexible Response and Deterrence


    
      One of the key questions facing the Alliance is whether it will be able to adapt its nuclear doctrine,
      force posture, and decision-making structures to meet the changing requirements of extended deterrence. As Jay
      Kosminsky points out in his chapter, this challenge comes at a time when expanding Soviet capabilities have
      exacerbated intra-Alliance tensions, making consensus a scarce commodity. Although NATO has proven itself capable
      of reaching and implementing major decisions, deploying intermediate-range nuclear forces and a variety of new
      conventional weapons systems, critical and politically difficult choices lie ahead.
    


    
      The survivability, controllability, and flexibility of NATO’s nuclear force structure is increasingly
      challenged by the Soviet military buildup. In particular, the Soviets have expanded their ability to preempt
      NATO’s theater nuclear forces by conventional means, a potentially serious development that would maintain the
      burden of first use on NATO while limiting Alliance escalatory options. It is therefore necessary to ‘address at
      a fundamental level the ever-expanding gap between Soviet offensive strike capabilities and NATO’s ability to
      defend its key theater nuclear assets.’ Examination of the utility of both passive and active defenses is
      warranted.
    


    
      NATO’s growing reliance on medium- and long-range theater nuclear forces and reduction in shorter-range
      tactical nuclear weapons reflects a subtle shift in strategy from deterrence based on the dynamic of battlefield
      escalation to deterrence through a more measured response. As Kosminsky points out, however, NATO’s ‘shift’ was
      undertaken in response to a deteriorating strategic environment. If steps are not undertaken to give the new
      posture an operational capacity consistent with doctrine, it will ‘come to symbolize nothing more than the final
      phase in the military bankruptcy of flexible response.’
    


    
      The essays by Stephen Flanagan and John Burgess indicate that the picture is not much
      better with respect to conventional forces. NATO has dealt unevenly with the challenges posed by the Warsaw
      Pact’s sustained buildup. Although the current balance is not as bad as some critics maintain, the situation will
      not get any better and will probably worsen. Demographic trends in Western Europe will reduce the manpower pool
      for military services, particularly in West Germany. European publics will also continue to resist spending
      increases for defense. Expanded defense collaboration confronts formidable political hurdles and is unlikely to
      yield really substantial savings. As Flanagan reminds us, ‘Unfortunately, the prospects for a larger conventional
      component in NATO’s deterrent posture do not appear so favorable when considered from the perspective of enduring
      historical trends. Despite periodic upsurges in concern about the dangers of overreliance on nuclear deterrence,
      since the early 1950s NATO countries have consciously opted for the less costly defense that these weapons
      provide.’
    


    
      Emerging high-technology conventional weapons systems do not, as Burgess notes, offer a panacea for NATO’s
      current problems. These weapons will have an evolutionary rather than revolutionary impact on the state of the
      balance as a consequence of operational uncertainties, cost, and the effectiveness of hostile countermeasures.
      Flanagan cautions that there are also considerable differences within the Alliance about proposed innovations in
      tactics, such as the SACEUR’s FOFA and the U.S. Army’s Air-Land Battle concepts, that have been advanced as other
      ways of doing more with existing military resources. Nonetheless, the Alliance will be able to sustain
      incremental improvements to its conventional forces that appear defensive in character and likely to reduce the
      risk of war.
    


    
    

    The Strategic Defense Initiative


    
      The Reagan Administration’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) is fast becoming the central issue in
      inter-Alliance politics, and has the potential to become a major challenge to its cohesion. As Ivo Daalder and
      Lynn Whittaker argue in their chapter, however, much will depend on the way the SDI is managed and the eventual
      shape of the program.
    


    
      The deployment of area defenses, i.e., defenses that would cover the entire homeland, by both superpowers
      could have serious repercussions for the Alliance. It is true that area defenses would reduce the level of risk
      U.S. leaders face, thereby increasing the incentive to follow through with the nuclear guarantee. In recent
      years, however, the Alliance has come to emphasize the notion of ‘shared risk,’ and
      Europeans are chary about being left in a more vulnerable position than the United States. Moreover, the
      deployment of area defenses by both superpowers might actually increase the risks of war in Europe if they had
      less to fear from the risks of escalation. The deployment of area defenses by the Soviets would also undermine
      the deterrent value of the British and French nuclear forces.
    


    
      If defenses were limited to point defenses, i.e., defenses around land-based missiles and other military
      facilities however, they would not necessarily undermine extended deterrence or the notion of shared risk. Point
      defenses would still leave U.S. population centers exposed to Soviet countervalue targeting. And the risks of
      escalation would continue to be great if war were to break out in Central Europe. Point defenses would not
      necessarily undermine the British and French nuclear deterrent forces either, since they could still be used to
      attack Soviet population centers.
    


    
      Regardless of its final form, the SDI could become a key bone of contention in the Alliance. Increased
      spending on the SDI will force cuts in the resources Washington devotes to NATO, and there will be pressure on
      the allies to take up the slack, which they will be reluctant to do. Europeans also fear that there will be an
      arms race in space. For now, their hopes are placed in arms control, and a general consensus is emerging that SDI
      is best employed as a bargaining chip to secure Soviet consent to significant reductions in offensive force
      levels. But if agreements are not forthcoming and the race gets under way, disenchantment and disillusion will
      set in.
    


    
      The technological implications of SDI and its broader consequences for industrial policy are only beginning
      to be understood. Europe worries that it will get left behind in the technological race to develop defenses. It
      is unlikely that Europe will get more than token participation in the development of tech nologies for
      space-based defense. If Europe’s own coordinated effort, Eureka, a civilian program, achieves fruition and reaps
      military and economic dividends, it will stimulate a closer European identity. If it does not, and Europeans are
      once again forced to ‘buy American,’ further frictions are likely to arise.
    


    
    

    East-West Relations


    
      Several of the essays in this volume indicate important and growing differences between Western Europeans
      and the United States about the nature of the Soviet threat. These differences have profound
      implications for the way the Alliance approaches questions of force planning, out-of-area disputes, and economic
      and trade relations with the Eastern bloc. To the extent that conflicting perspectives about the requirements of
      security create friction, the political cohesion of the Alliance will be threatened.
    


    
      Boyce Greer argues that radically different approaches to economic security on the two sides of the
      Atlantic are a serious and growing source of conflict in the Alliance. Europe’s far greater dependence on
      international trade for its economic growth and development has led to economic security policies different from
      those of the United States. According to Greer, ‘trends in trade patterns, raw materials availability, business
      practices, and world-wide economic interdependencies require European planners to take a broader view of their
      nations’ security.’ As a result, Europeans have adopted a portfolio strategy in their trade relationships and
      sought to diversify markets and spread uncertainties over a large number of producers, including those of the
      Eastern bloc. This approach conflicts directly with the restrictive trade practices of the United States. Foreign
      trade is not nearly as important to the United States as it is to Europe and, in the interests of national
      security, U.S. policymakers have sought to limit trading ties with the communist world, pressuring their allies
      to do likewise.
    


    
      Greer explains that the result of this separation of economic from security issues is that ‘the United
      States could come to look more like an opponent than an ally with respect to Europe’s economic security.’ ‘This
      behavior,’ Greer concludes, ‘only reinforces the European perception of the United States as an opponent in the
      international market.’
    


    
      The ‘out-of-area’ question is another divisive problem for the Alliance. Following the Arab oil embargo in
      1973 and again during the Afghanistan crisis in 1980, NATO spoke with many voices. Europeans have generally taken
      a softer line towards the Soviets than the United States, and have been less inclined to view problems in the
      Third World in terms of the East-West struggle. Additionally, as Charles Kupchan states, ‘progress in addressing
      the problems of regional security has been hindered by wide disparities in force projection capability. European
      fears of U.S. dominance of both NATO and third area security policies, and differing perceptions about what
      threats to the Third World are and how to cope with them.’
    


    
    

    The ‘German Question’


    
      The chapters by Jeffrey Boutwell and Fen Hampson point to the continuing dilemma of inner-German relations
      for the Alliance. The postwar division of the two Germanies has created an ineluctable tension that will always
      be a potential source of conflict. Although both sides have learned to live with this division, there are new
      pressures in the FRG and the GDR for developing a sense of identity that transcends East-West politics and the
      confrontation between the superpowers. These pressures are evident in a new socio-cultural nationalism and a
      sense of nationhood that crosses state boundaries. The ‘German Question’ is not about to be re-opened, nor are
      there strong pressures for reunification, but, according to Boutwell, ‘What does appear to be occurring…is that
      the German Question is being re-phrased in terms of all-German security, where the concept of the German Nation,
      as opposed to that of the two German states, has reemerged as an important symbol for the peoples and governments
      of the two Germanies.’ While some of these developments are to be welcomed and encouraged, if centripetal
      pressures become too strong they will weaken alliance systems, with adverse consequences for political stability
      in Central Europe.
    


    
    

    Policy Alternatives


    
      How should NATO deal with these problems? What are the policy alternatives? What are the trade-offs? Each
      of the chapters in this volume addresses these questions. The answers are disquieting: there are no quick fixes.
      Nor are there radical solutions. Neutrality and nonalignment are not viable options. As Wolfgang Danspeck-gruber
      argues in his chapter, those European countries that have chosen this route have done so for special historical,
      political, and geostrategic reasons that are not easily applied to other settings. But this is not to say there
      are no solutions. What options there are, however, will place a premium on skillful diplomacy and sound political
      management within the Atlantic framework. We will first outline some of the major proposals that have been
      offered in recent policy debates and the pros and cons of each. This discussion will be followed by a net
      assessment of the alternatives proposed by the contributors to this volume.
    


    
    

    Doctrine


    
      In recent years, a number of observers have asked if NATO’s doctrine should be modified in ways that would
      more effectively reduce the risks of confrontation and war in Europe than does the current doctrine. In
      particular, they believe that specific changes in NATO’s declaratory policy would not only reduce the risks of
      nuclear war, but would also have beneficial consequences for the development of an improved conventional
      deterrent.
    


    
    

    No First Use
    

    



    
      Foremost among these proposals is that of no first use. In addition to the political and strategic problems
      with this proposal, it rests on the questionable assumption that conventional force improvements can be made in
      the future. But there is little evidence that the members of the Alliance have the political will to do so. If
      anything, budgetary and fiscal problems in Western Europe, Canada, and the United States suggest that overall
      defense spending may face cutbacks or, at the very least, will not be able to sustain the increases of the early
      1980s. Furthermore, history has shown that, whether in times of high defense budgets or low, allocations to
      conventional forces tend to take a back seat to spending on nuclear forces. A strengthening of NATO’s
      conventional defenses—especially to the point at which they could reduce NATO’s reliance on nuclear deterrence—is
      therefore not likely in the foreseeable future.
    


    
    

    Nuclear-free Zones
    

    



    
      Some believe that NATO should declare a nuclear free zone on its side of the inner-German border and
      encourage the Soviets to do likewise. This step would result in the removal of all tactical nuclear forces from
      the zone. This initiative might reduce the risks of inadvertent escalation in a conventional conflict by removing
      nuclear forces that are extremely tempting targets for conventional forces, and that thus are likely to be used
      early in a conflict to avoid preemption. However, implementing this change might be inconsequential because
      nuclear weapons could be reintroduced into the zone in a crisis, or fired into it from outside if war actually
      broke out. The zone could also weaken deterrence along the inner-German border, and might actually tempt the
      Soviets to seize a narrow strip of land for political bargaining in a crisis. The width of
      the zone would also have to be more clearly defined than it has been.
    


    
    

    Forces
    

    



    
      A variety of force improvements from the nuclear to the conventional have been heralded as ways to bolster
      extended deterrence. These include recent and ongoing efforts to improve NATO’s theater nuclear force
      capabilities, and suggestions for tapping the potential of new technologies in target acquisition and
      interdiction to upgrade NATO’s conventional forces. In addition, the possible deployment of ballistic missile
      defenses by the United States is also seen by some as having beneficial consequences for the Alliance and for
      extended deterrence.
    


    
    

    Theater Nuclear Forces
    

    



    
      While the recent and continuing deployment of a new generation of intermediate nuclear forces in Europe
      will strengthen NATO’s theater nuclear deterrent, important vulnerabilities in command, control, and
      communications (C3) remain. Unless NATO takes appropriate measures to reduce the vulnerability of its
      battlefield and theater nuclear forces, and improve C3, its overall situation vis-à-vis the Warsaw
      Pact will worsen and the likelihood that the Soviets will attain escalation dominance will grow.
    


    
    

    Emerging Technologies
    

    



    
      The review of new technologies in reconnaissance, target acquisition, and interdiction in the chapters by
      Flanagan and Burgess suggests that the impact of new weapons is going to be incremental and gradual. While some
      have the potential to improve appreciably certain military capabilities of the Alliance, they will not solve many
      of the problems that must be addressed. Nor are they likely to be cheap. Moreover, some of the systems that are
      being contemplated for deep-strike and interdiction missions far into Warsaw Pact territory would actually have a
      deleterious effect on crisis stability and increase the risks of escalation if military conflict were to
      occur.
    


    
    

    Ballistic Missile Defenses
    

    



    
      President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative is very much of a double-edged sword for the Alliance. As
      long as the SDI research program remains just that, it will not pose a threat to Alliance cohesion. But the
      deployment of defenses could, especially the deployment of area defenses. Much, however, will depend upon the
      political reaction of the allies to the systems that are eventually acquired. To the extent the allies feel left
      out of the SDI and victims of U.S. ‘unilateralism,’ their reaction will be hostile, whatever shape these programs
      take. The Europeans have responded to the technological challenge posed by the SDI with Eureka, a joint effort to
      foster European research in such areas as laser optics, artificial intelligence, high speed data processing, and
      satellite research. As the chapter by Daalder and Whittaker makes abundantly clear, however, the purpose of this
      program is not so much to develop defenses for Europe, but to ensure that European industry does not get left
      behind in what is generally perceived as the beginnings of a major revolution at the technological high
      frontier.
    


    
    

    Arms Control and Confidence-Building Measures


    
      Negotiated ceilings on troop levels and theater nuclear forces constitute yet another way to strengthen
      deterrence and reduce the risks of war in Europe. There are also a variety of confidence-building measures that
      could be adopted to reduce the risks of confrontation and escalation in a crisis. These include limits on and
      advance notification about troop movements in a crisis; the creation of joint U.S.-Soviet crisis centers and
      communications links; and restrictions on the field deployment of certain kinds of equipment like tank-bridging
      equipment. There have been a number of different negotiations between NATO and the Warsaw Pact, and the United
      States and the Soviet Union, on these and other issues. As John Borawski indicates in his chapter, the results
      have been mixed and the contribution of arms control to deterrence and reducing the risks of war is likely to be
      marginal at best.
    


    
    

    INF
    

    



    
      Negotiations on intermediate-range nuclear forces, along with those on space and strategic weapons, have
      resumed in recent months. It is too early to anticipate the outcome. The key question, however, is whether the
      Soviets will be willing to give up those advantages they now possess including the potential
      for escalation dominance. The bargaining leverage of the West is limited, but the combination of INF with
      negotiations on strategic offensive and defensive forces may—if these negotiations are successful—invite
      concessions.
    


    
    

    MBFR
    

    



    
      The prospects for an agreement in the talks on Mutual and Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) are probably
      greater now than ever before. The December 1985 Western proposal removed the major impediment to an accord: prior
      agreement on the level of forces in the ‘guidelines area.’ The ball is now in the East’s court. It is unclear
      whether Moscow can accept the West’s demand for thirty challenge inspections each year to verify the residual
      level of forces after reductions. However, the Soviets now have a way to save face with respect to the
      differences between Western estimates and their claims about the level of Warsaw Pact forces deployed in the
      region. A positive response to the West’s offer would be a signal that Moscow is anxious to revive detente on a
      broad scale in the aftermath of the 1985 Geneva summit.
    


    
      There are a number of benefits that would come from such an agreement. First, it would reduce Eastern
      advantages in heavy armor and diminish Warsaw Pact breakthrough options. Second, it would provide a framework for
      further unilateral force adjustments. Third, the limits on out-of-garrison activities in the so-called
      ‘associated measures’ of MBFR will help crisis stability. Finally, an agreement would be an important symbol of
      much-needed improvement in East-West relations. However, it should be realized that an MBFR agreement would only
      have a marginal impact on the military balance. According to Borawski, ‘So long as the Soviets could leave intact
      the weaponry and equipment associated with whole units…the…Pact’s conventional offensive force posture capability
      would not be diminished.’
    


    
    

    CDE
    

    



    
      The Conference on Disarmament in Europe in Stockholm may also bear some fruit in the near future. However,
      says Borawski, ‘at this point it might be concluded that the prospects for the Stockholm Conference adopting
      truly militarily significant CSBMs are not auspicious. What will probably emerge is a document that recommits all
      states to observe the general international legal principles of refraining from the threat or use of force,
      incorporates some additional “pledges” from the Soviet treaty…and a number of measures that
      improve notification and observation of the Final Act and which add some form of communications link and possibly
      even constraints.’
    


    
      Although there are certain areas like arms control and doctrine as well as force issues that continue to
      receive sustained attention and interest in the Alliance, other areas have suffered from benign neglect. These
      include more general questions about how the Alliance, as a whole, should manage its political relationship with
      Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union; how it should coordinate its response to regional conflicts outside of
      Europe, particularly in the Third World; and how it should educate its own citizens on subtle questions of force
      planning, the nature of the Soviet threat, and nuclear strategy. These are important issues which have time and
      again proven their potential to rock the Alliance to its very core. But little thought has been given in either
      academic or policymaking circles about how to address them. The absence of debate speaks loudly and does not
      augur well for NATO’s future.
    


    
    

    Policy Recommendations


    
      What is to be done? What actions are in the realm of the politically possible? Each essay in this volume
      provides a detailed net assessment of the options, be it for forces, doctrine, strategy, arms control, East-West
      relations, economics, or NATO operations in the Third World. The following summary of policy recommendations is
      just that. Those wishing a more detailed assessment should turn to the individual chapters themselves.
    


    
    

    Doctrine


    
    

    Do not adopt a No first use Policy
    

    



    
      Although NATO is moving slowly in the direction of no early first use, it should not adopt a policy of no
      first use. Conventional deterrence is not an effective substitute for the deterrent threat of nuclear weapons.
      NATO has neither the resources nor the political will to build a sufficiently strong conventional deterrent
      against the forces of the Warsaw Pact.
    


    
    

    Do not declare a Nuclear Free Zone in Central Europe
    

    



    
      A nuclear free zone might undermine deterrence and leave NATO open to blackmail if the Soviets decided to
      move into the zone for political bargaining purposes in a crisis.
    


    
    

    Forces


    
    

    Maintain a Residual Tactical and Battlefield Nuclear Capability
    

    



    
      NATO is slowly reducing the size of its battlefield and tactical nuclear forces. It should not eliminate
      these capabilities entirely, however. A residual battlefield nuclear capability is necessary for deterrence and
      for escalation control, and certain proposed conventional munitions do not constitute a substitute for this
      capability.
    


    
    

    Reduce the Vulnerability of Theater Nuclear Weapons
    

    



    
      NATO’s theater nuclear forces are extremely vulnerable to preemption by the Soviets. The Soviets have also
      developed the potential to destroy NATO’s theater nuclear assets by conventional means. This could place the
      burden of nuclear escalation on NATO. NATO must develop appropriate defensive measures against this offensive
      preemptive threat by deploying active theater defenses and enhanced offensive counter-air capabilities.
    


    
    

    Improve Battlefield Command and Control
    

    



    
      NATO is currently taking a number of steps to improve its battlefield command and control capabilities. But
      important deficiencies remain including lack of proper IFF (identification of friend or foe) capabilities among
      the different allied forces; weaknesses in ground communications; and lack of proper integration of surveillance,
      target acquisition, and interdiction capabilities. Improved C3 should continue to be a top priority for the
      Alliance, and greater effort should be made to ensure that common upgrading standards are applied to all of the
      allied forces.
    


    
    

    Develop ET Systems for the Front
    

    



    
      NATO should, in the short run, concentrate on those systems that are likely to bring the greatest increases
      in firepower and target acquisition capabilities on the front. Additionally, those systems that have counterair
      application should also be developed. It is important, over the long term, to continue to explore technologies
      for deep-strike interdiction. But research should proceed cautiously and attention should be paid to the
      implications of particular systems for crisis stability.
    


    
    

    SDI


    
    

    Be Explicit about the Allies’ Role in Research
    

    



    
      The primary issue facing the Alliance now is the research participation question. The United States has two
      options: 1) it can conclude government-to-government agreements that will guarantee European access to
      technologies which are viable for commercial exploitation; or, 2) if it is worried about illicit transfers of
      technology, it can abandon the search for European political support through the participation initiative, and
      actively endorse Europe’s own Eureka program. In either case, the United States should not create false
      expectations about the allies’ role in the SDI.
    


    
    

    Endorse the Thatcher-Reagan Agreement within the NATO Framework
    

    



    
      The United States and Europe should actively endorse the Thatcher-Reagan agreement within the NATO
      framework. This means that European governments should voice their support for a prudent research effort more
      openly and supportively, but that they should reiterate the clear distinction between research on the one hand
      and development on the other. The United States, in return, should agree to consult its allies at all stages of
      the research process, and promise to consult with them and the Soviet Union before it decides to proceed with
      development and deployment.
    


    
    

    Coordinate Efforts to Develop Effective, non-nuclear Tactical Missiles
    

    



    
      Over the longer-term, the United States and Europe should coordinate efforts to explore the possibility of
      developing effective, non-nuclear anti-tactical missiles. Whether European countries participate in SDI research
      or not, NATO as a whole should develop ground-based terminal defenses to ensure the survivability of its
      European-based nuclear deterrent forces. The time to discuss the military and strategic aspects of theater
      defenses is now, and NATO should set up a study-group for this particular purpose. An additional working group
      could be established to evaluate the technical possibilities of such a system, as well as to determine what sorts
      of research and coordination would be possible in this area.
    


    
    

    European Defense Cooperation


    
    

    Develop the Institutional Machinery to Sustain European Defense Cooperation
    

    



    
      European defense cooperation is necessary to place the Alliance partnership on a more equal footing and to
      ease some of the current frictions. Europe should make greater use of the institutional machinery of the Western
      European Union, European Political Cooperation, and the European Economic Community to foster increased
      cooperation in procurement, nuclear policy, and arms control.
    


    
      The planning mechanisms of NATO’s 1978 Long Term Defense Plan should also be used to identify priority
      improvements within general functional areas and to monitor program implementation. Washington can also foster
      greater Allied defense cooperation by purchasing more European equipment.
    


    
    

    Expand French Cooperation with NA TO
    

    



    
      Expanded French cooperation with NATO countries, particularly West Germany, is critical to strengthening
      NATO conventional capabilities. French budget decisions will result in diminished combat capabilities for the
      Armee de Terre, with even the favored nuclear force modernization program facing some delays. However, the
      most important contribution France could make to NATO’s conventional posture would be to take steps to facilitate
      access to her logistic infrastructure in times of crisis. For this and other reasons, the
      growing military consultations between France and other NATO countries, particularly West Germany, should be
      encouraged. All of the major political parties in France, except the Communists, now favor provision of further
      security assurances and expanded defense cooperation with West Germany. However, only explicit guarantees with
      regard to employment of French nuclear and conventional forces in defense of West Germany (which Paris remains
      reluctant to offer) will make Bonn feel more secure.
    


    
    

    East-West Relations


    
    

    Conduct Regular Threat Assessments
    

    



    
      Alliance cooperation will be hindered by differing perceptions about the nature of the Soviet threat. NATO
      should conduct an annual assessment of the Soviet threat that would be subject to discussion and review at the
      highest political levels. Although threat perceptions will continue to differ, it is important that each member
      of the Alliance understands the assumptions that lie behind the other members’ assessments.
    


    
    

    Develop a Framework for Managing Political and Economic Relations with the Eastern Bloc
    

    



    
      The Alliance has been divided by bitter disputes about how to manage political and economic relations with
      the countries of the Eastern bloc. Although these differences of opinion are unlikely to be eliminated, it is
      important that they do not become so contentious that they fracture the Alliance. East-West relations should be a
      subject of continuing discussion at the annual meeting of the NATO first ministers. The Alliance should also
      agree on a framework for managing the East-West relationship over the long term that will take into account the
      differing political and economic strategies of its individual members.
    


    
    

    Establish Regular Consultations Among the Allies on Out-of-area Issues
    

    



    
      Regional issues have the potential to divide the Alliance as they did in 1980–82. To prevent this from
      recurring, regular consultations among the allies on out-of-area issues should be established. Where force is
      involved, multilateral cooperation should be encouraged within the broader alliance
      framework. The most powerful states in NATO and their allies in the Pacific should coordinate regional spheres of
      responsibility, and allow the United States to devote more attention to particularly vulnerable areas in the
      periphery, such as the Persian Gulf.
    


    
    

    Arms Control


    
    

    Pursue Arms Control Agreements with Vigor
    

    



    
      An MBFR agreement could play an important role in halting the Soviet buildup of conventional forces in
      Eastern Europe and, through the ‘associated measures,’ to reduce the risks of war. It would also help to improve
      the political climate and lay the groundwork for future agreements. The prospects for an MBFR agreement are
      technically stronger now than ever before and NATO should exploit this opportunity. Although the prospects for a
      meaningful agreement on intermediate-range nuclear forces in Geneva and on confidence-building measures in the
      Stockholm Conference are somewhat slimmer, they should be pursued with equal vigor. Arms control along with
      modest attrition of forces on both sides will ease tensions and reduce the risks of war in Europe.
    


    
    

    Do not Inflate Political Expectations About the Role of Arms Control
    

    



    
      If arms control agreements are to be pursued with strong public support, it is important not to inflate
      expectations about what can be delivered. The contribution of any agreement to reducing tensions and the risks of
      war is likely to be marginal at best. But realistically, that is all that can be hoped for. To exaggerate the
      value of arms control will only discredit the process and lead to disillusionment.
    


    
    

    Domestic Politics


    
    

    Widen the Domestic Political Debate about the Future of the Alliance
    

    



    
      If NATO’s leaders are to come to terms with their domestic dilemma, they cannot adopt a narrow managerial
      approach to security issues. The only way to create a domestic political consensus for
      policies is to be clear about the assumptions and trade-offs underlying them. Policies must be discussed openly
      and within the broader political setting. NATO’s defense experts must begin to reach out to society at
      large.
    


    
    

    Strategies for the Long Term


    
    

    Maintain Alliance Cohesion while working for Rapprochement with the Soviet Union
    

    



    
      It is important to maintain the political cohesion of the Alliance, since divisions could be exploited by
      the Soviets that would weaken deterrence. However, the Alliance must continue to work towards political
      accommodation with the East to reduce the risks of war over the long term. But it must do this from a position of
      strength not weakness. Political change will only come about gradually, and the preservation of peace is the best
      guarantee of evolutionary change. The longer peace lasts, the more likely that trust between the two sides will
      develop and old antagonisms wither away. Arms control and diplomacy have a critical role to play here, but their
      success will depend upon coordinated positions and policies that have the support not only of Allied governments,
      but the people they represent.
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      Table 8.1: INF Chronology
    


    
      
        
          	US.

          	USSR
        


        
          	November 30, 1981: Talks begin

          	
        


        
          	February 1982: zero/zero land-based INF missiles globally.

          	February 1982: reductions to 600 medium-range missiles and
          aircraft by 1985, to 300 by 1990. UK and French forces taken into account by U.S. ceiling.
        


        
          	July 1982: 'Walk in the woods': 225 INF missile launcher
          and aircraft ceiling, 75 missile launcher subceiling, in Europe; US to deploy only GLCM; freeze on
          Asian-based SS-20S.

          	December 1982: 162 missile subceiling.
        


        
          	March 1983: interim equal global INF missile warhead
          ceiling.

          	May 1983: equal ceilings on missile and aircraft warheads and
          bombs ('charges').
        


        
          	September 1983: US will consider not offsetting in Europe global
          Soviet INF deployment; Pershing II and GLCM reductions to be apportioned; aircraft limits to be
          considered.

          	October 1983: reductions to 140 SS-20 launchers in Europe;
          freeze on Asian-based SS-20s.
        


        
          	November 1983: 420 global warhead ceiling.

          	November 1983: reductions of 572 warheads (to 120 SS-20s);
          compensation for UK and French forces deferred to future forum.
        


        
          	            November 14,1983:

          	GLCMs in UK.
        


        
          	            November 22,1983:

          	Bundestag approves Pershing II.
        


        
          	            November 23,1983:

          	Pershing II in FRG;
          

          Soviets suspend Round VI.
        


        
          	            November 24,1983:

          	Andropov announces 'counter-measures'.
        

      
    


    
      Source: Derived from NATO Special Consultative Group, INF: Progress Report to Ministers,
      December 8 1983 (Washington: ACDA, 1983); The New York Times, November 15 1983; and The New York
      Times, November 24 1983. Because the Soviets deny any complicity with formulating the walk-in-the-woods
      offer, it is placed on the U.S. side of the table.
    


    
      Table 8.2: MBFR Reduction Proposals
    


    
      
        
          	NATO

          	Warsaw Pact
        


        
          	Reductions of 5,000 U.S. and 11,500 Soviet ground troops within
          one year, collective freeze on NATO and Warsaw Pact troops for three years.

          	Reductions of 13,000 U.S. and 20,000 Soviet ground troops in
          units with corresponding weapons and equipment over one year.
        


        
          	Associated Measures go into effect.

          	Freeze on all troops.
        


        
          	Contingent upon agreement upon data, reductions to 700,000
          ground and 900,000 ground and air troops combined. Each Direct Participant with major formations to take a
          'significant share' of reductions. specific amounts to be declared before treaty signature.

          	Reductions to 700,000 ground and 200,000 air force troops in
          units with weapons, to be negotiated during prior U.S.–Soviet reductions, over three years. Lists of units to
          be withdrawn exchanged, but no prior data agreement. Most verification measures go into effect after ceilings
          reached. Each Direct Participant with major formations will commit itself to participate substantially in
          overall reductions, but no one country can have more than 50 percent of troops within the collective
          ceiling.
        

      
    


    
      Source: The Arms Control Reporter (Brookline, MA: Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies,
      1984); Western MBFR press statement, December 5, 1985.
    


    
      Table 8.3: MBFR Associated Measures Proposals
    


    
      
        
          	Notification 30 days in advance and by annual calendar of
          out-of-garrison activities by one or more divison-size formations; alert activities notified upon
          commencement.

          	Advance notification of troop movements and maneuvers exceeding
          20,000 troops.
        


        
          	Exchange of observers at pre-notified out-of-garrison
          activities. This and preceding measures apply to territory of all European participating states, not just
          those in guidelines area.

          	Maneuver ceiling of 40,000-50,000 troops.
        


        
          	Notification 30 days in advance and by annual calendar of major
          ground force movements into the guidelines area.

          	Observers at reductions of 'the most substantial
          contingents' of troops.
        


        
          	30 annual ground and/or air inspections in guidelines area on
          demand (5 may be aerial).

          	Notification of reductions initiation and completion.
        


        
          	Permanent exit/entry points with permanent observers to monitor
          troop movements to and from guidelines area.

          	Periodic exchange of data on force strengths.
        


        
          	Annual exchange of information on forces in guidelines
          area.

          	3-4 permanent monitoring stations to ensure collective
          ceiling.
        


        
          	Non-interference with national technical means of
          verification.

          	Voluntary on-site inspection.
        


        
          	Notification, observation, and exchange of information on
          reductions.

          	Non-interference with national technical means of
          verification.
        


        
          	

          	Consultative body.
        

      
    


    
      Source: The Arms Control Reporter.
    


    
      Table 8.4: NATO and Soviet CSBM Proposals
    


    
      
        
          	Information exchange on organization and location of major
          ground and air force formations, and on regulations governing accredited military personnel.

          	Treaty on non-use of force.
        


        
          	Annual calendar forecast of notifiable military activities.

          	40,000 limit on ground force maneuvers.
        


        
          	45 days advance notification of out-of-garrison land activities
          at the division level or 6,000 troops, reserve call-ups at 3 divisions or 25,000 troops, and amphibious
          landings at 3 battalions or 3,000 troops. Alert activities notified upon commencement.

          	Notification 30 days in advance of ground, air, and naval
          maneuvers at 20,000 troops, 200 aircraft, and 30 ships + 100 aircraft, respectively.
        


        
          	Observation of notifiable activities.

          	Notification 30 days in advance of major ground and airforce
          movements within, into, and out of,Europe exceeding 20,000 troops and 100 aircraft.
        


        
          	Non-interference with national technical means of verification,
          and on-site ground and air inspections on demand.

          	'Development' of maneuver observation.
        


        
          	Rapid communications link among governments.

          	'Adequate' verification, including requests for
          information and consultations.
        

      
    


    
      Source: The Arms Control Reporter.
    


    
      Table 10.1: Effect of 1973 Oil Embargo on GNP Growth Rates of Western Europe and the United States (percent
      annual growth)
    


    
      
        
          	

          	

          	

          	Change from Pre-Embargo Outlook
        


        
          	

          	

          	

          	

          	Attributable to
        


        
          	

          	Pre-Embargo Outlook

          	Actual

          	Total

          	Oil

          	Other
        


        
          	United States
          

          West Europe

          	+2.6
          

          + 4.8

          	-2.1
          

          +2.3

          	-4.7
          

          -2.5

          	-2.5
          

          -2.7

          	-2.2
          

          +0.2
        

      
    


    
      Source: Extracted from Fried and Schultz, p. 21.
    


    
      Table 10.2: Value of Exports, Imports, and Gross Domestic Product for Western Europe and the United States
      (billion dollars at current prices and exchange rates)
    


    
      
        
          	Eur-10

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	

          	1977

          	1978

          	1979

          	1980

          	1981

          	1982

          	1983
        


        
          	GDP

          	1640

          	2031

          	2459

          	2810

          	2467

          	2361

          	2305
        


        
          	Exports

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	World

          	382.7

          	462.0

          	577.5

          	665.9

          	612.5

          	590.0

          	574.5
        


        
          	E. Europe

          	12.9

          	14.0

          	16.4

          	19.4

          	15.8

          	14.5

          	16.0
        


        
          	USSR

          	6.8

          	7.3

          	8.7

          	10.5

          	8.8

          	8.8

          	10.6
        


        
          	Imports

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	World

          	395.7

          	468.2

          	611.3

          	729.1

          	645.1

          	615.7

          	590.5
        


        
          	E. Europe

          	11.9

          	14.6

          	18.5

          	23.1

          	21.0

          	23.1

          	22.6
        


        
          	USSR

          	6.8

          	8.6

          	11.1

          	14.6

          	14.8

          	16.8

          	16.5
        


        
          	United States

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	

          	1977

          	1978

          	1979

          	1980

          	1981

          	1982

          	1983
        


        
          	GDP

          	1903

          	2140

          	2382

          	2599

          	2934

          	3045

          	3276
        


        
          	Exports

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	World

          	121.3

          	143.8

          	182.0

          	220.8

          	233.7

          	212.3

          	200.5
        


        
          	E. Europe

          	2.2

          	3.3

          	5.1

          	3.1

          	3.8

          	3.3

          	2.6
        


        
          	USSR

          	1.7

          	2.3

          	3.6

          	1.5

          	2.4

          	2.6

          	2.0
        


        
          	Imports

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	World

          	160.4

          	186.0

          	222.3

          	257.0

          	273.4

          	254.9

          	269.9
        


        
          	E. Europe

          	0.9

          	1.2

          	1.5

          	1.1

          	0.9

          	0.6

          	0.7
        


        
          	USSR

          	0.5

          	0.6

          	0.9

          	0.5

          	0.4

          	0.2

          	0.4
        

      
    


    
      Sources: International Monetary Fund, Direction of Trade Statistic Yearbook, 1984. Eurostat, Basic
      Statistics of the Community, 1984.
    


    
      Table 10.3: Export and Import Share of GDP for Western Europe and the United States (percent)
    


    
      
        
          	Eur-10

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	

          	1977

          	1978

          	1979

          	1980

          	1981

          	1982

          	1983
        


        
          	Exports

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	World

          	23.33

          	22.75

          	23.49

          	23.70

          	24.83

          	24.99

          	24.92
        


        
          	E. Europe

          	0.79

          	0.69

          	0.67

          	0.69

          	0.64

          	0.61

          	0.69
        


        
          	USSR

          	0.41

          	0.36

          	0.35

          	0.37

          	0.36

          	0.37

          	0.46
        


        
          	Imports

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	World

          	24.13

          	23.05

          	24.86

          	25.95

          	26.15

          	26.08

          	25.62
        


        
          	E. Europe

          	0.72

          	0.72

          	0.75

          	0.82

          	0.85

          	0.98

          	0.98
        


        
          	USSR

          	0.42

          	0.42

          	0.45

          	0.52

          	0.60

          	0.71

          	0.72
        


        
          	United States

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	

          	1977

          	1978

          	1979

          	1980

          	1981

          	1982

          	1983
        


        
          	Exports

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	World

          	6.37

          	6.72

          	7.64

          	8.49

          	7.97

          	6.97

          	6.12
        


        
          	E. Europe

          	0.12

          	0.15

          	0.21

          	0.12

          	0.13

          	0.11

          	0.08
        


        
          	USSR

          	0.09

          	0.11

          	0.15

          	0.06

          	0.08

          	0.09

          	0.06
        


        
          	Imports

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	

          	
        


        
          	World

          	8.43

          	8.69

          	9.33

          	9.89

          	9.32

          	8.37

          	8.24
        


        
          	E. Europe

          	0.05

          	0.05

          	0.06

          	0.04

          	0.03

          	0.02

          	0.02
        


        
          	USSR

          	0.02

          	0.03

          	0.04

          	0.02

          	0.01

          	0.01

          	0.01
        

      
    


    
      Note: Ratios are calculated from Table 10.2
      by dividing trade between the U.S. or EUR-10 and the specified region by the respective GDP.
    


    
      Table 11.1: Specific 20th Century Historical Highlights and Description of Neutrality
    


    
      
        
          	

          	(A)

          	(CH)

          	(S)

          	(SF)
        


        
          	

          	World War I

          	–

          	–

          	1916 Lib.
          

          War with USSR
        


        
          	

          	1919 End of Austro-Hungarian Empire

          	–

          	Loss of Norway

          	–
        


        
          	

          	World War II

          	–

          	–

          	3 Wars + USSR
        


        
          	

          	10 years Occupation by E, F, US, USSR (ended 1955)

          	–

          	–

          	Occupation by USSR
          

          Porkala returned by USSR 1956
        


        
          	Important TREATIES:

          	State Treaty 1955 (+Allied Powers)

          	–

          	–

          	Peace-Treaty 1947 (+Allied Powers) FCMA 1948 (Finno-Soviet)
        


        
          	Directly Affecting CRISIS:

          	1956 Hungary
          

          1958 Lebanon
          

          1968 CSSR

          	–
          

          –
          

          –

          	–
          

          –
          

          –

          	'Night Frost Crisis' 'Note Crisis' (with USSR)
        


        
          	Specific Historic Character of Society:

          	Former Monarchy

          	Democratic Confederation 26 Cantons
          

          + Half Cantons

          	Monarchy

          	Former Russian Dutchy
        


        
          	NEUTRALITY Description:

          	permanent, armed Neutrality

          	permanent, armed Neutrality

          	'Non-Aligned in Times of Peace ' To be Neutral in Times of War'
        


        
          	Historic Type of Neutrality:

          	classic

          	classic

          	classic

          	preclassic + Defence All.
        


        
          	Start of Neutrality:

          	Ideas 1924

          	1500

          	1800

          	Ideas 1920
        


        
          	Legal Basis of Neutrality:

          	Notification Fed. Const. 1955

          	Guaranty by 1815 Pow

          	–

          	indirect in Preamble FCMA
        


        
          	Framework for Neutrality:

          	International Law

          	International Law

          	de facto

          	de facto
        


        
          	International Recognition of Neutrality:

          	yes

          	yes

          	yes

          	yes
        

      
    


    
      Table 11.2: Geostrategic Considerations14
    


    
      
        
          	

          	(A)

          	

          	(CH)

          	(S)

          	

          	(SF)
        


        
          	GEOGRAPHIC AREA:

          	Central Europe

          	

          	Central Europe

          	Northern E

          	

          	Northern E
        


        
          	MILITARY STRATEGIC
          

          Importance:

          	middle

          	

          	low

          	growing

          	

          	growing
        


        
          	CATEGORIES OF STRATEGIC
          

          Surroundings:

          	NATO, WTO
          

          Neutrals, N-A

          	

          	NATO, Neutrals

          	NATO, Neutral
          

          + Sea

          	

          	NATO, USSR Neutral, Sea
        


        
          	Km Length of Border:
          

          with Neutrals:

          	CH......168
          

          FL        36

          	

          	A......168
          

          FL     41

          	SF......586

          	

          	S......586
        


        
          	    " N-A State:
          

              " NATOMemb.:

          	Y........330
          

          I........430
          

          FRG  815

          	

          	– FRG...362
          

          F     572
          

          I     741

          	–
          

          N........1660

          	

          	–
          

          N........716
        


        
          	    " WTOMemb.:

          	H........354
          

          CSSR  547

          	

          	–

          	–

          	

          	USSR..1219
        


        
          	Size in sq. km.:

          	83,855

          	

          	41,293

          	449,964

          	

          	338,127
        


        
          	Population:

          	7.5 mio

          	

          	6.4 mio

          	8.3 mio

          	

          	4.8 mio
        


        
          	per sq. km.:

          	90

          	

          	157

          	19

          	

          	14
        


        
          	Terrain (over 50%):

          	Mountain
          

          mixed

          	

          	Mountain
          

          mixed

          	Mountain
          

          mixed

          	

          	Lakes
          

          flat
        


        
          	Climate:

          	Partly Continental Mixed with Alpine

          	

          	Maritime and Extreme Nordic

          	
        

      
    


    
      Table 11.3: Foreign Policy Dimension
    


    
      
        
          	

          	(A)

          	(CH)

          	(S)

          	(SF)
        


        
          	Neutrality IMPORTANCE of FOREIGN POLICY:
          

          Influenced by:
          

          Type of Foreign Policy:

          	high
          

          West
          

          active

          	medium
          

          West
          

          conservative

          	high
          

          neutral
          

          progressive

          	high
          

          neutral
          

          neutral
        


        
          	UN-Member:

          	since 1955

          	no; referendum 1986

          	since 1948

          	since 1948
        


        
          	International Conferences:

          	VIENNA

          	GENEVA

          	STOCKHOLM

          	HELSINKI
        


        
          	Location of International Organization in the Country:

          	VIENNA

          	GENEVA

          	STOCKHOLM

          	HELSINKI
        


        
          	Main Diplomatic Activities:

          	Good Offices in International Diplomacy
          

          Hosting International Organizations and Conferences
        


        
          	

          	UN
          

          CDE/CSCE

          	–
          

          CDE/CSCE

          	UN CDE/CSCE

          	UN CDE/CSCE
        


        
          	Main Fields:

          	Humanitarian CSCE, UNPK, N-S Environ. Prot

          	Humanitarian CSBM, N-S Finance, Eco

          	Disarmament UN, UNPK N-S

          	Disarmament CSCE, UNPK
        


        
          	Participation in UN Peace Keeping:

          	25,000

          	no

          	46,000

          	15,000
        

      
    


    
      Table 11.4: Principal Economic Data and Trade31
    


    
      
        
          	

          	(A)

          	(CH)

          	(S)

          	(SF)
        


        
          	FOREIGN ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE of NEUTRALITY:

          	medium

          	high

          	high

          	high
        


        
          	1983 GDP (market prices) billion US $:
          

          per capita US $:
          

          Average Annual Change 1978-83 of GDP:

          	67.13
          

          8,892
          

          2.1%

          	97.12
          

          14,930
          

          1.6%

          	91.88
          

          11,029
          

          1.7%

          	49.39
          

          10,155
          

          4.1%
        


        
          	1979-84 Average Increase Consumer Price:

          	5.5%

          	4.4%

          	10.2%

          	9.7%
        


        
          	1984 Percentage of UNEMPLOYED Pop.:

          	4.25

          	1.0

          	3.25

          	6.0
        


        
          	1983 Total GOODS EXPORTS (fob) mill.USS: Goods Exports to other OECD countries:

          	15,428
          

          11,057

          	25,594
          

          18,972

          	27,430
          

          22,510

          	12,523
          

          7,778
        


        
          	As percentage of total Goods Exp.:

          	71.7

          	74.1

          	82

          	62.1
        


        
          	Important Export Products:

          	Machines, Cars Half Finished Products

          	Industrial Products, Watches Chem., Pharm.

          	Cars, Industr. Products, Wood Steel, Iron

          	Wood, Paper Ships, Machines Textile
        


        
          	1983 Total GOODS IMPORTS (cif) mill.US$:

          	19,392

          	29,090

          	26,115

          	12,840
        


        
          	1983Goods Imports from OECD Countries:

          	15,264

          	25,173

          	21,795

          	8,206
        


        
          	As Percentage of total Goods Imports:

          	78.7

          	86.5

          	83.4

          	63.9
        


        
          	1982 Percentage of Trade with OECD/CMEA:
          

          LDCs:

          	69/11
          

          17

          	70/4
          

          23

          	76/4
          

          17

          	62/27
          

          10
        


        
          	Mio.$ of 1981 High-Tech EXP. to USSR:
          

          As Percentage of Total H-T Exp. to SU:

          	30.4
          

          1.8

          	80.0
          

          4.6

          	77.3
          

          4.5

          	121.8
          

          7.0
        


        
          	Mio. $ of 1981 Manuf. EXP. to USSR:

          	460.9

          	205.0

          	272.0

          	1957.7
        


        
          	High-Tech as Perc. of Manuf. Exp. to SU:

          	6.6

          	39.0

          	28.4

          	4.1
        


        
          	Main Trading Partners
          

          1.,2.,3.,:
          

          4.,5.,6.:

          	FRG,I,CH, USSR,F,USA

          	FRG,F,I
          

          USA,UK,A

          	FRG,UK,N DK,USA,SF

          	USSR,S,FRG UK,USA,NL
        

      
    


    
      Table 11.5: Dependency in Energy and Technology35
    


    
      
        
          	

          	(A)

          	(CH)

          	(S)

          	(SF)
        


        
          	Foreign Dependence on ENERGY:

          	high
          

          East, M.E

          	high
          

          Eur., N.Africa

          	medium
          

          M.E.

          	high
          

          East
        


        
          	Hydrocarbo as % of Imports:

          	22

          	14

          	26

          	32
        


        
          	Primary Energy CONSUMPTION 1982/83 by fuel mio ts:
          

              Oil:
          

              Natural Gas:
          

              Coal:
          

              Hydro Elect:
          

              Nuclear:
          

          Total   =

          	10.5/10.0
          

          3.8/ 3.9
          

          3.0/ 2.8
          

          7.1/ 7.1
          

          – / –
          

          24.4/23.8

          	11.2/12.3
          

          0.8/ 0.9
          

          0.4/ 0.3
          

          9.6/ 9.3
          

          3.7/ 3.8
          

          25.7/26.6

          	21.8/20.0
          

          – / –
          

          1.6/ 1.6
          

          9.5/10.9
          

          6 8/ 7.0
          

          39.7/39.5

          	11.3/10.4
          

          0.6/ 0.6
          

          1.9/ 2.2
          

          3.5/ 3.3
          

          4.1/ 4.2
          

          21.4/20.7
        


        
          	Percentage Change   =

          	– 2.6

          	+ 3.9

          	– 0.5

          	– 3.1
        


        
          	1983 Energy Consumption per capita ts/oil:

          	3.41

          	3.94

          	5.84

          	5.05
        


        
          	Dependence on RAW MATERIAL:

          	high

          	high

          	high

          	high
        


        
          	Dependence on Foreign TECHNOLOGY:

          	high

          	medium

          	medium

          	high
        


        
          	1981 Gross Domestic Expend, on R&D, % of GNP:

          	1.2

          	2.3

          	2.2

          	1.3
        


        
          	Foreign Investment in state:

          	medium

          	high

          	medium

          	little
        


        
          	Investment of Slate abroad:

          	low

          	high

          	high

          	low
        

      
    


    
      Table 11.6: Defense Industry Highlights36
    


    
      
        
          	

          	(A)

          	(CH)

          	(S)

          	(SF)
        


        
          	DEFENSE INDUSTRY, Standard:

          	medium

          	high

          	high

          	medium
        


        
          	PRODUCTS:

          	Infant.,Art.
          

          Weap.,Tanks

          	lnf.,Art,Missl. Tks,Aircraft

          	lnf,Art,Miss. Tks,Ship,Aircr

          	Inf,Art. Ship,Tks
        


        
          	COOPERATION in Def. Production:

          	Avionics, Electronics
          

          Armament for SAAB 37 VlGGEN
          

          RSB70SA-Missile
        


        
          	

          	Exchanges of technologic experience in fortress construction
        


        
          	Major Defense FIRMS:
          

          1.,2., 3.

          	VOEST-Alpine AG
          

          Steyr-Daimler-Puch Hirtenberger

          	Oerlikon-Buehrle
          

          SIGSAURER MOWAG

          	FFV, Bofors
          

          SAAB, SCANIA

          	Tampella Valmet
          

          Kemira
        


        
          	1973-83 Average Percentage of ARMS EXPORTS of Total Exports:

          	0.7

          	1.29

          	0.36

          	0.33
        

      
    


    
      Table 11.7: Major Characteristics of Neutral National Defense41
    


    
      
        
          	

          	(A)

          	(CH)

          	(S)

          	(SFJ)
        


        
          	Start of Building of DEFENCE POLICY:

          	1955

          	15th Cent

          	16th Cent

          	1947
        


        
          	Neutrality IMPORTANCE of Armed Defense:
          

          Public support %:

          	medium
          

          82>

          	high
          

          80>

          	high
          

          80>

          	medium
          

          85>
        


        
          	Legal RESTRICTIONS for Milit.Defense:

          	quality

          	no

          	no

          	quantity
          

          quality
        


        
          	Wherein:
          

          Abolition/Alteration of Restrictions:

          	State T 1955
          

          no

          	–
          

          –

          	–
          

          –

          	Peace T 1947
          

          yes, 1963
        


        
          	1983 DEFENSE BUDGET billion US $:
          

          Is Percentage of GNP approx.:

          	0.826
          

          1.23

          	2.055
          

          2.11

          	2.589
          

          2.8

          	0.789
          

          1.59
        


        
          	Manpower of Mobilized Armed Forces:
          

          Incl. Reserves, Civil Def.,Aux.:
          

          Is Percentage of Population:
          

          Annual Refresher Training ca.:

          	220,000
          

          970,000
          

          12.9
          

          100,000

          	600,000
          

          1,700,000
          

          26.5
          

          400,000

          	800,000
          

          1,300,000
          

          15.6
          

          100,000

          	700,000
          

          850,000
          

          17.7
          

          36,000
          

          P-T Limit.
        


        
          	Major MILITARY HARDWARE
          

          (+ ORDERS):
          

          Combat Aircrafts:

          	56
          

          (SAAB–1058, SAAB–358)

          	321
          

          (MIRAGE IIIS F–5E, HUNTER)

          	420
          

          (SAAB–35, –37. –39)

          	65
          

          (MIG-21BIS, SAAB-35)
        


        
          	Armored Fighting Vehicles;

          	390
          

          (M-60, 'K' Tankdestroyer)

          	1,200
          

          (Pz–55,–61,–68.Leopard II)

          	670
          

          (Strv–101, –104–103B)

          	ca.300
          

          (T–54/–55, T-72)
        


        
          	Navy:

          	–

          	–

          	Submarines,
          

          Destroyers,
          

          F.Attack C.

          	Corvettes,
          

          F.Attack C.
        


        
          	Anti-Air, Anti-Tank Guided MISSILES:

          	no

          	Bloodhound, Rapier; Falcon Sidewinder, Maverick; TOW

          	Hawk, RB–70;
          

          Falcon, Skyflash,

          	SA–3.SA–7
          

          Atoll, Falcon; TOW
        


        
          	Discussion about Nuclear Weapons:

          	no

          	yes, 50s,60a

          	yes, 50s,60s

          	no
        


        
          	Major Foreign Arms Suppliers
          

          1., 2., 3., 4.:

          	USA,S,CH,F,I

          	FRG,USA,S,A

          	USA,UK,F

          	USSR,S.F,UK
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